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August 15, 2013

Emel G. Wadhwani

Senior Staff Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: SWRCB/OCC FILE A-2236(a) THROUGH (kK)

Dear Ms. Wadhwani:

The City of Santa Maria (“City” or “Santa Maria”) is pleased to submit these comments on
the two gquestions posed by the State Water Resources Control Board (“State Board”) in the
State Board's 30-day response letter dated July 8, 2013 involving the above-referenced
petitions of the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (‘LA Permit’). The answers to the State
Board’s two questions and the broader state-wide issues related to the State Board's current
receiving water limitations ("RWL") language are of vital importance to the City. The City is
happy to see the State Board ask these questions. It looks forward to the early fall State
Board workshop on the topic, and urges the State Board to make meaningful revisions to
the current RWL language. Revisions to the current RWL language are particularly
important in light of the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals' decision issued August 8, 2013, which
is more fully discussed below,

L Why the Current RWL Language is a Concern to Santa Maria

Santa Maria is located in Santa Barbara County, along California’s Central Coast. With a
population of more than 100,000 residents and a land area of 23 square miles, Santa Maria
is the largest city by both population and geographical area in Santa Barbara County.
Although large in population and land area, Santa Maria faces many financial challenges
that it must carefully manage to continue to provide essential governmental services and
help maintain the quality of life of its residents, many of whom face their own serious
financial challenges. Ih fact, approximately 60 percent of Santa Maria’s population is at or
below 80 percent of the County’s median household income.

! Natural Resources Defense Council v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. August 8, 2013) F.3d
[Dock. No. 10-56017].



The financial realities facing Santa Maria and its residents require the City to make difficult
spending choices to continue funding all essential govemmental services, including, among
other things, water quality improvement programs The current RWL language, as
interpreted by the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals?, upsets the City's careful balancung of its
limited resources by forcing the City to chase all pollutants, at all times, in all receiving
waters, regardless of the relative water quality benefits of such efforts. This is not good
policy, either from a fiscal or from a water quality perspective.

Santa Maria is also presented with unique water quality challenges that the current RWL
language makes difficult to solve. Specifically, three man-made flood control channels® cut
through the City. These channels were constructed in the 1960s in areas where no previous
water bodies existed. These channels are fully or partially concrete, and are not open to the
public. They were constructed for the specific purpose of flood control; no historic relic water
courses or Waters of the United States were involved in their designs. In both wet and dry
weather, they receive heavy agricultural tail flows from farm fields surrounding the City. They
were not designed for this purpose, but are the recipient of the agricultural runoff due to
gravity flow.

Nevertheless, the Basin Plan for the Central Coast Region applies to these man-made
channels, by default, certain beneficial uses and stringent water quality objectives, designed
to protect uses of natural water bodies. These default beneficial uses and accompanying
water quality objectives, when coupled with the current interpretation of the State Board's
RWL language, inhibit the City’s ability to implement collaborative and regional solutions to
water quality problems in the Santa Maria watershed. The current language, which imposes
strict liability for “contributing” to an exceedance of any applicable Basin Plan water quality
objective, forces the City to pursue a narrower, jurisdictional approach to water quality
management, rather than a more comprehensive watershed approach, an approach which
is commonly recognized as achieving superior water quality (and possibly water supply)
results.*

A specific example may help illustrate this point. Because the three channels that flow
through the City receive most of their water from agricultural runoff they each currently fail to
meet the Basin Plan’s water quality objectives for nutrients.® For this reason, the Central
Coast Regional Board has developed a total maximum daily load (“TMDL") for nutrients, and
has developed numeric wasteload allocations for the City, to be achieved over a period of 12
to 30 years. It is believed the Central Coast Regional Board, working with the State Board,
will eventually incorporate these wasteload allocations into the City's water quality-based

2 Natural Resources Defense Council v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2011) 673 F.3d 880, revid on
other grounds by 133 S.Ct. 710 (2013).

3 The Bradley Channel, the Blosser Channel and the Main Street Canal.
4 This problem has been made worse by the 9th Circuit's August 8, 2013 decision. That decision appears
to suggest that dischargers may be held jointly liable for receiving water exceedances, even without
specific evidence that the individual discharger actually discharged the pollutants causing or contributing
to the exceedance. To avoid such liability without evidence, dischargers will be compelled to turn inward
and focus only on their discharges.

® Specifically, nitrate and unionized ammonia.



effluent limitation requirements under State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality
Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ (“Phase Il Permit”).

The problem with the current RWL language is that, regardless of the timeframes in the
TMDL, the City could be held strictly liable for “contributing” nutrients into these three
channels now, even though the Regional Board acknowledges the City is not a major
source of the nutrient problem®, and even though nutrient reduction from the City will not
solve the problem. The 9th Curcuuts August 8, 2013 decision appears to compound this
already difficult situation, by suggesting the City might be liable for the quality of the water in
the channel, even without evidence the City discharged nutrients at all. This approach
simply cannot be reconciled with the requirements of the Clean Water Act and undermines
effective water quality solutions.

What is needed to address the nutrient problem is a collaborative, watershed approach
which concurrently seeks to reduce nutrient loading and implements viable, regional
treatment options. The current RWL language inhibits such an approach.

The City is currently considering the development of a regional treatment approach in the
Bradley Channel (“Channel”). Under this approach, the City would install an agricultural
tailwater de-nitrification system for the treatment of the commingled flows within the
Channel. The proposed project would divert polluted water from the Channel into a
woodchip-based de-nitrification system which has been demonstrated to have a potential
nitrate removal rate in excess of 90 percent. The water discharged from the treatment
system would, it is believed, meet or significantly exceed Basin Plan requirements.

However, under the current RWL language, the City is presented with a difficult choice —
divert scarce resources to this type of a regional treatment solution or focus more narrowly
on its own, minimal nutrient discharges to best comply with current RWL requirements.
Although the regional treatment approach would result in the most meaningful water quality
benefits, implementing that approach would not place the City in a position of compliance
under the current RWL language because discharges from the City would likely contribute
(or might be presumed to contribute) at least some nutrients to the already-polluted Channel
upstream of the treatment system. It is difficult for elected officials charged with the prudent
care of the City's fiscal condition to spend scare resources on such a project without any
offsetting compliance benefits to the City. From the City’s perspective, therefore, the current
RWL language presents real challenges and drives decisions that inhibit the achievement of
superior water quality results.

ii. Why the Receiving Water Limitations Language Can and Should be Revised

The current RWL language thus presents both fiscal and water quality challenges for the
City. Revising the RWL language could alleviate the fiscal challenges by allowing the City to
focus its resources on the highest water quality benefits. It would also empower the City to
tackle its water quality challenges through collaborative, regional approaches. Of course, the
City must still be held accountable through specific, enforceable requirements. The City is

¢ See Central Coast Resolution No. R3-2013-0013, noting that “Urban storm water is a relatively minor
source of nitrogen compounds and orthophosphate.”



not looking for a free pass. Rather, the State Board should use this opportunity to make
meaningful revisions to the RWL language that continue to hold dischargers accountable for
their actions but also allows for a broader, more integrated approach to solving water quality
problems.

