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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Accomplishments this Reporting Year

The Stormwater Program and the Permittees continued to implement the requirements of the
Municipal Stormwater Permit during fiscal year 2608 Through the Management Committee

and the subcommittees, priorities were establistmetispecific program elements were

devel oped and i mpl emented. Hi ghl i ghts of th

1 MS4 Database Development

The MS4 Database Subcommittee and the Consultant (CDM) continued to develop and refine
the new databasé& he MS4 Database facilitates tracking and reporting of most Stormwater
Program activities, including inspections, municipal activities, outreach and fiscal data. The
MS4 Database is available to all Permittees via the World Wide Web, and has thatgdpabil
inspection data to be entered in real time using mobile data devices. The Stormwater Program
has granted limited access for Regional Board staff to review Permittee data. Configuration and
implementation of the CityWorks® municipal work managetrsarfitware was begun in late

2005. Although it was anticipated to have this program partially operational by early 2007, it
has been delayed due to a delayed release of the required ESRI GIS software, and by the need to
purchase and configure the needaddware. Barring further delays, CityWorks® should be
operational by late 2009/early 2010.

9 Training

The Training Subcommittee developed and present&ettiied Professional in Erosion and

Sediment Control Training Workshopn two dates during the fidcgear, November 5008

and December 4, 2008. Permittee staff also attended various workshops, were trained via an
increasing number of Awebinars, o0 and through
Permittes also sent staff to quarterly meeajsof the California Stormwater Quality

Association and its annual Conferenc&eptember 2008.

1 ROWD i MS4 Permit Renewal

A series of meetings was initiated in February 2006 to develop the Report of Waste Discharge
that was submitted to the Regional BoandQctober 26, 2006. This year we worked with the
California Stormwater Quality Association to follow the development of MS4 Permits in other
areas, including Ventura County, Orange County and the San Francisco Bay area. In
anticipation of a renewed MS4#fnit in 2009, the Development Subcommittee began

reviewing the Water Quality Management Plan Guidance and Template for compatibility with
expected new permit requirements.

1 Implementation Agreement Revision

The Implementation Agreement for the Stormwat@gPam was reviewed during the ROWD
process and was to be revised to coincide with implementation of the renewed MS4 Permit,
which had been scheduled for r26807. Ongoing discussions regarding the Implementation
Agreement have resulted in a delay in apprg the revised Agreement. It is likely that a

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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Executive Summary

revised Agreement will be approved in 2010, and may follow the expected renewal of the MS4
Permit.

1 Completed GIS Mapping Element of the HCOC Map

RBF Consulting (RBF) was hired in 2006 to develop a mapeoP#rmit watershed area that
identifies stream channel reaches where there is a Hydrologic Condition of Concern (HCOC).
In 200809, the mapping of the improved and natural channels was completed, pending
completion of the QA/QC review process by San Betima CountyDepartment oPublic

Works. RBF Consulting and their subcontractor, West Consultants, also developed a field
assessment methodology to evaluate the relative vulnerability of natural channel reaches to
adverse impacts from increased runoffiirarban development. Field demonstrations of the
assessment method were conducted in spring 2009. Remaining tasks include the
characterization and prioritization of unimproved or natural channel reaches for-égdlow

1 Participation in the Stormwater Quali ty Standards Task Force

The San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District), as the Principal Permittee,
continues to participate on behalf of the Permittees in the Stormwater Quality Standards Task
Force (Task Force). The Task Force, createdatuate current REQ beneficial use

designations in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan),
includes staff from Orange and Riverside Counties, the USEPA, and the Regional Board, and is
assisting the Regional Board to duoat their triennial review of the Basin Plan. The Permittees
are contributing substantial funding to the Task Force, which has so far compiled and analyzed
regulatory requirements, existing data on pathogens, and recreational activities in the Santa Ana
River Watershed. Phase 1 of this effort concluded in December 2004. Phase 2 was completed
in 2007, and Phase 3 has been underway since late 2006. Reports and technical memoranda
were prepared that document the findings. All documents related todfestare available at

the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority website:
http://lwww.sawpa.org/projects/planning/stormwater2.htm

This year, the Task Force prepared draft Basin Plan Amentllanguage and submitted it to

the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and the USEPA for review. Based on
comments received from the regulatory agencies, the revised Basin Plan Amendment is being
prepared for CEQA scoping and a Regionaail Workshop to occur in early 2010.

Possible outcomes include a suspension of water quality standards for periods of unsafe high
flows, changing beneficial use designations
use, with appropriateatdards for pathogen indicators based on risk of iliness, and changes to
the water quality objectives for pathogen indicators.

