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Subject: Comment Letter — Draft industrial General Stormwater Permit

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) is a non-profit trade association
representing twenty-six companies that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market -
petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in California, Arizona,
Nevada, Oregon, Washington and Hawaii. '

WSPA is providing comments on the State \Water Resources Control Board's (State Board)
administrative draft Statewide General National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities issued
for public comment on January 28, 2011 (draft IGP). '

We appreciate the State Board’s decision to make this preliminary version of the draft IGP,
which is incomplete in several significant respects, available for early public comment on critical
issues. We understand that the draft IGP will be revised in response to the initial round of public
comments and re-noticed for further public comment before being considered by the State
Board for adoption.

WSPA members operate hundreds of facilities in California, including petroleum refineries, bulk
terminals, tank farms, oil and gas production fields, and pipeline distribution facilities which -
discharge storm water associated with these industrial operations. In most cases these
discharges are covered by the existing Industrial General Permit (WQO No. 97-03-DWQ) which,
consistent with the USEPA’s Multi-Sector General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Industrial Sources (MSGP) and long-standing federal policy, requires the
development and implementation of iterative Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize
poliutants in storm water runoff. _

In addition to our submittal, we support and endorse the comments submitted by the California
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), including CASQA comments on design storm, the
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c’o’mppsition, \io!ume, and flow, storm water discharges vary widely in their timing, duration,
- quantity, flow and in their background levels of contamination.

Necessary Data is Currently Unavailability ‘
In the comments below, we describe the type and quality of data that the State Board's
administrative record muyst contain in order to support development of defensible NALs and
NELs. These data do not exist today. Consequently, as described below, WSPA recommends
that until the appropriate data are collected and evaluated to develop appropriate NALs and
NELs, the iterative BMP approach in the existing industrial General Permit be incorporated into
the draft permit and the NAL/NEL scheme be deleted.

As the State Board is well aware, having relied on the BMP approach in its prior Industrial
General Permit, the NPDES regulations expressly authorize the use of BMPs when “numeric
effluent limitations are infeasible.” 40 C.F.R. 122.44(k)(3). As EPA emphasized when it
adopted the first MSGP (see 65 Fed. Reg. 64746, 64759 (October 30, 2000)), this standard for
imposing BMPs was recognized in Natural Resources Defense Council v. Costle, 568 F.2d

1369, 1380 and n. 21 (D.D.C. 1977):

“Congress did not regard numeric effluent limitations as the only permissible fimitation on
a discharge. . .. [WJhen numerical effluent limitations are infeas:_ble, EPA may issue
permits with conditions designed to reduce the level of effluent discharges to acceptable

levels.”
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The issue therefore turns on whether the calculation of NELs for storm water is @ scientifically
feasible or infeasible task. The evidence, repeatedly considered by both USEPA and the State
d remains infeasible.

Board, demonstrates that such calculation has been an

considering the current Draft IGP’s NAL/NEL scheme is

The key point demanding recognition in
d the State Board to rely on the

that fundamental facts and data gaps which led both EPA an
BMP approach in previous storm water general permits have not changed. Storm flows exhibit

highly variable flow rates and flow volumes (see Figure 1), and constituent concentrations in
storm flows can vary by an order of magnitude or more on timescales of an hour or less
(Buffleben et al. 2002; Flow Science incorporated-2005; Yoon and Stein 2008).

Constituent concentrations can vary widely between storm events, at any given time between
relatively closely located sites, and even at different times within individual storm events (Currier

et al. 2006; Flow Science incorporated 2008; Lee et al. 2004).

Both State Board staff and USEPA acknowledge the unique nature of storm water:

“Unfike continuous point source discharges (like from Publicly - Owned
Treatment Works), storm waler discharges are variable in intensity and
duration. The concentration of pollutants discharged at any one time is

dependent on many complex variables.” (p. 26 of the Fact Sheet to the Draft
IGP)

«Stormwater discharges can be highly intermittent, are usually characterized by
very high flows occurring over relatively short time intervals, and carry @ variety
of poliutants whose SOUrce, nature and extent varies. " (p. 38 of the Fact Sheet

to the 2008 MSGF)
Constituent concentrations in storm flows typically cannot be characterized using normal or log-
normal statistical distributions, which are commonly used to develop effluent limitations for

point-source discharges (National Research Council 2008; USEPA 1991). Stormwater data
distributions may also be characterized as “heavy-tailed” or as “extreme value distributions” (see

Figure 2).
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Flow at Industrial Site Outfall {536 acres draina ge area),
7-inch 5-day storm, starting 1/17/2010
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Figure 1. Stormwater flows at an industrial site outfall located in Southern California.
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Figure 2. Copper concentrations in storm water flows at an industrial site located in
Southern California.