The State Board has the power to make such changes, and should do so through a state-
wide precedential order. The legal support for the revisions to the RWL language is briefly
set forth below.

A. Initial Development of the RWL. Language

The current RWL language was originally developed based on what courts have
subsequently made clear was a misunderstanding of the requirements of the Clean Water
Act. In 1991, the State Board concluded that Section 402(p)(3)(B) of the Act required that
MS4 permits contain efﬂuent limitations based on water quality standards in accordance with
Section 301 of the Act.” The State Board reasoned that Section 402(p)(3)(B) of the Act was
ambiguous as to whether Section 301 applied to MS4 pemits. In light of this perceived
ambiguity, the State Board deferred to EPA’s interpretation of Section 402(p)(3)(B). As
interpreted by EPA, Section 402(p)(3)(B) only modified the technology-based requirements
of Section 301, and left in place the water quality-based requirements of Section 301, even if
those requirements were more stringent than the maximum extent practicable ("MEP”)
standard. The State Board thus concluded that MS4 permits had to contain water quality-
based effluent limitations pursuant to Section 301,

Subsequent State Board decisions expressly confirmed the State Board intended the RWL
language to implement the requirement of Section 301(b)(1)(C) to mclude more stringent
effluent limitations necessary to meet water quality standards® Based on this
misinterpretation of the Act, the State Board promulgated “the strongest and clearest
possible language to protect water quality.” In 1999, the State Board refined its approach
and issued the RWL language that currently applies to all MS4 permits.®

The confusion about whether Section 301 applied to Section 402(p)(3)(B) was
understandable prior to 1999 because no precedential legal decision had yet addressed the
questlon In 1999, however, the gth Circuit Court of Appeals unequivocally resolved this
question.’® The 9th Circuit held that Section 402(p)(3)(B) was unambiguous and completely
replaced the requirements of Section 301 for MS4 pemnits. Therefore, neither the
technology-based nor water quality-based requirements of Section 301 applied to MS4
permits. Because Section 402(p)(3)(B) was unambiguous, no deference to EPA’s
interpretation was required or permitted. Congress had spoken and its decision governed.
The 9th Circuit thus held that MS4 permits issued under Section 402(p)(3)(B) did not need to
include water quality-based effluent limitations that mandated strict compliance with water
quality standards. In other words, the legal premise on which the State Board’s RWL
language was based was wrong.

? State Board Order No. WQ 91-03.

8 State Board Order No. WQ 98-01.

% State Board Order No. 99-05.

0 pefenders of Wildiife v. Browner (9th Cir. 1999) 191 F.3d 1159.
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B. Clarification in the State Board’s 2001 BIA Order

In 2001, the State Board had the opportunity to clarify its RWL language in light of the Sth
Circuit's decision in Browner.!! As the State Board acknowledged, it had not previously
addressed the implications of Browner and the holding that MS4 permits did not need to
require strict compliance with water quality standards. The State Board then properly
interpreted its RWL language in a manner consistent with Browner and found that the
language “does not require strict compliance with water quality standards.” Rather,
compliance with water quality standards “is to be achieved over time, through an iterative
approach requiring improved BMPs.”

The State Board declined to eliminate, as it could have done under Browner, the need to
address water quality standards at all in MS4 pemits in California. The State Board found
that a technology-based standard alone would ignore the impacts urban runoff was having
on receiving waters. The State Board thus pursued a middle course in which strict
compliance with water quality standards would generally not be required, but where water
quality standards would still be addressed through an iterative. approach, which seeks
compliance over time. This approach, the State Board found, “is protective of water quality,
but at the same time considers the difficulties of achieving full compliance through BMPs
that must be enforced throughout large and medium municipal storm sewer systems.”

The State Board's 2001 precedential interpretation of the RWL language remains the State
Board’s last precedential order on the subject. Had the iterative approach as articulated by
the State Board in 2001 been uniformly applied, many of the City’s current concerns would
have been ameliorated. Such an iterative approach establishes a high bar—the ultimate
achievement of water quality standards—but also recognizes the difficulties faced by MS4s
in achieving those standards because of the open nature of MS4 systems, significant
variability in rainfall, and technical and financial feasibility.

Unfortunately, not all the Regional Boards, nor the courts and third parties, applied this
language uniformly. Ultimately, the RWL language was interpreted based on the original
misapplication of Section 301 to MS4 pemits, and was applied to require strict compliance
with water quality standards, as most recently reflected in the 9th Circuit's 2011 and 2013
decisions involving the 2001 LA permit.

C. The NRDC Case

The Sth Circuit in 2011 issued an opinion, subsequently reversed on other grounds, that
interprets the State Board's RWL language to require strict compliance with water quality
standards, uncoupled from the iterative process as expressed in the State Board's 2001
decision.'” The 9th Circuit's opinion appears to turn the State Board's 2001 precedential
decision on its head. Rather than finding the iterative process to be an integral part of the
State’s effort to achieve compliance with water quality standards over time through improved

" State Board Order No. 2001-15.
'2'Natural Resources Defense Council v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2011), rev'd on other grounds
by 133 S.Ct. 710 (2013).



BMPs, the 9th Circuit held that strict compliance with'water quality standards was required
and subject to independent enforcement separate from the iterative process.

The 9th Circuit's decision appears rooted in the same misunderstanding of Section
402(p)(3)(B) and Section 301 of the Act that existed at the time of the original development
of the RWL language. For example, the 9th Circuit noted that “{o]nly by enforcing the water-
quality standards themselves as the limits could the purpose of the CWA and the NPDES
system be effectuated.” The 9th Circuit rejected the notion (which, of course, it previously
had supported in Browner) that Section 402(p)(3)(B) was a “lesser standard.” The Sth Circuit
reasoned that “Defendants’ position that they are subject to a less rigorous or unenforceable
regulatory scheme for their storm-water discharges cannot be reconciled with the significant
legislative history showing Congress's intent to bring MS4 operators under the NPDES-
permitting system.”

