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STATEWIDE STORMWATER COALITION  
 

 
 
July 23, 2012 
 
 
Jeanine Townsend 
Clerk to the Board 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 24th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: COMMENT LETTER – 2nd DRAFT PHASE II SMALL MS4 
GENERAL PERMIT 
 
Dear Ms. Townsend: 
 
On behalf of fifty-one statewide entities and public agencies 
(“Statewide Stormwater Coalition” or “Coalition”), we hereby submit 
comments to the second draft of the Phase II Permit for small 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (“MS4s”). 
 
The Coalition supports efforts to maintain and improve water 
quality in California.  We appreciate that the State Board 
redrafted the Phase II permit and responded to some of our 
concerns.  However, major concerns remain. 
 
Best Best & Krieger has submitted a separate letter (Attachment 
A) detailing legal problems with the second draft.  The California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) has commented 
separately.  The Coalition joins with these comments as well as the 
joint letter from the California League of Cities, California State 
Association of Counties and the Regional Council of Rural 
Counties, and adds the following: 
 

• The permit imposes compliance at a cost which is not 
feasible; 

 
• The permit’s receiving water limitations leave permittees 

uncertain about how to comply and vulnerable to legal 
challenge; 

 
• The process for implementing the permit is unclear, and 

leaves permittees vulnerable to legal challenge; 
 

Public Comment
Draft Phase II Small MS4 General Permit

Deadline: 7/23/12 by 12 noon

7-23-12
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• Several parts of the permit are over-specific and are redundant with other State 
regulations; which hampers permittees’ legal ability to effectively protect water 
quality, and (again) makes them vulnerable to legal challenge; 
 

• The State Board lacks the legal authority to require certain provisions within the 
permit. 

 
The Coalition’s number one concern: COST OF COMPLIANCE. 
 
The second draft Permit imposes unacceptable costs on permittees at a time of 
widespread economic distress.  
 
The second draft permit includes approximately 46 major task elements and 131 tasks for 
traditional MS4s.  Of these 131 tasks, 116 or 89% are required to be implemented or 
completed by the end of the third year of the permit term.  A chart of these task elements, 
tasks and time frames is included as Attachment B. 
 
If these requirements stand, individual permittees will have to hire staff or consultants to 
perform them.  Although the State Board concludes, based on a statewide study from 7 
years ago, the cost of the draft permit is acceptable and the  public is  “willing to pay” for 
clean water, this study was completed prior to the recent economic downturn; an 
economic downturn that has created severe cutbacks in public services.  In fact, local 
public entities continue to lose sources of revenue to the State.  The abolishment of 
redevelopment agencies is the most devastating recent example.  The State’s economy 
remains stagnant.  Proposition 218, court decisions and political realities continue to 
erode public entities’ real-life ability to enact fees or taxes to pay for regulatory programs.  
What matters, is the true fiscal ability for MS4s to comply with the stringent permit 
requirements. Further, these greatly expanded requirements have not been proven to 
have a clear nexus to improved water quality. 
 
All of these constraints are magnified for small MS4s.  The cost for a small MS4 to retool 
for the proposed Phase II permit is daunting in real and political terms.  Every budgetary 
decision is subject to intense public scrutiny and criticism.  Each required task forces 
cities to make a direct choice between public safety and less immediate public needs. 
 
The State Board in Order WQ 2000-11 has acknowledged that the cost of compliance is 
a relevant factor in determining MEP.  As the State Board’s Office of Chief Counsel has 
stated, “BMPs should have a cost that bears a reasonable relationship to the pollution 
control benefits to be achieved.”  The Coalition believes that the costs of the BMPs in the 
draft permit do not bear a reasonable relationship to the pollution control benefits to be 
achieved and thus exceed the MEP standard.  
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The Coalition’s number two concern:  RECEIVING WATER LIMITATION 
LANGUAGE. 
 
Language in the second draft permit does not clearly allow permittees to comply with 
water quality standards over time by using best management practices supplemented by 
the iterative process.   
 