(Data for Figure 2 represent 25 data points for total copper. The theorstical log-normal distribution shown
was calculated from the dataset, although the data in Figure 2 do not fit a log-normal distribution, as
determined by a Kolmogorov-Smirnoff test on fog-transformed data. In fact, the probability of the highest
data value {55 ug/L) coming from the log-normal distribution shown in Figure 2 is 0.06%.)

As a result of this variability, storm fiows must be regulated differently than other types of
discharges, and standard methods of developing effluent limitations do not apply. The methods
used in the State Board’s Policy for iImplementation of Toxics Standards for Intand Surface
Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (State Implementation Policy or SiP) and
USEPA (1991) assume that data are log-normally distributed, and thus should not be used to
calculate effluent limitations for any dataset that is not log-normaily distributed. Thus, new
methodologies are required to develop NALs and NELs.

A_s detailed fully in Attachments A and B', development of technology-based NALs and/or NELs
will require data to characterize storm flow rates and volumes, constituent concentrations, and

' No new data or information has become available since WSPA provided Attachments A and B in comments on the
prior Draft IGP in 2005 and correspondence to the State Board-in 2006. We again submit these attachments for
inclusion in the record of this permit proceeding.
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the capabilities of BMPs and treatment technologies. Water quality-based effluent limitations
would require further information on receiving water flow rates and constituent concentrations,

to account for extreme events (e.g., large storm events or high rainfall intensities) and
background sources (atmospheric deposition, site soils, building materials, etc.), and will need
to be developed in concert with the actions that would be triggered by an exceedance.

These facts should be well known to the State Board as they were relied on in adopting the
.BMP approach in the current Industrial General Permit. The only new development which the
Draft IGP Fact Sheet (pp. 2-3) recites to Support the conclusion that it is now technically feasible
to establish NELs (when previously it was not) is the report prepared by the “Blue Ribbon Panel”
of experts convened by the State Board in 2005-2006 to address these issues: “The Feasibility

of Numeric Effluent Limits Applicable to Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Municipal,
Industrial and Construction Activities”, June 2006 (Panel Report).

The Panel Report did note that for a limited category of activities (involving primarily
construction-like tand disturbance, rather than operations at industrial facilities such as those of
WSPA members), there may be data “that may make Numeric Limits feasible for new facilities ”
(Panel Report, p. 21 )

Nevertheless, the Panel Report strongly emphasized the present lack of information that is
prerequisite for any technically supportable determination of NELs:

“To establish Numeric Limits for industrial sites requires a reliable database, describing
current emissions by industry types or categories, and performance of existing BMPs.
The current industrial permit has not produced such a datapase for most industrial
categories. . .. The Board needs to reexamine the existing data sources, collect new
data as required and for additional water quality parameters. . . to establish practical and
achievable Numeric Limits. . . . The Panel recognizes the inadequacy of current
monitoring data sets and recommends improved monitoring to collect data useful for
-establishing Numeric Limits and Action Levels. . .. Insofar as possible, the Panel
prefers the use of California data (or National data if it can be shown to be applicabf’e to
CA) in setting Numeric Limits and Action Levefs.... The Panel recognizes that th_ls isa
large task and recommends prioritizing the implementation of this approach to achieve
the greatest reduction of poflutants statewide.” (Panel Report, pp. 19-21: see also Draft
IGP Fact Sheet, p. 3.)

None of this data collection or evaluation has occurred since the Panel reached this conclusion
in 2006. On the contrary, instead of undertaking the measurabie task rgcqmmended by the
Panel Report or complying with any of the legal requirements for establishing technology-based

effluent limitations, the State Board has simply co-opted the USEPA MSGP’s benchmarks to

i in tail below). Accordingly, nothing in the
ELs (as discussed in more detai ing e
SeNeda:szJ\IlglEZsa&i:\,the tassk of developing legitimate NELs has recently change
recorda |

infeasible to feasible.