Although the Sth Circuit's decision was reversed by the United States Supreme Court on
other grounds, its interpretation of the RWL language was not addressed by the Supreme
Court. The 9th Circuit's decision can thus be interpreted as a fundamental shift away from
the State Board’s approach in its 2001 precedential order. To make matters worse, the Sth
Circuit on August 8, 2013, on remand from the Supreme Court, reconsidered its previous
opinion and again held the Los Angeles Flood Control District liable for the quality of the
receiving water, even though there was no evidence of a discharge of the standard
exceeding pollutants from the Flood Control District's MS4."® The 9th Circuit's new decision
emphasizes even more the need for RWL reform because it appears to hold permittees
liable for the quality of receiving waters absent any evidence of an individual contribution to
the problem.

The City acknowledges that some at the State Board and various Regional Boards may
believe that the Sth Circuit’s decisions are consistent with the current RWL language and do
not reflect a change in approach. However, this position appears hard to reconcile with an
objective comparison of the statements in the State Board's 2001 precedential order (in
which the State Board stated that its RWL language does not require strict compliance with
water quality standards) with the 9th Circuit's decisions (in which the Court held that the
RWL language requires strict compliance with water quality standards, apparently even
absent evidence of an individual discharge).

D. The Current Situation and the State Board’s Authority to Revise the
RWL Language

The 9th Circuit's decisions have resulted in significant concems from municipal dischargers,
who have requested the State Board address the issue through a reconsideration of its
current RWL language. The issue has been raised directly with the State Board in
connection with the Caltrans Permit and Phase Il Permit. The crucial policy issue raised in

" In its 2011 opinion, the 9th Circuit had rejected the contention that the mass-emissions monitoring
station data conclusively established the Flood Control District's liability. The Sth Circuit held that there
must be some additional proof of the Flood Control District's individual contribution to the water quality
exceedance. However, on August 8, 2013, they reconsidered this argument and held that the monitoring
data only established liability, even absent evidence of the District's individual contribution.
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connection with the LA Permit and San Diego Regional Permit, both of which are subject to
pending petitions to the State Board. Resolution of the RWL language issue by the State
Board, is the most important pending MS4 policy question.

Some have asserted the State Board lacks the legal authority to consider changes to its
current RWL language. The City believes that the State Board has discretion on the
question and that neither the anti-backsliding nor the anti-degradation provisions of the Act
or state law preclude the State Board from addressing the RWL language, as briefly
explained below.

1. Anti-Backsliding

Some have asserted that the anti-backsliding provisions of the Act and federal regulations
preclude any changes to the RWL language. A careful reading of the Act and the regulations
demonstrate otherwise.

Section 402(o) of the Act provides that for specific effluent limitations established on the
basis of specific sections of the Act, a permit may not be renewed or reissued that contains
effluent limitations which are less stringent than the comparable effluent limitations in the
previous permit. There are several reasons why Section 402(0) has no application to the
RWL language.

First, the RWL language is not an “effluent limitation” as defined in the Act. An “effluent
limitation” is “any restriction established by a State or the Administrator on quantities, rates,
and concentrations of chemical, physical, biological, and other constituents which are
discharged from point sources into navigable waters, the waters of the contiguous zone, or
the ocean, including schedules of compliance.”™* An “effluent limitation” is thus a limit
measured at the point of discharge from a point source. In contrast, the RWL language
measures compliance in the receiving water.

Second, even if the RWL language could be characterized as an “effluent limitation,” it is not
(and could not be) developed in accordance with the specific sections listed in Section
402(0). It is not a technology-based effluent limitation established based on best
professional judgment in accordance with Section 402(a)(1)(B). Rather, it derives its legal
authority from Section 402(p)(3)(B). Moreover, as Browner makes clear, the RWL language
is not (and could not be) a technology-based or water-quality based effluent limitation
established on the basis of Section 301(b)(1)(c) because Section 301 has no application to
MS4 permits. Finally, the RWL language is not an effluent limitation developed under
Section 303(d) or (e), which involve the continuing planning process and TMDLs. The RWL
language is, at its core, an exercise of discretion under the “such other provisions” language
of Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii} and is not subject to Section 402(0).

The federal regulations also contain anti-backsliding provisions.'® These regulations must be
addressed in NPDES permits “when applicable.” Due to the unique nature of MS4s and the
special standards Congress created in Section 402(p)(3)(B) for such systems, these

'4 33 U.S.C. §502(11)(Emphasis added).
'S 40 CFR § 122.44().



regulations are not “applicable” to MS4 permits. The regulations provide that “interim effluent
limitations, standards or conditions” of renewed or reissued permits must be at least as
stringent as the final effluent limitations, standards or conditions in the previous permit. For
the same reasons as discussed above regarding Section 402(0), these regulations do not
apply to MS4 permits. It is commonly recognized that these regulations do not govern
requirements based on state water quality standards.'® Because the RWL language is, at
its core, intended to protect state water quality standards, these regulations have no
application to the RWL language.

2, Anti-Degradation

EPA’s regulations require each state develop and adopt a statewxde anti-degradation policy
and identify the methods for implementing such policy."” Califomia adopted its anti-
degradation policy in 1968.'® The State Board has issued guidance on its policy through
Administrative Procedures Update (“APU") 90-004.

As APU 90-004 makes clear, the State’s anti-degradation policy does not apply when a
discharge ‘will not be adverse to the intent and purpose of the state and federal anti-
degradation policies.” Likewise, APU 90-004 provides that if there is “no reason to believe
that existing water quality will be reduced due to the proposed action, no anti-degradation
analysis is required.” As noted above, revisions to the RWL language will allow MS4s
throughout the State to better address water quality problems and will lead to better water
quality outcomes. Thus, there is no reason to believe that revisions to the RWL language will
reduce existing water quality. Therefore, the anti-degradation policy does not apply.

This analysis is consistent with recent case law regarding anti-degradation. In a recent case,
the court acknowledged the anti-degradation policy might not apply if it can be shown that
the discharge of waste will not degrade the quality of the receiving water.'® To support such
a conclusion, a water board must ensure the regulatory action includes sufficient
requirements, including an effective monitoring program, to demonstrate the discharge will
not degrade the quality of the receiving water. MS4 permits contain such requirements,
including an effective monitoring program. Therefore, the anti-degradation provisions do not

apply.
. Responses to Two Questions

With the above legal framework in mind, the City has the following responses to the two
questions posed by the State Board. In the City’s view, the RWL language must be
amended to include a compliance program option that includes the following key elements: it
must be voluntary; it must allow either a watershed or jurisdictional approach; it must be
based on best management practices; it must allow for prioritization of pollutant-water body
combinations; it must permit adaptive management; and it must provide that good faith

'8 See, e.g., NPDES Permit Writers’ Manual, page 7-4.

7 40 CFR 131.12.

'8 State Board Resolution No. 68-16.

'® Asociacion De Gente Unida Por EI Agua v. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (2012)
210 Cal.App.4th 1255.



compliance with the program constitutes compliance with receiving water limitations and
discharge prohibitions. The City's answers below are based on these key elements.