The current permit language exposes Permittees to enforcement actions and lawsuits 
even if the discharger is fully implementing its stormwater program.  If the water into 
which a Permittee discharges is not meeting water quality criteria, the discharger could 
be liable, regardless of all its other costly efforts to reduce pollutants in its discharges.  It 
is generally acknowledged that there is no feasible way at this time to meet water quality 
criteria for certain pollutants such as copper and zinc.  Nevertheless, the State Board has 
not used its discretion to allow dischargers to comply with water quality criteria over time 
through the iterative process.  By failing to use its discretion to draft permits based upon 
achieving compliance through the iterative process, the State Board has left local 
governments vulnerable not only to enforcement, but also to third party lawsuits that will 
cost millions of dollars to resolve, over and above the millions already being spent on the 
stormwater program. 
 
To correct this problem, the State Board should substitute receiving water limitations 
language proposed by CASQA, as emphasized in the Best, Best & Krieger letter: 

“Except as provided in this Section D, discharges from the MS4 for which a Permittee is 
responsible shall not cause or contribute to an exceedence of water quality standards 
contained in a Statewide Water Quality Control Plan, the California Toxics Rule (CTR), or 
in the applicable Regional Water Board Basin Plan.” 

"If a Permittee is found to have discharges from its MS4 causing or contributing to an 
exceedance of an applicable water quality standard or causing a condition of nuisance in 
the receiving water, the Permittee shall be deemed in compliance with this Section D and 
this Order, unless it fails to implement the requirements of this Section D or as otherwise 
covered by a provision of this Order specifically addressing the constituent in question, as 
applicable." 
 
The Coalition’s number three concern:  UNCERTAIN PERMIT TERMS. 
 
The second draft permit allows Regional Board discretion in permit requirements creating 
uncertainty for permittees regulated by the Order.   
 
Although the second draft permit claims to be prescriptive and clear, it contains open-
ended terms and provisions for interpretation by the Executive Officer of Regional 
Boards.   
 
For example, the second draft permit contains open-ended terms related to public 
outreach, post construction standards and water quality monitoring: 
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• Permittees could be required to implement costly Community Based Social 
Marketing education and outreach strategies if required by their local Regional 
Board’s Executive Officer.  However, no criteria are provided to determine how or 
when this determination would be made.   

 
• Permittees which discharge to an Area of Special Biological Significance, have a 

Total Maximum Daily Load or have been identified with a water body that is 
impaired and is 303(d) listed are required to meet with their local Regional Board 
after permit adoption to determine water quality monitoring requirements.   

 
The true impact of these programs cannot be known until after the permit is adopted.      
 
Along these same lines, the Central Coast MS4s have been “carved-out” and are 
required to implement post-construction standards that exceed those required for other 
permittees.  This “carve-out” is inappropriate given the nature of a general permit which is 
to be one permit of general application.  The uncertainty is further magnified by the fact 
the Central Coast Regional Board has not yet acted upon the post-construction 
standards.   Comments from CASQA to the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board concerning the Central Coast specific post-construction standards indicate 
the requirements are unreasonable, infeasible for many projects, have no demonstrated 
additional environmental benefit and are not cost-effective. Even more importantly, the 
more restrictive numeric standards have not been shown to have a water quality benefit.   
 
The extreme nature of the proposed Central Coast post construction numeric standards 
further compounds the difficulty for Central Coast MS4s to comply with the full terms of 
this permit.  Central Coast MS4s should be subject to the same post-construction 
standards as all other Phase II MS4s under the Phase II Permit.  Especially since the 
more restrictive numeric standard has not been shown to provide water quality benefit for 
its more onerous and costly burden.   
 
Another area of uncertainty in the second draft permit is the intent and purpose of the 
Guidance Document that is to be submitted at the time a Permittee files its Notice of 
Intent.  Coalition members spent years and tens of thousands of dollars each to prepare 
and begin implementing storm water management plans.  The second draft permit, in 
particular findings 30-33 and Section E.1.b, says permittees won’t submit these plans to 
Regional Boards anymore; however, a Guidance Document that identifies overall 
planning and all permit requirements along with the responsible implementing parties is 
required.  This raises several questions for permittees.   
 
