) . . Public Comment
N . - o R . - Draft Construction Permit
. - : . . Deadline: 6/11/08 by 12 p.m.

'Whmtm? @mm& Hggh SM‘WM

i ‘v i Prasidimt « ML ’%‘ex "dw des. {"'Egréa

CUCIER LN

gﬁé&(f} aoF ?R{,& E"E‘"{ S Don Balph B, Pacieeo, President > Ay
v, Tolghin Aivderson. Mishier « B Brieider; "\Am‘fms
SUPE m%‘u’ﬁ:; Sunidra Thorsiepsin: « 450 ‘D}jxi Pl Viisehouo
ASSISTANYE ’i{é‘E"RE\ P Nﬁé“\?’\: Fpn £ mm%zs e Rs“r" i xm:rh EA.05

e and maldidn tsgelinud,

: ‘;‘fmi %miih ?azms_r ’nume & Wk veier, fl” SYornia é}béﬁﬁ ?‘?"“é X 3 '“is,w«f:t}S ﬁl"?

* June 11,2008

ECEIVE

|

Ms. Jeanine Townsend Clerk to the Board o o . :

State Water Resources Ccntroi Beard ' L U T 1 2008

1001 1 Street - _ R EE ¢ ' '

Sacraitiento, CA 95812 Co PERTS R B , s
.. -} SWRCB EXECUTIVE

'Dear Ms, 10wnmd

' -The Draft Stormi Water Constmctmn General Permlt {Draft Permzt) proposed by the
State Water Resources Control Board (bWRCB} will cause'severe financial problems for
the Whittier Union High School District: and will take away funds. reserved fo educate

*children in our schools. Additionally, the Draft Permit will result in the delay of the .-

: _-censtmctxon ‘of needed classrooms if our District is required to incorporate new post-.
conistruction deszgn requzrements and 1mpiement new on-site momt(mng and reporimg
processes - A

- Qur, sch001 -district has 33 constmctzon and modernization p‘i‘Q}eCtS scheduled anﬁfm

' .paﬂxaiiy approved by the Division of the State Architect {DSA), Office of Public School -
‘Construction (OPSC), the Califernia Department of Education (CDII)Q and/or the State
' Department of Toxic Substances Coairol (DTSC), and: wauld hdve 1o spend hundreds Of
.thnusands {)f dollars to comply with, the Draft Permit. :

: (}PSC has stated thai expenses related to :sxt;e monitoring, water sampimg, actxon
exceedance réporling; -anhual reporting, and- redesign and reconstruction to meel new
post-construction requirements. are not. eligible- for ﬁmdmg under the current School

" Facility Program. - The cost of comphanee \muld ccrme from dwemng educatmn funds
from the ciassroom :

. ijects Aiready ln Pmcess |

schaol dxstrzcts in Calzferma have over 885 pemimg new corastmcnon pr03 ects, all.of

which would be xmpacted by this permit. From design to ccmpietzan projects oﬂen
- take four tofive years. The proposed implementation date for the final Construciion

General Pennﬁ: is 1(}9 days after SWRCB appmval thh f’ nal approvai expectad m
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- summer 2008, If districts are forced to redesign current projects to comply with the

Draft Permit, project delays will result in the additional cost of millions of dollars
statewide. It is doubtful that regional boards could review these plans without
causing construction delay, and it is doubtful that the four state agencies involved in
the review process would allow revised plans to go forward without another review,
causing further delay and expense.

- We-are requesting an exemption for those pro;ects that are already in the approval
. process “pipeline.” In 2003, a similar exemption was granted to school and
‘community college districts and county offices of education for the Small Municipal

Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Smail MS4).
Prior Treatment for Small MS4

Many of the issues ‘and problems associated with the revision of the construction
Draft Permit were presented to the SWRCB during the 2003 discussion regarding the
Small MS4. The SWRCB made a number of findings for education in the Small MS4
general permit, the most significant being that school and community college districts
and county offices of education are “non-traditional” permitees aud as a result, .
should not be treated as other “traditional” permitees. - '

We believe that educational agencics should again be recognized as “non-traditional”
permittees. We recommend that the SWRCB designate school and community
college districts and county offices of education comply with the Six Program
Areas/Minimum Control Measures and Attachment 4, respectively, of the Small
MB84, which stipulate policies for areas subject to high growth or serving a population
of at least 50,000 for receiving water limitations and design standards. The Post -
Construction *“no redesign expectation™ provision should be updated to allow the
same amount of exemption time (20 months) as the Smali MS4.

Fiscal Impact

The Governor has proposed a revised 2008-09 budget for education that is ultimately

- less than the current budget. Every dollar spent on storm water programs results in

less available funding for our core programs. To continue to provide a quality
edueation to our students, we would reqmre some type of financial relief from this
added mandate.

We recommend that the SWRCB work with the State Allocation Board provide
financial relief to implement storm water permit programs.

Addition of Regional Water Quality Control Boards fo the Review Process.

School district construction projects are already reviewed and approved by four
different state agencies, (i.e., DSA, OPSC, CDE, and DTSC). By adding the regional
boards to the review process, an already lengthy process will be further extended,
Additionally, we are concerned that the Draft Permit does not specify a deadline for
completing the regional board review process.




It is more economical and practical to have one of the above-mentioned state agencies
also review the plans for storm water compliance. This is especially relevant because
the regional boards have never been adequately staffed to even implement
designation of school districts to participate in the Small MS4. -

We recommend that:

M The storm water construction permit and pian review function be given to
one of the existing state agencies involved in performing related review
activities or ‘

2) . A thirty day automatic approval be granted after the application is
submitied to the regional board, if the regional board has not taken action
on the application within that time frame. ' - '

~ The Whittier Union | High School District requests that you please .consider our
recommendations and respond to our concerns. Questions regarding this letter should be
made to either Bob Whittenberg or John Snider. ‘

Director of Business Services | Director of Facilities

ce: Mr. Paul Muschetto, Associate Superintendent, WUHSD
Ms. Doduc, Chair, SWRCB '
Mr. Wolf, P.E., PhD, Vice Chair, SWRCB
Mr. Baggelt, Jr., Member, SWRCB
Mr. Hoppin, Member, SWRCB
Ms. Spivy-Weber, Member, SWRCB
Mr. Chang, LACOE
Ms. Gibbs, LACOE