A. General Support for Compliance Approach in the LA Permit

The City generally supports the LA Pemit's compliance approach as a good first step
toward revising the RWL language. The approach is properly an optional one that allows
permittees to decide whether the current language or a different approach works best for the
City. It also contains sufficient rigor to provide measurable and enforceable requirements
that permittees must meet. Most importantly, it provides for two different watershed or
jurisdictional compliance paths that all permittees may implement. Although somewhat
cumbersome, the City views the LA approach as a good first step and commends the
Regional Board for its attempt to address the RWL issue. To fully address the issue,
however, additional language rooted in the iterative process is required.

B. Support for CASQA’s Improvements to the LA Permit's Approach

Although the City views the LA Permit's approach as a good first step, the City believes the
language requires further refinement. The City supports the RWL language put forward by
California Stormwater Quality Association (“CASQA") in its response to the State Board's
two questions as an additional step toward true RWL reform. CASQA's refinements to the
LA Pemnit's approach make the compliance program process more usable and
comprehensive.

The City notes that, for Phase Il programs, the CASQA approach will require further
modification to fit it within the Phase Il permit. Moreover, the State Board should additionally
consider including in the revised RWL language a mechanism to address those situations
where, despite good faith efforts, achievement of water quality standards, including interim
and final wasteload allocations/effluent limitations, proves to be currently infeasible. Building
such a mechanism into the RWL compliance process now will avoid future disputes and
establish a comprehensive structure through which the State and Regional Boards can work
collaboratively with MS4s to achieve water quality standards.

V. Conclusion

The City appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the State Board and
looks forward to the State Board workshop on the topic. It urges the State Board to use this
opportunity to make meaningful revisions to the RWL language.

Very truly yours,

! D G. SWEET, P.E.
Director of Utilities
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August 13, 2013
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All Interested Parties

Mr. Samuel Unger [via email only]
Executive Officer

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

sunger @waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Deborah Smith [via email only]
Assistant Executive Officer

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

dsmith @waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Paula Rasmussen [via email only]
Assistant Executive Officer

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

prasmussen @waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Renee Purdy [via email only]
Environmental Program Manager 1
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

rpurdy @ waterboards.ca.gov

Lori T. Okun, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O.Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

lokun @ waterboards.ca.gov

Frances L. McChesney, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
FMcChesney @ waterboards.ca.qov

Jennifer L. Fordyce, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

ifordyce @waterboards.ca.gov

Nicole L Johnson, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

njohnson@waterboards.ca.gov
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All Interested Parties (cont.)

Mr. Ivar Ridgeway [via email only]
Environmental Scientist

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

iridgeway @waterboards.ca.gov

Philip G. Wyels, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

pwyels @waterboards.ca.gov

Mr. David W. Smith, Chief [via email only]
Permits Office

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

smith.davidw @epa.gov

Michael Lauffer, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

mlauffer @ waterboards.ca.gov

Bethany A. Pane, Esq. [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

bpane @waterboards.ca.gov

Joanne Griffin [via email only]
Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

jgriffin @ waterboards.ca.gov



SWRCB/OCC FILE NOS. A-2236(a) through (kk)

PETITIONERS AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD CONTACT LIST

EXHIBIT A
City of San Marino [A-2236(a)l:
fvia U.S. Wall and emaii] [vie U.S. Maii and emali)
Lisa Bong, Esq.

Candice K. Les, Esq.
Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Ricardo Qilvarez, Esq.
City Attornay, City of EI Monte

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeies, CA 80071

11333 Valiey Boulevard
Richards, Watson & Gershon El Monte, CA 981734-2008
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor rollvarez@ogplaw.com
Los Angeles, CA 90071
Ibond@rwalaw.com
clee@nwolaw.com
abradv@rwolaw.com
[via U.S. Mall and emall] {via U.S. Mall and emali]
City of San Marino City of E) Monte
¢/o Mr. John Schaefer, City Manager ¢/o Mr. Dayle Keller
2200 Huntington Drive Interim City Manager
San Marlno. CA 91 108 11333 Valley Boulevard
Ldzitie] - El Monte, CA 91731
dkeller@ci.el-monte.ca.us
Clty of Monrovia [A-2236(w)]:
Ivia U.S. Mali and emall] [Via U.S. Mail and emai)
Lisa Bond, Esq. Lisa Bond, Esq.
Candics K. Lee, Esq. Candics K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Ficor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

lbond@rwalaw.com Ibond@rwalaw.com
clee@rwolaw.com cles@wolaw.com
MMM MXM
fvie U.S. Mall onlyj [via U.8, Mall and email)
City of Rancho Palos Verdes City of Monrovia

c/o Clty Manager c/o City Manager

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 80275

415 South Ivy Avenue
Monrovia, CA 81016

citvhali@®clmonrovia.ca.ug




(via U.S. Mai! and emall]

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K, Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40™ Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

City of Agoura Hills [A-2236(w)):
{via U.S. Mall and emali)

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Lee, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

lbond@rwalgw.com Ibond@rwalaw.com
clge@rwalaw.com cloe@rwalaw.com
abradv@rwalaw com abradv@rwalaw,.com
{via U.S. Mail only) {via U.S. Mall oniy]
City of South E! Monte City of Agoura Hlils
c/o City Manager

1415 N. Santa Anita Avenue
South El Monte, CA 91733

¢/o Clty Manager
30001 Ladyface Coun
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

City ot Norwalk [A-2236(d)]:

[via U.S. Mall and emali] .

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Lees, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Wetson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

[via U.S. Mall and emali]
Anthony Marinacclo, Esq.
Alvarez-Glasman & Colvin
13181 Crossroads Parkway Norh
Waest Tower, Suite 400
Chty of Industry, CA 91746

io@aaclawfirn

clee@rwolaw.com

abrady@rwoiaw.com

[via U.S. Mall only] [via U.S. Mgll and emali}

City of Norwalk City ot Pico Rivera

c/o Mr. Michael J. Egan c¢/o Mr. Ron Bates, City Manager and

City Manager Mr. Arturo Cervantes, Diractor of Public Works

12700 Norwalk Boulevard 6815 Passons Boulevard

Norwalk, CA 80650 Pico Rivera, CA 80660
tbales@pico-tivera.org
acetvanies@pico-rivera.org

City of Artesia [A-2236 (o)]: City of Garson [A-2236()]-

[via U.S. Mail and emall} [via U.S. Mail end emall]

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Lee, Esqg.
Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

clea@rwalaw.com
abrady@rwalaw.com

Wiliam W. Wynder, Esq.