All documents related to this project are available at the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
website:http://www.sawpa.org/projects/planning/stormwater2.htm

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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1 TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) Development

A Middle Santa Ana River Pathogen TMDL

This TMDL includes Reach 3 (from Prado Dam to Mission Boulevard in ifyeo€Riverside)

of the Santa Ana River, as well as reaches of Chino Creek, Cucamonga Creek, Mill Creek near
Prado, and Prado Lake Park. TMDLs for these waters were adopted by the Regional Board in
August 2005 as an amendment to the Water Quality CdPkaal for the Santa Ana Basin. The
Basin Plan amendment requires intensive monitoring in the area and a source investigation plan.
The State Board approved the TMDL on May 15, 2006.

Compliance with the TMDL requires the stakeholders to conduct focuseitioming and a
detailed investigation of bacterial sources. The studies should help identify how to implement
control measures to reduce the bacterial concentrations.

The first full year of monitoring was completed in 2608, and continued in 20a30.

Monitoring results (attached as the MSAR Final 2008 Dry Season Report, and the MSAR Final
Data Analysis Report) identified several reaches that are impacted by human pathogen sources,
including Box Springs Canyon, Chris Basin, and Cypress Channel. Tiue gdinuman

pathogen indicators in Box Springs Canyon was found to be an illicit connection. Other areas
are in the process of further investigation and source assessment.

A Big Bear Lake Nutrient TMDL

The District is participating in the Big Bear TMDL TaBorce on behalf of the G@ermittees,
along with the City of Big Bear and the County of San Bernardino. The Regional Board
adopted the Big Bear Lake Nutrient TMDL for Dry Hydrologic Conditions on April 21, 2006.
The Big Bear TMDL Task Force is workirig implement required TMDL tasks. A watershed
wide Monitoring Plan was prepared and submitted to the Regional Board for approval.
Monitoring in the tributaries was initiated in July 2009.

9 Participation in the Stormwater Monitoring Coalition

The Permit Konitoring and Reporting Program 111.6 and 111.7) requires the Permittees to
cooperate with the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) in regional
monitoring and assessment efforts. The District participates on behalf of the Permittee

Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition (SMC) that operates in cooperation and
with guidance from SCCWRP. SMC members include six southern California Counties (Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Verttergjties of Los

Angeles and Long Beach, the State Board, three Regional Boards (Los Angeles, Santa Ana, and
San Diego Regions), the USEPA, Caltrans, and SCCWRP. Recent and ongoing work by the
SMC includes the following:

Ongoing Studies:

A Building a Regiorally Consistent and Integrated Freshwater Stream Bioassessment
Monitoring Program

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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The approach for building a regionally consistent bioassessment monitoring program has three
phases, including: 1) methods standardization; 2) calibrating and validatigigate

assessment tool; and 3) designing and implementing an integrated, coordinated regional
monitoring program. These tasks were completed this year. Implementation of the coordinated
regional bioassessment monitoring program began in spring 2009WRBE®as agreed to lead

the first three years of implementation, compile and evaluate data, and prepare reports.

A Laboratory Intercalibration

This ongoing program is developing performabesed quality assurance and quality control
criteria for stormwateretsting throughout the region. Laboratories that wish to analyze
stormwater samples on behalf of SMC member agencies in the future are required to verify that
they can meet the performancased criteria developed as part of this intercalibration study.

This effort continues with realibration every three years and evaluation of additional
constituents in 20689.

A LID Guidance and Training Project

This Project assesses the effectiveness of low impact development (LID) techniques for
pollutant removal andyldromodification reduction for projects in southern California. The
Project will also create a technical guidance manual, and conduct training workshops to
introduce the manual. This year the Monitoring Program was developed, several training events
werecompleted, and the development of a Guidance Manual was started. This project began in
December 2006 and is scheduled to continue for five years. In 2006, Sandde County

received a $600,000 grant from the State Water Resources Control Boargdd suip project,

with $200,000 in matching funds to be provided by the SMC and by the California Stormwater
Quality Association. The LID Manual is expected to be completed by the end of 2009. Field
monitoring is underway to evaluatetaal hydrologic prformance of LID features in the

Southern California region.

Planned Activities for Next Year

In addition to continued implementation of Permit requirements, the following program
elements will be targeted for enhanced implementation in fiscal ye@r1200

1 Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) and Permit Renewal

Although the issuance of a draft foutdlrm MS4 Permit did not occur during the reporting year

as expected, a public draft of the proposed renewed Permit was released on June 26, 2009. We
have been wiking with the Regional Board to develop the renewed MS4 Permit, which is
scheduled for adoption in December 2009.

1 TMDL Implementation

The MSAR Pathogen TMDL stakeholder group has developed an Agreement aslacest
arrangement to begin TMDL Implementatitasks. In addition to the San Bernardino County
Permittees, MSAR stakeholders include Riverside County, the Cities of Riverside and Corona,
and the US Forest Service. The Big Bear Lake Nutrient TMDL workgroup includes the Big

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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Bear Municipal Water Disict, the City of Big Bear Lake, the US Forest Service, and Caltrans.
The Big Bear workgroup is also developing a formal Agreement.