's NAL/NEL Proposal tional Multi
Summa® OLSt::es ?):nAchmarks developed by EPAt:EI:(hZ: a?’uljmeric effl
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Based on our review, it appears
sustained best efforts over a three-year period), the NA

as if the discharger were now soO
imposition of penalties ort

that if a dischargeris u

mehow magically able to
hreat of citizen suits.

nable to meet the NALs {(despite

Ls are converted to enforceable NELs,
comply in order to avoid the

performance.

Use of USEPA MSGP Benchmarks as
The NALs and NELs prop
the MSGP (see Table 2).

from quarterly monitoring data) are to be com
background concentrations may be considere
which are used for the purpose of evaluating

%The “Levels of Corrective Action Schematic”,
under which an exceedance(s) can move a discharger from Level 1 to

osed for use in
The MSGP specifies that annu

he Draft IGP are identica

Table 1
Permit | Compare | Compare Number of Compliance Required actions
Level | monitoring | monitoring QSEs/quarter impact of
data to data to exceedance’
NALSs and NELs?
iggers?
Minimum BMPs,
Move to Level SWPPP, inspection,
0 Yes No 1 1 monitoring and
reporting requirements
As above, plus must
1 Yes No 1 Move to Level review BMPs and
2 SWPPP and implement
upgrades if necessary
As above, plus must
2 Yes No 2 Move to Level |  implement structural
3 and/or treatment
controls
Must continue to
implement controls until
3 No Yes All Permit NELs are met; may
violation consider natural
background or run-on
only in Level 3
NALs/NELs is Scientifically and Legally Unsound

| to the benchmarks used in
al average concentrations (calculated
pared to the MSGP benchmark values, and that
d in assessing exceedances of benchmark v
Storm Water Poliution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

alues,

» a diagram that accompanies the Draft IGP, contains “a fast treick”
Level 3 without going through Level 2. No

details are provided to describe the conditions that will lead to the fast track advance to Level 3.
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By contrast, the draft IGP requires that individual samples (or daily averages of multiple
samples, if available) be compared {6 NALs or triggers based on the NELs, without
consideration of background contributions or run-on.

The draft IGP similarly requires that implementation actions, including treatment and/or
structural controls, be implemented continuously until the NAL/NEL levels are met. The draft
IGP specifies that failure to implement these controls constitutes a permit violation, and does
not allow consideration of background sources unrelated to a site’s industrial activity until a
facility reaches Level 3,

Within Level 3, the NALs become NELs, and an exceedance of an NEL constitutes a permit
violation. Thus, the NALs and NELs used in the draft IGP are applied very differently, and the
actions and consequences triggered by an exceedance are far more stringent, than in the
MSGP. (The issue of background sources is discussed further below.) :

Finding 42 in the draft IGP states, ftfhe State Board finds that the USEPA benchmarks serve as
an appropriate set of technology based effluent limitations that demonstrate compliance with
BAT/BCT.” The draft IGP Fact Sheet (pp. 1, 8) further explains that the NALs/NELs are
technology-based values, representing staff's best professional judgment (BPJ) on best
available technology economically achievable (BAT) for toxic and non-conventional pollutants
and best practicable control technology currently achievable (BCT) for conventional pollutants,

The Fact Sheet on page 1 also asseits that the State Board has considered the factors set forth
/i 40 C.F.R. Section 125.3 for determining BAT and BCT based on BPJ.?

On the contrary, the NALs/NELs were not developed through evaluation of BAT and BCT,
considering the Section 125.3 factors, but for the most part are simply copied directly from
USEPA’s benchmark values from the Multi-Sector General Permit,

The MSGP Fact Sheet (2008) in turn indicates that the MSGP benchmark values for Zine, _
copper, lead, aluminum, iron, total phosphorus, ammonia, cadmium, nickel, mercury, selenium,
and silver are taken directly from water quality criteria and are not based on technology at all

{see Table 2).

the State Board has not, in fact, y.et considered

I 15 Statellle tin “le [ &Ct eet 15 lesu"lahly a p aceholder sInce
1

these factors (as discussed below).
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GP NAL/NEL Values and Sources for the NAL/NEL Values