City Attorney

Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

2361 Rosecrans Avenue, Suite 475
El Segundo, CA 90245
wwynder@awattorneys.com




[via U.S. Mal! only]
Clty of Artesia
c/o interlm City Manager

18747 Clarkdale Avenue
Artesla, CA 80701

[vie U.S, Mal! and emali]

David D. Boyer, Esqg., Special Counsel
Wesley A, Millband, Esq., Speclal Counsel
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

18881 Von Karman Avenue, Sulte 1700
lrvine, CA 92612

gooysr@aws

City of Torrance [A-2236(): [vie U.S. Mail and email]
City of Carson

(via U.S. Mail and emall) ¢/o Mr. David C. Biggs

Lisa Bond, Esq. City Manager

Candice K. Lee, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esg.

Richards, Watson & Garshon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

701 E. Carson Street
Carson, CA 80745

dbigas@carson.ca,us

clee@rwalaw.com

abradv@rwolaw.com

[via U.S. Mail and emall] [via U.S. Mall and emali]
City of Tomrance City of Carson

¢/o Mr. LeRoy J. Jackson, City Manager
3031 Tomrance Boulevard, Third Floor
Torrance, CA 80503

c/o Mr. Farrokh Abotfathi
P.E. Principal Civil Engineer

701 E. Carson Street
llackson@itorranceca.goy Carson, CA 90745
{abolfathi@carson.ca.us
{via U.S. Mall and emall} [via U.S. Mall and emall)
City of Tomrance City of Carson
c/o Mr. Robert J. Beste c/o Ms. Patricla Ekins
Pubilc Works Director Storm Water Quakty Programs Manager
20500 Madrona Avenue 701 E. Carson Street
Tomance, CA 90503 Carson, CA 20745
rheste@tonanceca.gov pelking@carson.ca.us
City of Beverly Hilla [A-2238 (a)):
[via U.S. Mall and emali} {via U.S. Mail and emall)
g:ﬁ :&“& E?; E Tittany J. Israel, Esq.
Andrew J, Brady, ;26. City Attorney, Clty of Lawndale

Richards, Watson & Gershon
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 30071

Clee@rwolaw.com
abrady@rwglaw.com

Aleshire & Wynder, LLP
18881 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700
irvine, CA 92812

lisraci@awaitorneys com




(via U.S. Mall and emali}
City of Baverly Hills

c/o City Manager

455 N. Rexford Drive
Beveriy Hills, CA 80210

[via U.S. Mall and emall)

David D. Boyer. Esq., Special Counsel
Wesley A. Miliband, Esq., Special Counse!
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

Ikolin@beveriyhills org 18881 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700
Irvine, CA 92612
City of Hidden Hillg [A-2236(h)); [via U.S. Mali and email]
City of Lawndale
t’: gz’d"g' and emai() /o Mr. Stephen Mandoki, City Manager
v =89 14717 Burin Avenue

Candice K. Lee, Esq.

Andrew J, Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

385 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
fbond@rwalaw.com

clee@rwalaw.com
abradv@rwalaw.com

Lawndale, CA 90260

[via U.S. Mall and emall)
City of Hidden Hills

[via U.S. Mail and emali}

ol City of Lawndale

¢/0 Mr. Nasser Abbaszadeh
6165 Spring Valley Road Dlrector of Public Works
Hidden Hilis, CA 91302 14717 Burin Avenue
staff@hiddenhiliscity.org Lamdale CA 902@
[via U.S. Mall and emali} [via U.S. Mall and emall)
Shawn Hagerty, Esqg. Lisa Bond, Esq.

J.G. Andre Monette, Esq.
Rebecca Andrews, Esq.

Bast Best & Krieger, LLP

655 West Boardway, 15™ Fioor
San Dlogo. CA 92101

Candice K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 80071
lbond@wolaw.com
clee@rwylaw.com
abradv@rwalaw.com
gf’:; U'% Mell om;ly] [via U.8. Mai! and emal)
of Claremon City of Commerce
¢/o Mr. Brian Desatnik /o Mr. Jorge Rifa
Director of Community Development Adminis
207 Harvard Avenue Clty Administrator
Claremont, CA 81711 2535 Commerce Way

Commerce, CA 90040

Iomer@ci.commerce ca.ug




[via U.S. Mall and emali)
Shawn Hagerty, Esq.

J.G. Andre Monette, Esq.
Rebacca Andrews, Esqg.

Best Best & Krieger, LLP

855 West Broadway, t5th Fioor

Diego, CA 92101

{vie U.8. Mail and emali)
Andrew L. Jared, Esq.

Anthony Marinaccio, Esq.
Alvarez-Glasman & Colvin

13181 Crossroads Parkway North
West Tower, Suite 400

Clty of industry, CA 91746
andrew@agclawfirm,com

[via U.S. Maii and emalil]
City of Arcadia, City Manager
c/o Mr. Dominic Lazzaretio
240 West Huntington Drive
P.O. Box 60021

Arcadia, CA 91086

fvia U.S. Mali oniy)

City of Pomona

C/0 Ms. Linda Lowry, City Manager and
Ms. Juile Carver,

Environmental Programs Coordinator
P.O. Box 660

506 S. Garey Avenue

Pomona, CA 91766

{via U.S. Mall and email)

City of Arcadia

c/o Mr. Tom Talt

Director of Public Works Services
240 West Huntington Drive

P.0. Box 60021

Arcsdia, CA 91066

[via U.S. Mall and emall)

Teresa L. Highsmith, Esq., City Attorney
Holly O. Whatiey, Esq.

Colantuono & Levin, PC

300 South Grand Avenue, Sulte 2700
Los Angeles, CA 80071-3137
thighsmith@cliaw.us

bwhatlev@cliaw,.us
L HUBTE ERD {via U.S. Mall only]
City of Sierra Madre
m:hgg.wt:{lqe:l?eou?s? ¢/o Ms. Elaine Aguilar, City Manager
Joseph Larsan, Esq. 232 West Sierra Magre Boulevard

Rutan & Tucker, LLP .
611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92828
rmontevideo@ruian.com

Sierra Madre, CA 81024

(il 1., 00N and emai) Citv of Downey [A-2236(dd)):
Chty of Duarte

c/o Mr. Darrell George {via U.S. Mall and emall]

Clty Manager Lisa Bond, Esq.