First, what is the nature and legal status of a “storm water program guidance document?”  
Second, will interested members of the public accept that they have no legal opportunity 
for comment on these “guidance documents?”  Third, exactly what is the Regional Board 
Executive Officer’s authority regarding review and modification of these documents?  
Finally, what process would a permittee use to question a Regional Board Executive 
Officer’s determination in the event of a disagreement? 
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Unless these questions are resolved through changes to the second draft permit now, 
they will recur again and again for permittees in the political process and in expensive 
court challenges.  Consequently, the State Board should revise the second draft permit 
as proposed in the letter from Best, Best & Krieger. 
 
Specifically, permittees should be able to request that the Regional Board Executive 
Officer allow continuation of existing best management practices in lieu of the 
requirements of the second draft permit.  If the State Board intends to allow the Regional 
Board Executive Officer to unilaterally decide whether to continue a current program, 
permittees should be allowed to petition (afforded an appeal process for) these decisions 
to the State Board. 
 
The Coalition’s number four concern:  OVER-SPECIFICITY. 
 
Over-specific requirements in the second draft permit will hamper permittees in achieving 
water quality improvement. 
 
The Best Best & Krieger letter demonstrates that several portions of the second draft 
permit have no legal basis or constitute State mandates over and above Federal Clean 
Water Act requirements.  As stated above, the Coalition joins in these comments.  The 
Coalition has an additional, practical concern; these provisions are so specific that the 
strict compliance required of permittees will sacrifice real-world water quality gains. 
 
Here are some examples: 
 

• The Program Management Element requires that permittees have available all of a 
large menu of enforcement tools.  These tools must be used and their use 
documented in a specified manner—without regard to whether it is effective to do 
so in the particular jurisdiction or circumstance. 
 

• More specifically, task Element E.6.c requires permittees to develop and 
implement an Enforcement Response Plan by year 3.  However, task element 
E.6.a requires permittees to have adequate legal authority to address over 10 
specific elements in controlling pollutant discharges by year 2.  Because 
implementing task E.6.a is likely to require Permittees to update their ordinances 
or other regulatory mechanisms, it seems redundant to require an Enforcement 
Response Plan to reiterate the regulatory mechanisms develop in E.6.a. Further, 
the purpose of the Enforcement Response Plan is unclear given that it is never 
required as a submittal in a Permittee’s annual report.  Instead, task E.6.c requires 
a report summarizing all enforcement activities.       
 

• If required by the Executive Officer of a Regional Board, the permittee will be 
required to implement detailed Community-Based Social Marketing 
requirements—without regard to whether these strategies work in the particular 
community.  Further, it is unclear the basis on which an Executive Officer will 
make that determination. 
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• All permittees are required, at a minimum, to provide storm water education to 
school-age children, with a suggested curriculum named.  However, permittees 
have no legal authority to impose curriculum on schools.  Further, the curriculum 
suggested has limited if any direct stormwater quality educational pieces.   
 

• The staff of all permittees must be repeatedly trained and certified to detailed 
standards; interestingly, third-party plan reviewers need only be “trained.”  
Specifically, requiring all plan reviewers and inspectors to be QSD/QSP qualified is 
excessive.   
 

• Section E.12.j, which requires permitees to update their general plan and specific 
plans, does not align with California local land use authorities.  Unless state law is 
amended to require the inclusion of certain considerations in planning, zoning and 
building laws, the State Board lacks legal authority to compel dischargers to 
amend their general plan or other planning documents in any particular way.   

 
Whether or not over-specific permit requirements make water-quality improvement 
sense, permittees will be obligated to strictly comply with them on pain of enforcement 
action by a Regional Board or litigation by interested members of the public.  
 