Table 2: 2011 Draft |
p. 34 of the Fact Sheet to the Draft IGP. Highlighted rows indicate NAL values

{modified from Table 4 at

TR

derived directly from water quality criteria.)
- Values are sector specific Original  source for
Parameters Unit NAL BM or ELG from values”
pH pH units 6.0-9.0 ELG in MSGP 2008 4
Suspended Solids (TSS), Total mg/L 100 BM in MSGP 2008 7
Specific Conductance (S/C) unthos/cm 200 Not in the MSGP 2008 Unknown
, . 40 CFR Subchapter
Ol & Grease (TOG), Total mg/L 15 . ELG in MSGP 2008. N Part 419
Organic Carbon(TOC), Total mg/L Not in the MSGP 2008 | 4?1“?;91‘ Subchapter

i (5GP 200:

BM in MSGP 2008
BN MG 200

i

i

2.
£

Chemi

Ty

BNy iMSGP 2008
BM in MSGP 2008
e T
BM MSGP 2008
BM in MSG? 2000

D

8

BM in MSGP 200

Oxygen Demand
are provided at p. 106 of the Fact Sheet to the MSGP 2008,
d on a hardness of 230 mg/L.

dependent on water hardness. The NAL value listed is base
* Acute Aquatic Life Freshwater (EPA-822-F-04-010 2006-CMC}

» LOEL Acute Freshwater (EPA-440- 5.80-024 October

i KA RS MY
Biochemical
* The original sources
**These pollutanis are
1. “National Recommended Water Quality Criteria’
2. “EPA Recommended Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Beryllium.

1980} _
3. “National Recommended Water Quality Criteria.” Chronic Aquatic Life Freshwater (EPA-822

4. Secondary Treatment Regulations (40 CFR 133) :
5. Factor of 4 times BODS (5 day biochemical oxygen demand) concentration - North Carolina Benchmark
6. North Carolina stormwaler Benchmark detived from NC Water Quality Standards

7. National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) median concentration

8. Minimum Level (ML) based upon highest Method Detection Limit (MDL) times a factor of3.18

9. Combination of simplified variations on Stormwater Effects Handbook, Burton and Pitt, 2001 and water quality standards in
Idaho, it conjunction with review of DMR data.
10. “National Ambient Water Quality Criteria.” Acute Aquatic Life Freshwater. This is an earlier version of the criteria document
that has subsequently been updated. (See source #1) :

11. “National Ambient Water Quality Criteria.” Chronic Aquatic Life
document that has subsequently been updated. (See source #3)
;%).Ogﬂational Ambient Water Quality Criteria.” Human Health For the Consumption of Organism Only (EPA-822-F-01-010
13. Consistent with many state numeric Water al iteri i i jati

B, om0 the 1999 %\,/I S 3 TR 42534 Quality Criteria. This Benchmark was agreed to in negotiations for the 1998
14. “Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their

Uses.” USEPA Office of Water (PB85-227049 January 1985).

-F-04-010 2006-CCC)

Treshwater. This is an earlier version of the criteria
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The MSGP benchmark levels were not intended by USEPA to function as technology-based
effluent limitations, but rather to serve as a point of reference for dischargers seeking to
evaluate the effectiveness of BMPs. in originally developing the benchmarks, EPA stated:

“The benchmark concentrations are not effluent limitations and should not be interpreted
or adopted as such. These values are merely levels which EPA has used to detarmine if

In its 2008 Multi-Sector General Permit (section 6.2.1), USEPA reiterated:

“The benchmark concenlrations are not effluent limitations; a benchmark exceedance,
therefore, is not a permit violation. Benchmark moniforing data are primarily for your use
to determine the overall effectiveness of your controf measures and to assist you in
knowing when additional corrective action(s) may be necessary fo comply with the
effluent limitations in Part 2.7

Neither USEPA nor the State Board has assessed whether or not availabie treatment and
control technologies are capable of meeting the benchmarks imposed as NELs. [n fact, the
Fact Sheet for the draft IGP (p. 8) acknowledges that:

“The State Water Board must consider a number of factors including the cost of
achieving effluent reductions in relation to the effluent reduction benefits, the age
of the equipment and facilities, the processes employed and any required
process changes, engineering aspects of the controf technologies, non-water
quality environmental impacts (including energy requirements), and other such
factors ... This analysis and rationale is still under de velopment at this time.”