1600 Huntington Drive

Duarte, 81010

Candics K. Loe, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

358 South Grand Avenue, 40th Figor
Los Angeles, CA 80071t

glee@rwaigw.com
abradv@rwalaw.com




[via U.S. Mal} only)

ivia U.8. Meil and emall]

City of Huntington Park City of Downey
¢/o Mr. René Bobadila /o Yvette M. Abich Garcia, Esq.
Chy harlnagxr Clty Attorney
m P 11111 Brookshire Avenue
lon oIk SR 90255 Downey, CA 80241
yoarcla@downeyca org
[via U.S. Mail end amall]
Clty of Downey
{vie U.S. 't-ﬂl;“"demm c/o Mr. Jason Wen, Ph.D,, P.E.
g Wayne Lesch, Esq, Utliies Superintendent
ty Atiorney, Clly of Glendora 8252 St dGray R
Leech & Associates ewart and Gray Road
11001 E. Valley Mall #200 Downey, CA 90241

El Monte, CA 81731

[via U.S. Msi and emaii]

City of Glendora

¢/o Mr. Chris Jeffars, City Manager, and
Mr. Dave Davies, Director of Public Works
116 East Foothill Boulevard

Glendora, CA 91741-3380

{via U.S. Mall and email)

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

clee@rwalaw.com
abrady@rwolaw.com

{via U.8. Mall and emall)

Steve Figlschil, Esq.

Noah Garrison, Esq.

Natural Resources Dafense Coundil, Inc.
1314 Second Sirest

Santa Monica, CA 90401
sfieischii@nrdc.org

nparrison@nrdc.org

{via U.S. Mall and emaii]
Clty of Inglewood

¢/o City Manager

One Manchester Boulevard

{via U.S. Mall and emaii]
Liz Crosson, Esq.

Tatlana Gaur, Esq.

Los Angeles Waterkeeper
120 Broedway, Sulte 105 »
Santa Monica, CA 90401

[via U.S. Mail and email]

Fred Galanie, Esq., City Attorney

David D. Boyer, Esq., Special Counsel
Waesley A. Miliband, Esq., Special Counsel
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

18881 Von Karman Avenue, Sulte 1700
Invine, CA 92612




(via U.8. Meil and emati}
Kirsten James, Esq.

Heal the Bay

1444 9th Street

Santa Monica, CA 80401

fvia U.8. Mall and emall}
City of Lynwood

c/o Mr. Josef Kekula and
Mr. Ellas Salkaly

Public Works Department
11330 Buliis Road
Lynwood, CA 90262

[vie U.S. Mall and ematl)

Cary S. Reisman, Esq.

Asslstant Clty Attomay, City of Gardena
Wallin, Kress, Relsman & Kranitz, LLP
2800 28th Strest, Sulte 315

Santa Monica, CA 90405
carv@wkridaw.com

fvie U.S. Mall and email)

Fred Galante, Esq., City Attorney

David D. Boyer, Esa., Special Counsel
Wesley A. Miliband, Esg., Special Counsel
Alsshire & Wynder, LLP

18831 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700
Irvine, CA 92812

fvia U.S. Mal! and ematl)
City of Gardena

c/o Mr. Mitch Lansdell,
City Manager

1700 West 162nd Street
Gardena, CA 90247

[via U.S. Mal! and email]

City of Irmindale

¢/o Mr. Kwok Tam, City Engineer
Public Works Depariment

5050 North Irwindale Avenue
Irwindale, CA 91708

Litv o Bradhury ‘A-2235001) Sitv of Culver City [A-2236(hh)):
{via U.S. Mail and emall] {via U.S. Mall and emall]
Cary S. Relsman, Esq. Usa Bond, Esq,

City Atiomey, City of Bradbury

Wallln, Kress, Relsman & Kranitz, LLP
2800 28th Street, Sulte 315

Samta Monica, CA 80405

Candice K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

cary@whkrklaw.com
clee@rwolaw.com
abradv@rwalaw.com

{via V.8, Mail and emalf] fvia U.8. Mall and emall]

City of Bradbury Clty of Culver Clty

c/o Ms, Michelle Keith c/o Mr. John Nachbar, City Manager

Clty Manager 9770 Cuiver Boulsvard

600 Winston Avenue Culver City, CA 80232

Bradbury, CA 91008 leho.nachbar@cyivercity org

mkelth@cityofbradbury.org




[via U.S. Mall and emali)

Ltsa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watison & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Fioor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Sity o Slanal Mill (A-2236(1):

[via U.S. Mail and emali)

David J. Aleshire, Esq., City Attorney
David D. Boyer, Esq., Special Counsel
Waesley A. Miliband, Esq., Special Counsel
Aleshire & Wynder. LLP

18881 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1700
ervino. CA 92812

[via U.S. Mali end emali]
City of Wastlake Village

¢/o City Manager

31200 Oak Crest Drive
Wesliake Village, CA 91361

[via U.8. Mail and emali}
City of Signal Hil

¢/o Mr. Kenneth Farfsing
City Manager

2175 Chefry Avenue
Signal Hlli, CA 80755

{vis U.8. mall and email)

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watison & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

fvia U.S. Mali and emall]

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Lee, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 Soum Grand Avenus, 40th Fioor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

lbond@rwolaw.com Slee@rwalaw.com
dlee@rwalaw.com abradv@rwalaw.com
abradv@rwalaw.com

[via U.8. Mal! and amell) {via U.S. Mall only]

City of La Mirada City of Redondo Beach

cl/o City Manager ¢/o Mr. Bit Workman, City Manager
13700 La Mirada Boulevard 415 Diamond Street

LaMrada CA 20638

Redondo Beach, CA 90277

(via U.S. Mali and email)

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candice K. Lee, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

slee@rwolaw.com
abrady@nwalaw.com

i 8 W I 2236( N
[vla U 8. uau and emall]l
Anthony Marinaccio, Esq.
Alvarez-Glasman & Colvin
13181 Crossroads Parkway North
West Tower, Suite 400
Cny of lndus‘ry, CA 91748




fvia U.8. Mall and emall]
City of Manhattan Beach

¢/o City Manager

1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

[via U.S. Mali and emall]

Chty of West Covina

¢/o Mr. Andrew Pasmant, City Manager
1444 West Garvey Avenue, Room 305
West Covina, CA 91730

AV IGAVEN 141

.08

[vie U.S. Mail and emali]

Lisa Bond, Esq.