For all of the reasons detailed in the Best, Best & Krieger letter, as well as these 
additional practical considerations, the Board should: 
 

• Revise the receiving water language; 
 
• Revise language to align with the federal Clean Water Act; 
  
• Eliminate over-specific requirements; 
 
• Allow Central Coast MS4s to comply with the general order post-

construction standards; 
 
• Provide clear guidance to Regional Board Executive Officers for direction to 

Permittees and enforcement of the Order.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Steven Adams 
City Manager 
City of Arroyo Grande 
 

 
Russell S. Thompson, PE 
Public Works Director 
City of Atascadero 
 

 
Bernie Schroeder 
Director of Public Works 
City of Auburn 
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Jason Stilwell 
City Administrator 
City of Carmel by the Sea 
 

 
 

 
Chris Vierra 
Mayor 
City of Ceres 
 

 
Lilia Leon 
Mayor 
City of Commerce 
 

 

 
 

Stan Gryczko 
WWTP Superintendent 
City of Davis 
 

 
Jerry Edelen 
Mayor 
City of Del Rey Oaks 
 

 
 
Edward Easton 
Mayor 
City of Goleta 
 

 
Don Pauley 
City Manager 
City of Kingsburg 
 

 
 

Konradt Bartlam 
City Manager 
City of Lodi 
 

 
John H. Linn 
Mayor 
City of Lompoc 
 

 
Richard P. Montgomery 
Council Member 
City of Manhattan Beach 
 

 
 
Chuck Della Sala 
Mayor 
City of Monterey 
 

 
 
Andrea Lueker 
City Manager 
City of Morro Bay 
 

 
 
Jacques LaRochelle 
Director of Public Works 
City of Napa 
 

 
Garner R. Reynolds 
Director of Public Works 
City of Newman 
 

 

 
Thomas Frutchey 
City Manager 
City of Pacific Grove 
  

 
Matt Thompson 
Wastewater Resource Manager 
City of Paso Robles 
 
 

 
 

 
 
Rod B. Butler 
City Manager 
City of Patterson 
 

 

 
 

Dwayne Chisam 
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
City of Pismo Beach 
  

 
 
JD Hightower 
Development Services Director 
City of Riverbank 
 

 
 

Brett Storey 
Mayor 
City of Rocklin 
 

 

 
 

Pauline Roccucci 
Mayor 
City of Roseville 
 

 
 
Richard Simonitch 
City Engineer 
City of Sand City 
 

 
Larry Lavagnino 
Mayor 
City of Santa Maria 
 

 
John Dunn 
Interim City Manager 
City of Seaside 
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Daniel Bond 
City Engineer 
City of Selma 
 

 
Ken Farfsing 
City Manager 
City of Signal Hill 
 

 
 
Donald T. Wilcox 
Director of Public Works 
City of Soledad 
 

 
Linda Kelly 
City Manager 
City of Sonoma 
 

 
 
 

R. Leon Churchill, Jr. 
City Manager 
City of Tracy 
 

 
 

Michael Cooke 
Regulatory Affairs Manager 
City of Turlock 
 

 
 

 
Robert Ketley 
Senior Utilities Engineer 
City of Watsonville 
 

 
Paul Navazio 
City Manager 
City of Woodland 
 

 
 
Steve Baker 
City Manager 
City of Yreka 
 

 

 
 

Steve Jepsen 
City Manager 
City of Yuba City 
 

 

 
Rick Angelocci 
Town Manager 
Town of Loomis 
 

 
Tony Lashbrook 
Town Manager 
Town of Truckee 
 

 
Ken Grehm 
Director of Public Works 
County of Placer 
 

 
 
John Presleigh 
Director of Public Works 
County of Santa Cruz 
 

 
 
Patrick J. Minturn 
Director 
Department Public Works 
County of Shasta 
 

 
Reg Cullen 
Senior Engineer 
County of Sonoma 
 

 
Matt Machado 
Director of Public Works 
County of Stanislaus 
 

 
Jim Provenza 
Chairman 
Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
County of Yolo 
 

 
 

Doug Fredericks 
Advocacy Chair 
California Chapters of the  
American Public Works Association  
 

 
 

Karen Keene 
Senior Legislative Representative 
California State Association of Counties 