This list from the Fact Sheet recites the legally required considerations for the
development of technology-based effluent limitations implementing BAT and BCT in the
first place. [Clean Water Act section 304(b); 40 C.F.R. § 125.3(d)(2), (3)].

In theory, that process, consistent with law and the Blue Ribbon Panel’s
recommendations, could ultimately result in a supportable set of NELs as the outcome.
Yet what the draft IGP proposes is the opposite procedure — to develop a fut_ure
analysis and rationale as an after-the-fact justification for the decision arbitrarily to
designate the USEPA benchmarks as BAT and BCT.

it i i i i the NELs in this Draft
Indeed, it is perplexing that the State Board has alregdy identified
IGP, yet later intends to develop the analysis and rationale that should have been used

: s: the

fo defermine them, This retroactive approach falls shortfor at leastfee eonctc: ! d
[ Iready been iden technological criteria, an

benchmark NELS () have & water quality and other non-eehnoBeree = =2

based ye; o i?:;r;ago(;ggg%;?\?ut any survey of technologies or considera

(ii) have been

ty
U 1

. ' ts. N -
environmental impac nd permit writers
» BPJ determinations allow the S-tat?)tB o::rgli’tated EV the Clean Water
While “case-bf\{ -c?t??ty such post-hoc rationalization is noL p _
iderable flexibiiity, .
conside 0, Sacramento, California 95814
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Act regulations and guidance. As explained in detail in EPA’s 2010 NPDES Permit

Writers' Manual (pp. 5-46 - 48):

require that, in setting case-by-case limitations, the permit
writer consider several specific factors established in § 125.3(d) to select a model
treatment technology and derive effluent limitations on the basis of that treatment
technology. - . . [T, ]echnology-based controls in NPDES permits are
perfonnance—based measures. . . . When developing a case-by-case limitation,
permit writers can use an approach consistent with the statistical approach EPA
has used to develop effluent guidelines. . . . Permit writers will need to doctument
the development of case-by-case limitations in the NPDES permit fact sheet.

The permit writer should clearly identify the data and information used in
developing these effluent limitations and how that information was used. . . The
information in the fact sheet should provide the NPDES permit applicant and the
public a transparent, reproducible, and defensible description of how the BPJ
limitations comply with the CWA and EPA regulations. ”

“The regulations also

Had the State Board undertaken the proper exercise of reviewing the performance of
tatistical analyses and

available and achievable technologies, conducting the s
considering the required factors to establish technology-based limits, it would have found
that available evidence demonstrates that even state-of-the-art treatment technologies

cannot consistently meet the proposed NAL/NELSs in the draft IGP.

Field testing performed by the Washington Department of Ecology (Taylbr Associates
2008) resulted in the adjustment of the originaily—proposed benchmark value for copper
of 14 ug/L upward to a seasonal average benchmark of 50 ug/L and a daily average

benchmark of 147 ug/.

In effect, the State of Washington concluded that best available technologies were not
capable of achieving & benchmark value of 14 ug/L for copper in storm water
discharges. The draft IGP includes NAL/NEL values for total copper that range from 3.8
to 33.2 ug/L (depending on the hardness of the receiving water). The data from Taylor
Associates (2008) demonstrate that the three treatment technologies tested by the State

of Washington would be unable to consistently attain these values.

' USEPA has similarly concluded in numerous analyses that it was infeasible to develop
numeric effluent limits for stormwater discharges from industrial facilities. Most recently

USEPA reiterated this evaluation and conclusion in developing the 2008 MSGP, stating
(2008 MSGP Fact Sheet at p. 39). :

“The variability of effluent and efficacy of appropriate conlrol measures makes
setting uniform effluent limits for stormwater extremely difficult. The record for
this permit indicates that there is a high level of variability among discharges, in
terms of both flow rates and volumes and levels of pollutants, since the voltime
and quality of stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity depend
on a humber of factors, including the industrial activities occurring at the facility,
the nature of precipitation, and the degree of sturface imperviousness. ... These
factors create a situation where, at this time, it is generally not feasible for EPA to
calculate numeric effluent limitations.”
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Storm Water Regulation, including NALs/NELs, Must Consider Background Pollutant
Sources :
Atmospheric deposition is one of primary sources of metals {e.g., copper and zing) in
stormwater runoff from urban watersheds (Sabin et al. 2005). Abrasion dusts from brake pads

characteristics.