Candica K, Les, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esg.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Fioor
Los Angeles, CA 80071

[via U.S. Mail and emaii]
City of West Covina

¢/o Ms. Shannon Yauchzee
Director of Public Works
1444 West Garvey Avenue
Waest Covina, CA 91790

shannon. yauchzee@westcovina.org

Ibopd@rwalaw.com
clee@rwlaw.com
sbradv@rwalaw.com
[via U.8. Mal} and emall) Additional interested Party By Request:
Clty of Covina
c/o City Manager [via U.S. Mall oniy)
126 East College Street Andrew R. Henderson, Esq. General Counse|
Covina, CA 91273 Bullding Industry Legal Defense Foundation
yeastro@covinaca.goy 17744 Sky Park Circle, Suite 170
Irvine, CA 92614
ahenderson@blasc.org
Eity o1 Yornon [A-2236(10;
fvia U.S. Mai and emalf)
Lisa Bond, Esq.
Candice K. Lee, Esq.
Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon

355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeies, CA 80071
Ibond@rwalaw.com
cloa@rwolaw.com
abradv@nwalaw.com

[vie U.S. Mei} and emali)
City of Vernon

c/o City Manager

4305 South Santa Fe Avenus
Vernon, CA 80058

carellano@cl.vernon.ca.us




City of Agoura Hills

c/o Ken Berkman, City Engineer
30001 Ladyface Court

Agoura Hills, CA 21301

kberkman@agoura-hills.ca us

City of Athambra

¢/o David Dolphin

111 South First Street
Alhambra, CA 81801-3796
ddol mbra.or

City of Arcadia

c/o Vanessa Hevener
Environmental Services Officer
11800 Goldring Road

Arcadia, CA 91006-5879
vheve ci.arcadia.ca.us

City of Artesia

c/o Maria Dadian

Director of Public Works
18747 Clarkdale Avenue
Artesia, CA 90701-5899
mdadia i us

City of Azusa

c/o Carl Hassel, City Engineer
213 East Foothill Boulevard
Azusa, CA 91702

chassel@ci.azysa.ca,us
City of Baldwin Park

c/o David Lopez, Associate Engineer

14403 East Pacific Avenue
Baldwin Park, CA 91706-4297

diopez@baldwinpark.com
City of Bell

c/o Terry Rodrigue, City Engineer

' 6330 Pine Avenue
Bell, CA 90201-1281
trodrigue@cityofbell.or

Petitions of City of San Marino, et al.
SWRCBJ/OCC Flies A-2236 (a thru kk)

_EXHIBITB
MS4 DISCHARGERS
MAILING LIST

City of Bell Gardens

c/o John Oropeza, Director of Public Works
7100 South Garfield Avenue

Bell Gardens, CA 90201-3293

City of Beliflower

c/o Bernie Iniguez

Environmental Services Manager
16600 Civic Center Drive
Beliflower, CA 90706-5494

biniquez@belifiower.org

City of Beverly Hills

c/o Vincent Chee, Project Civil Engineer
455 North Rexford Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210

kgettler tlyhills.or:

City of Bradbury

c/o Elroy Kiepke, City Engineer
600 Winston Avenue '
Bradbury, CA 91010-1199

mteith@gigogp@dbug.grg

City of Burbank

c/o Bonnie Teaford, Public Works Director
P.O. Box 6459

Burbank, CA 91510
bteaford@ci.burbank.ca.us

City of Calabasas

c/o Alex Farassati, ESM

100 Civic Center Way
Calabasas, CA 91302-3172
afarassati@citvofcalabasas.com

City of Carson

c/o Patricia Elkins

Building Construction Manager
P.O. Box 6234

Carson, CA 90745

tkin arson.



City of Cerritos

c/o Mike O'Grady, Environmental Services
" P.O. Box 3130

Cerritos, CA 80703-3130

mogra cerritos.u

, City of Claremont

¢/o Brian Desatnik

Director of Community Development

207 Harvard Avenue

Claremont, CA 91711-4719
nik@ci.clar: .U

City of Commerce

c/o Gina Nila

2535 Commerce Way
Commerce, CA 90040-1487

j.commerce.ca.

City of Compton

c/o Hien Nguyen, Assistant City Engineer
25 South Willowbrook Avenue

Compton, CA 90220-3190

City of Covina

c/o Vivian Castro

Environmental Services Manager
125 East College Street

Covina, CA 91723-2199

vastro@covinaca.gov

City of Cudahy

c/o Hector Rodriguez, City Manager

P.O. Box 1007

Cudahy, CA 90201-8087
iguez@cityof .8, US

City of Culver City

c/o Damian Skinner, Manager
9770 Cuiver Boulevard

Cuiver City, CA ©0232-0507

City of Diamond Bar

c/o David Liu, Director of Public Works
21825 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA ©17685-4177
dliu@diamondbarca.qov

City of Downey

c¢/o Jason Wen, Ph.D., P.E.
Utilities Superintendent

9252 Stewart and Gray Road
Downey, CA 90241

jwen Xeli

City of Duarte )

c/o Steve Esbenshades
Engineering Division Manager
1800 Huntington Drive

" Duarte, CA 91010-2592

City of Ei Monte

c/o James A. Enriquez
Director of Public Works
P.O. Box 6008

El Monte, CA 91731

City of El Segundo
c/o Stephanie Katsouleas
Public Works Director

350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245-3895
sk f | n

City of Gardena

c/o Ron Jackson

Building Maintenance Supervisor
P.O. Box 47003
Gardena, CA 90247-3778

Ci. ).ca.

City of Glendale

¢/o Maurice Oillataguerre

Senior Environmental Program Scientist
Eng. Section, 633 East Broadway, Rm. 209
Glendale, CA 91206-4308

moill erre@ci.alendaie.ca.u

City of Glendora

c/o Dave Davies

Deputy Director of Public Works
116 East Foothill Boulevard
Glendora, CA 91741

ddavies@ci glendora.ca.us



City of Hawaiian Gardens

c/o Joseph Colombo

Director of Community Development
21815 Pioneer Boulevard

Hawaiian Gardens, CA 90716

jcolom ity.or

City of Hawthorne

clo Armold Shadbehr

Chief General Servuce and Public Works
4455 West 126" Street

Hawthome, CA 90250-4482
ashadbehr@cityo: ©.0r

City of Hermosa Beach
- c/o Homayoun Behboodi
Associate Engineer

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach CA 90254-3884

City of Hidden Hills

¢/o Kimberly Colberts
Environmental Coordinator
6165 Spring Valley Road
Hidden Hills, CA 91302