 
Kyra Emanuels Ross 
Legislative Representative 
League of California Cities 

 
Staci Heaton 
Regulatory Affairs Advocate  
Regional Council of Rural Counties 
 

 
 

Courtney Kienow 
Director of Governmental Affairs 
San Luis Obispo Chamber of 
Commerce 
 

 
 
Patrick J. Minturn 
Chief Engineer 
Shasta County Water Agency 
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Attachment A – Letter from Best Best & Krieger 
Attachment B – Task Matrix 
 
cc: 
Governor Jerry Brown 
Matt Rodriguez, Cal EPA Secretary 
 
State Senator Thomas Berryhill 
State Senator Sam Blakeslee 
State Senator Ron Calderon 
State Senator Anthony Cannella 
State Senator Noreen Evans 
State Senator Jean Fuller 
State Senator Ted Gaines 
State Senator Christine Kehoe 
State Senator Doug LaMalfa 
State Senator Alan Lowenthal 
State Senator Michael Rubio 
State Senator Joe Simitian 
State Senator Tony Strickland 
State Senator Lois Wolk 
State Senator Rod Wright 
 
Assembly Member Katcho Achadjian 
Assembly Member Luis Alejo 
Assembly Member Michael Allen 
Assembly Member Bill Berryhill 
Assembly Member Steven Bradford 
Assembly Member Joan Buchanan 
Assembly Member Betsy Butler 
Assembly Member Wes Chesbro 
Assembly Member Beth Gaines 
Assembly Member Kathleen Galgiani 
Assembly Member Jeff Gorrell 
Assembly Member Alyson Huber 
Assembly Member Jared Huffman 
Assembly Member Ricardo Lara 
Assembly Member Bill Monning 
Assembly Member Jim Nielsen 
Assembly Member Kristin Olsen 
Assembly Member David Valadao 
Assembly Member Das Williams 
Assembly Member Mariko Yamada 
 





































































1 2 3 4 5

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

E.6 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

E.6.b Certification 2013

E.6.c Enforcement Measures and Tracking  

Enforcement Response Plan 2015

Enfocement Tracking System 2015

Enfocement Response Plan Report 2015+

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

E.6.a Legal Authority (update or create ordinance)
2014

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)



1 2 3 4 5

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)
E.7 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH PROGRAM

E.7.a Public Outreach and Education  

Select outreach option.  If regional develop agreements 2013
Develop and implement comprehensive education and 

outreach program 2014+

public input in strategy development 2013 `

surveys 2x every 5 years 2014, 2016 (assumed)

develop and convey storm water messages in mulitple 

langages: 2015+

Annual outreach report (years 3, 4 and 5) 2015+

Year 5 report include changes in public awareness and 

knowledge and suggested program changes 2017

E.7.b Staff and Site Operator Traning and Education

E.7.b.1 Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Training

Permitee staff training with annual assesments 2015+

E.7.b.2 Construction Outreach and Education  

a. Permitee Staff Training - Annually 2014+

plan reviewers and permitting staff trained and must be 

QSPs 2014+

inspection staff must be trained atleast one QSD or QSP 2014+

third party plan reviewers, permitting staff and inspectors 

trained 2014+

b.  Construction Site Operator Education 2015+

develop and distribute education materials annually 2015+

update website with information 2015+

E.7.b.3

Pollution Prevention and Good Housekeeping Staff 

Traning  

annual employee training 2014+

annual assessment of staff knowledge 2013+

contractors contractually required to comply with BMPs 2013+

provide oversight of contractors 2013+
report on oversight and personnel training and 

assessment records 2014+

E.8

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND PARTICIPATION 

PROGRAM  

Develop strategy and implement 2014+

use citizen advisory committee (optional) 2014

actively engate in IRWMP 2015+  

annual events (eg Creekweek etc + mtls) 2015+
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)