Industrial facilities near the ocean will receive salt Spray and deposition, which will increase the
specific conductance (salinity) of storm water discharges and result in exceedances of the
proposed criteria, completely independent of the industrial activity at the site.

An example of a storm event at one site from a Southern California study (Yoon and Stein 2008)
is shown in Figure 4. As part of this study, flow rates and concentrations of total copper were
measured in storm water, and results show that the background levels of total copper
concentrations in storm water from an undeveloped naturai area were greater than 50 pg/L_.

Attachment C contains information provided to the State Board during the Construction General
Permit adoption process. This report includes detailed information describing natural
background concentrations for total suspended solids (TSS8) and pH for California rivers and
streams.

These data demonstrate that natural conditions can result in exceedances of the proposed
NAL/NEL values for these parameters in the draft IGP. TSS concentrations in storm water
runoff from undeveloped watersheds can exceed 100,000 mg/L. The pH of rainwater can range
as low as 4.5, yet values in some California streams can range as high as 9.3. These data
clearly indicate that the proposed values in the draft IGP can be exceeded under naturai
conditions, demanding that background conditions and constituent concentrations must be
considered when interpreting monitoring data obtained for storm water.

lifornia 95814
'L Street, Suite 600, Sacramento, Cal WA WSPa.0rg

B) 444-5745 ¢ Kevin@wspa.org ¢

145
(§16) 496-7755 « FAX. (81




- 56

_4(}:3
=

=
- 30 F
§
2
- 20 2
2
p*
=)
- 10 Y

- O

L]

22706 $PM aeeG 4PM | M 12AM
Figure 4'. Variation of total copper concentrationé in stormwater runoff for storm events
at Piru Creek in Ventura County, CA (natural undeveloped site) from February 27 through

March 1, 2006 (Yoon and Stein 2008).

Data Needs for Supportable NALs and NELs _

The State Board convened a «Blye Ribbon Panel” in 2006 to solicit advice on the
development of NELs for use in storm water permits. The Blue Ribbon Panel concluded
that numeric limits are feasible for some industrial categories, but stated that
establishing humeric limits for industrial facilities,

~ “requires a reliable database, describing current emissions by industry types or '
categories, and performance of existing BMPs.”

“the current industrial permit has not produced such a database.” (Panel Report,
p. 19.)

The Blue Ribbon Panel made a number of recommendations in recognition of the
“inadequacy of current monitoring data sets,” including “mproved monitoring to collect
data useful for establishing Numeric Limits and Action Levels,” use of California data,
and use of methods other than SIC categories to characterize industrial activities. (Id.,
p. 21.) Moreover, we note that the Panel also made a recommendation with which
WSPA strongly concurs, _

“urge[d] the Board to consider the total economic impact and not unduly penalize
_California industries with respect to industries outside California” (id.)
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Since the Blue Ribbon Panel issued its findings in 2006, the State Board to our
knowledge has not required additional data collection of permittees, has not
implemented its own data collection program, and has not conducted additional research
to develop appropriate methods for calculating effluent limitations or action levels.

Available data are clearly inSufﬁcient to support the development of numeric effluent
limitations, including both technology-based and water quality-based effluent limitations.

To date, there has not been a comprehensive, controlled program of data collection that
would allow comparison of water quality concentrations between facility types, regions,
Or in response to hydrologic influences, or in consideration of storm size and intensity,
site conditions, and BMPs in place.

The type énd quantity of data that would be needed to support development of effluent

limitations are dependent upon the type of limit to be developed, the methodology to be
used to calculate limits, and the monitoring and compliance strategies to be used after
limits are established. |n any case, additional data would be required to describe:

~* BMP options, unit design, and performance
* Design criteria (such as a “design storm”)

* Industrial facility flow rates and constituent concentrations (sufficient to
characterize variability)

¢ For Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations, receiving water flow rates and
constituent concentrations, and information on mixing of discharges with
receiving water

We look forward to the opportunity for further discussion with the State Boar_d anq
stakeholders, and to the issuance of a revised draft Industrial General Permit which we

hope will address these issues,

Sincerely,

%w;\, Blethu

Enclosures: Attachments A, B, and C
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