City of Huntington Park

c/o Craig Melich

City Engineer and City Official
6550 Miles Avenue
Huntington Park, CA 80255

City of Industry

c/o Mike Nagaoka
Director of Public Safety
P.O. Box 3366

Industry, CA 91744-3995

City of inglewood

c/o Lauren Amimoto

Senor Administrative Analyst

1 W. Manchester Boulevard, 3" Fioor
Inglewood, CA 90301-1750

lamimo i lewood.or

City of Irwindale

c/o Kwok Tam

Director of Public Works
5050 North irwindale Avenue
irwindale, CA 21706

ktam@ci.irwindale.ca.us

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

Director of Public Works
1327 Foothill Boulevard

La Canada Flintridge, CA 91011-2137
ehitti@lcy. oV

City of La Habra Heights

c/o Shauna Clark, City Manager
1245 North Hacienda Boulevard

La Habra Heights, CA 90631-2570

shaunac@ihhcity.orq

City of La Mirada

c/o Steve Forster

Public Works Director
13700 La Mirada Boulevard
La Mirada, CA 90638-0828

sfomr@gjmoﬂamiraga,or_g

City of La Puente

¢/o John DiMario

Director of Development Services
15800 East Marin Street

La Puente, CA 91744-4788

'|dlmario@j§gggnte.org

City of La Vemne

c/o Daniel Keesey

Director of Public Works

3660 “D" Street

La Verne, CA 91750-3599
ki - .ca.u

City of Lakewood

c/o Konya Vivanti

P.O. Box 158

Lakewood, CA 90714-0158

City of Lawndale

c/o Marlene Miyoshi

Senior Administrative Analyst
14717 Burin Avenue
Lawndale, CA 90260

City of Lomita

c/o Tom A. Odom, City Administrator
P.O. Box 339
Lomita, CA 90717-0098

a@lomitacity.com



City of Los Angeles

c/o Shahram Kharanghani
Program Manager

1149 S. Broadway, 10™ Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90015

City of Lynwood

c/o Josef Kekula

11330 Bullis Road
Lynwood, CA 80262-3693

City of Malibu

¢/o Jennifer Brown
Environmental Program Analyst
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 80265-4861

jprown@malibucity. or

City of Manhattan Beach

c/o Brian Wright, Water Supervisor
1400 Highland Avenue

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795

bwright@citvmb.info

City of Maywood

c/o Andre Dupret, Project Manager
4319 East Slauson Avenue
Maywood, CA 90270-2837

City of Monrovia

c/o Heather Maloney

415 South lvy Avenue
Monrovia, CA 91016-2888

hmaloney@ci.monrovia.ca.qov

City of Montebelio

c/o Cory Roberts

1600 West Beverly Boulevard
Montebello, CA 80840-3970

croberts@aaeing.com

City of Monterey Park

c/o Amy Ho or John Hunter, Consultant
320 West Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, CA 91754-2896
amho@montereypark.ca.qov

jhunter@ijhila.

City of Norwalk

c/o Daniel R. Garcia, City Engineer
P.O. Box 1030

Norwalk, CA 80651-1030

dgarcia@norwalkca.gov

City of Palos Verdes Estates
c/o Alian Rigg, Director of Public Works
340 Palos Verdes Drive West
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274
ri tes.or

City of Paramount

c/o Christopher S. Cash
Director of Public Works
16400 Colorado Avenue
Paramount, CA 90723-5091

ccash@paramountcity.com

City of Pasadena

c/o Stephen Walker

P.O. Box 7115

Pasadena, CA 91108-7215
alker@ci saden t

City of Pico Rivera

c/o Art Cervantes

Director of Public Works
P.O. Box 1016

Pico Rivera, CA 90660-1016

City of Pomona
c/o Julie Carver

Environmental Programs Coordinator
P.O. Box 660

Pomona, CA 91769-0660
julie carver@ci.pomona. ca. us

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

c/o Ray Holland

Interim Public Works Director
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

cleht@rpv.com



City of Redondo Beach

c/o Mike Shay

Principal Civil Engineer

P.O. Box 270

Redondo Beach, CA 80277-0270
msh: redondo.

City of Rolling. Hills

c/o Greg Grammer

Assistant to the City Manager

2 Portuguese Bend Road

Rolling Hills, CA 90274-5199
rammer@rollinghills .gov

City of Rolling Hills Estates

c/o Greg Grammer

Assistant to the City Manager

4045 Palos Verdes Drive North

Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274
rammer@rollinghilises .gov

City of Rosemead

c/o Chris Marcarello
Director of Public Works
8838 East Valley Boulevard
Rosemead, CA 91770-1787

City of San Dimas

c/o Latoya Cyrus

Environmental Services Coordinator
245 East Bonita Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-3002

leyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us

City of San Fernando

c/o Ron Ruiz

Director of Public Works
117 Macneil Street

San Fernando, CA 81340
muiz@sfeity.or

City of San Gabriel

c/o Daren T. Grilley, City Engineer
425 South Mission Drive

San Gabriel, CA 81775

City of San Marino

c/o Chuck Richie

Director of Parks and Public Works
2200 Huntington Drive

San Marino, CA 91108-2891

crichi j r

City of Santa Clarita

clo Travis Lange :
Environmental Services Manager

23920 West Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

City of Santa Fe Springs

c/o Sarina Morales-Choate

Civil Engineer Assistant

P.O. Box 2120

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670-2120

smorales-choate@santafesprings.org

City of Santa Monica

¢/o Neal Shapiro

Urban Runoff Coordinator
1685 Main Street

Santa Monica, CA 90401-3295

shapiro V.Nn

City of Sierra Madre

c/o James Carlson, Management Analyst
232 West Sierra Madre Boulevard

Sierra Madre, CA 91024-2312

City of Signal Hill

c/o John Hunter

2175 Cherry Avenue
Signal Hill, CA 90755

ibunter@ilha.net

City of South El Monte

c/o Anthony Ybarra, City Manager
1415 North Santa Anita Avenue
South El Monte, CA 91733-3389

City of South Gate

c/o John Hunter

8650 California Avenue
South Gate, CA 90280

jhunter@ilha.net

City of South Pasadena

¢/o John Hunter

1414 Mission Street

South Pasadena, CA 91030-3298

ihunter@ilha.net



City of Temple City

c/o Joe Lambert or John Hunter
9701 Las Tunas Drive

Temple City, CA 91780-2249

ibunter@jiha.net

City of Torrance

c/o Leslie Cortez

Senior Administrative Assistant
3031 Torrance Boulevard
Torrance, CA 90503-5059

City of Vernon

¢/o Claudia Arellano
4305 Santa Fe Avenus
Vernon, CA 90058-1786

City of Walnut

c/o Jack Yoshino

Senior Management Assistant
P.O. Box 682

Wainut, CA 91788

City of West Covina

c/o Samuel! Gutierrez
Engineering Technician

P.O. Box 1440

West Covina, CA 91793-1440

City of West Hollywood

¢/o Sharon Peristein, City Engineer

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard

Waest Hollywood, CA 90069-4314

speristein@wsho.org

City of Westlake Village

c/o Joe Bellomo

Stormwater Program Manager
31200 OCak Crest Drive
Waestlake Village, CA 91351

jpellomo@wilidan.com

City of Whittier

c/o David Mochizuki
Director of Public Works
13230 Penn Street
Whittier, CA 90602-1772

County of Los Angeles

c/o Gary Hildebrand, Assistant Deputy
Director, Division Engineer

900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
il dpw. nty.gov

Los Angeles County Flood Control District

c/o Gary Hildsbrand, Assistant Deputy
Director, Division Engineer

900 South Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803

ghildeb@dpw.lacounty.aov