E.9 ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND ELIMINATION

E.9.a Outfall Mapping  

Create and maintain accurate outfall map 2014+

E.9.b Ilicit Discharge Source/Facility Inventory

Maintain inventory of all industrial/commercial facilities 2014+

Annually Submit inventory  in report 2015+

E.9.c Field Sampling to Detect Illicit Discharges  

Sample any flowing outfalls while conducting E.9.a 2013

Annually sample priority area outfalls determined in E.9.a 2014+

Conduct followup activities if action levels exceeded 2014+

Summary report 2014+

E.9.d

Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Source 

Investigations and Corrective Actions  
develop written proceedures for investigations and 

corrective actions 2013 (assumed)

conduct investigations 2013+

annual report 2013+

E.9.d Spill Response Plan   

develop plan 2013

summarize activites annually 2013+

E.10

CONSTRUCTION SITE STORM WATER RUNOFF 

CONTROL PROGRAM

E.10.a Construction Site Inventory  

Annual inventory 2013+

E.10.b Construction Plan Review and Approval Procedures 2013+

E.10.c Construction Site Inspection and Enforcement  

proceedures development and annual reporting 2013+
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)

E.11

POLLUTION PREVENTION/GOOD HOUSEKEEPING 

FOR PERMITTEE OPERATIONS PROGRAM

E.11.a Inventory of Permittee-Owned and Operated Facilities  

develop and maintain inventory 2014+

E.11.b Map of Permitte-owned or Operated Facilities  

map of facilities relative to the urbanized area 2014

E.11.c Facility Assessment  

conduct comprehensive inspection and identify "hot spots" 2015

conduct annual review 2016+
document comprehensive  assessment procedures and 

results 2015

update inventory (and map) with hot-spots 2015+

E.11.d Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans  

develop SWPPS for hot spots 2016

E.11.e Inspections, Visual Monitoring and Remdial Action  

facility inspections to cover:  

Hot Spot locations 2017

Non-Hot Spots - one time in permit term 2017

E.11.f Storm Drain System Assessment and Prioritization   
implement proceedures to assess and prioritize 

maintenance storm drain systems 2014

prioritize catch basins, update as required 2014+

E.11.g Maintenance of Storm Drain System  

inspect storm drain system 2015+

clean storm drains 2015+

label catch basins 2015+

maintain surface drainage structures 2015+

develop proceedure to dispose of waste materials 2015+

prepare annual report 2015+

E.11.h Permittee Operations and Maintenance Activities (O&M)  

develop program to assess  O&M activites and required 

BMPs: 2015

inspect (and log) O&M BMPs annually 2015+

develop report 2015+

E.11.i

Incorporation of Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 

Features in Flood Management Facilities  

develop and implement process for new and rehabilitated 

flood mgmt projects 2015

reporting 2015+

E.11.j Landscape Design and Maintenance  

evaluate use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers 2014

implement best practices: 2014+

record amount of chemical usage 2014+
annual reporting to quantify and demonstrate reduction in 

chemical usage 2014+
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)

E.12

POST CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

E.12.a Post-Construction Treatment Measures  

complete and maintain inventory of projects subject to 

post-construction treatment measures 2015+

E.12.b Post-construction hydromodificaton measures  

complete and have available an inventory of E.12.e 

(Hydormodification Mgmt) 2015+

Permittees within a Phase 1 MS4 boundary with approved 

Hydromod Plan - complete and have available summary 

report 2013+

E.12.c Site Design Measures  

implement new site design measures (projects that create 

or replace >2,500 SF impervious area) 2013+

E.12.d Low Impact Development Runoff Standards  

E.12.d.1 Regulated Projects 2014+

projects that create or replace >5,000 SF impervious area 

for LID

E.12.d.2 Low Impact Developmnet Standards  

adopt and implement standards 2014+

annually report upon each regulated project 2014+

E.12.e Hydromodification Management  

develop and implemnent hydromodification management 

proceedures 2015+

annual report verifying implementatoin of hydromod 

proceedures 2015+

E.12.f

Implementation Strategy for Watershed Process - Based 

Storm Water Management   

Work with the Regional Board if modified criteria required 2015

Develop or modify enforcement mechanisms 2015

develop guidance 2015

develop tracking report for education and outreach 2015

complet strategy for implementing numeric criteria 2015

E.12.g

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) of Post-Construction 

Storm Water Management Measures   

 implement O&M Verification Program 2014+

develop written plan 2014

datebase or table of regulated projects with installed 

treatment systems: 2014+

table of information pertaining to inspections of regulated 

projects: 2014+

annually prepare detailed list of newly installed sytems 

and controls (before the wet season) 2014+

annual report: 2014+

E.12.h

Post-Construction Best Management Practice Condition 

Assessment

for structural post-construction BMPsdevelop a plan to: 2015

administer self-certification program 2015

prepare annual report 2015
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)

E.12.i

Post-Construction Stormwater Management 

Requirements for Development Projects in the Central 

Coast Region
comply with provisions in the Central Coast Post-

Construction Requirements 2013(assumed)

E.12.j Planning and Building Document Updates

Revise the planning and buidling requriements for projects 

subject to post-construction requirements: 2013

Evaluate policies for approval of general plan updates and 

specific plans or other master planning documents and 

zoning to: 2015

Revise polices for approval of general plan updates and 

specific plans or toher master planning documents and 

zoning to include design princiiples 2016

annual report 2113+

document modification to codes, regulations and 

standards 2013

submit proposal for modifying policies 2015

document modifications completed to policies 2016
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)
E.13 WATER QUALITY MONITORING

MS4s discharging to an ASBS must comply with 

Attachment C
MS4s assigned a WLA in a TMDL must consult with 

Regional Board within 6 months (Attachment G) to 

determine monitoring requirements
MS4s discharging to 303(d) listed waterbodies must 

consult with Regional Board within 6 months to 

determine monitoring requirements

Traditional Small MS4s with population >50,000 (see 

Attachmetn A) but not discharging to ASBS, TMDL or 

303(d) must do either E.13.a, E.13.b or E.13.c

E.13.a Regional Monitoring  

Regional Monitoring Collaborative 2013

Consult with Regional Board 2013

E.13.b Receiving Water Monitoring

E.13.b.1 Receiving Water Monitoring at Urban/Rural Interface  

install permanent monitoring station 2013

annually monitor three storm events 2014+

Establish a monitoring fund paid by new development 2014

Reporting 2014+

E.13.b.2 Receiving Water Monitoring in Urban Area  

identify one characteristic waterway at bottom of a HUC 

14 watershed 2013

install permanent monitoring station 2013

annually monitor three storm events 2014+

Reporting 2014+

E.13.c Special Studies  

develop special study plan and submit to RB 2013

implement study 2014+

Reporting 2014+



1 2 3 4 5

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Start Activity

Complete Activity

Ongoing Activity

ATTACHMENT B

PERMIT ELEMENT (TRADITIONAL MS4s)

PERMIT COMPLIANCE 

YEAR (SPECIFIC DATE IS 

MAY 15TH UNLESS 

OTHERWISE NOTED) Year 

1 = 2013)
E.14 PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT

E.14.a Program Effectiveness Assesment and Improvement Plan  

develop plan 2013

annual report 2014+

complete analysis of effectivness of modifcations made at 

improving BMPs and /or program effectiveness 2017

E.14.b Municipal Watershed Pollutant Load Quantification  

Consult with Regional Board to verify pollutants of 

concern 2013 (assumed)
model  development - use Center for Watershed 

Protection's Watershed Treatment Model or equivalent 2014

recallibrate model at appropriate intervals 2016(assumed)

report on annual subwatershed pollutant loads 2017

E.14.c Storm Water Program Modifications  

submit propsal on BMP modifications 2015
begin implementing BMP or program modifications in 

priority program areas and report on progress 2016

complete modifications 2017

annual report 2017

E.15

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS COMPLIANCE 

REQUIREMENTS  

E.15.a Comply with all approved TMDLs (Attachment G) 2013+

E.15.b Waste load allocations 2013

E.15.c Regional Board reviews and proposed modifications 2013

E.15.d Reports status of implementation via SMARTS  

Reporting 2013+

E.15.e

Comply with Clean Water Act Sections 303d,306b and 

314   2013+
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