1 Monitoring Program Improvements

Sampling equipment was improved in 2608, and the sampling sites and methodology have
been evaluated and, in part, modified and improved in 2TN8

i Training

The Training Subcommittee will work to upgrade andhigate the online training program.
Online training will be augmented with lectestyle training, along with fiekdbased inspeot
training. The Subcommittee will explore options for collaboration on training efforts with the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) and neighboring municipal stormwater
programs.

1 CASQA Participation

The District, acting on behalf of the frgttees, participates in CASQA to further the interests

of stormwater permit holders throughout the state. CASQA works with the State Board and the
USEPA to develop and comment on stormwater policies. The District has representation on the
CASQA Board 6 Directors and the CASQA Executive Progr&ommittee.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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Introduction

Introduction

San Bernardino Countyds Stormwater Program (
receiving a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit

(Permit) fromthe California Regional Water Quality Control Boar8Santa Ana Region

(Regional Board) in October 1990. The Permit named the San Bernardino County Flood

Control District (District), the County of San Bernardino (unincorporated areas in the Santa Ana
River Basin), and the sixteen incorporated cities in the basin as Permittees. The Permit also
designated the District as Principal Permittee and the County and sixteen incorporated cities as
Co-Permittees.

The Permit initially required the Permittees to depeand implement a Drainage Area
Management Plan (DAMP) to minimize nstormwater discharges to the storm drain system
and reduce pollution caused by stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable. The
DAMP was prepared in October 1993 and describedlevelopment of required program
elements designed to minimize the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system. Each
Permittee is individually responsible for compliance with the Permit (local programs), although
they perform several activitie®operatively or in close coordination (area wide programs).

In 1995, a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) was prepared. The ROWD described the
progress made during the first fiyear permit term and served as the application for the
seconeterm permit. Tlke Permit was renewed by the Regional Board for a secongdmeterm
(19962000) in March 1996. The DAMP and ROWD were made enforceable components of
the seconderm Permit. During the secoitedrm, the Permittees established required programs,
procedurs, and policies (collectively referred to as the Municipal Stormwater Management
Program (MSWMP)) designed to identify and reduce sources of stormwater pollution and water
quality impairment.

On September 1, 2000, the Permittees submitted a revised R@UV@Municipal Storm

Water Management Plan (MSWMP) to the Regional Board as the application for thetimrd
permit. The MSWMP replaced the DAMP. On September 29, 2000, the Regional Board
responded with comments that were promptly responded to bethetiees. On March 2,

2001 the seconterm permit (199€000) was administratively extended because the Regional
Board had not yet issued a thierm permit. The administratively extended sectarch

permit (Order No. 982, NPDES Permit No. CAS61803@quired the Permittees to continue
implementing their stormwater program in accordance with the MSWMP. Atdmnnd permit

was issued on April 26, 2002, under Board Order Ne2&®0012 (NPDES Permit No.
CAS618036).

On October 27, 2006, the Districtchthe CePermittees submitted a revised ROWD and

MSWMP, as required, to the Regional Board as application for a ftemthpermit. The

Regional Board released a public draft of the proposed foemi permit (Tentative Order R8
2009-0036) on June 26, PQ. The District, on behalf of the Permittees, submitted written
comments on September 9, 2009, and submitted supplemental written comments on September
16, 2009, and on October 13, 2009. The Permittees also participated in several meetings with
RegionalBoard staff in August, September, and early October, 2009. The Regional Board

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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released a second draft of Tentative Orde2B83036 on October 23, 2009, and expects to
hold an adoption Hearing on December 10, 2009.

This FY 200809 Annual Report presenthe current status of MSWMP implementation, with
an evaluation of program effectiveness for the reporting year (fiscal year July 1, 2008 to June
30, 2009) and planned activities for the upcoming year (July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010).

The tables and figes in this report were developed through an online database program. The
District, as the Principal Permittee, uses the database to analyze programmatic data and evaluate
possible trends, levels of compliance, program effectiveness, and other usafaiprog

management information. The Permittees are each responsible for entering information into the
database, and for submittal of required information and materials needed to comply with the
Permit. The Permit also requires that these submittals be $greeduly authorized Permittee
representative under penalty of perjury (Monitoring and Reporting Program IV.3). The
signatures/certifications provided by the Permittees are included attdched CD ROM. All
Permittes had provided the signature/céidations as offie Annual Report submittal date.

This is the fifth Annual Report to rely on the new database to provide Permittee data. Every
attempt has been made to ensure that all Peemitired information is included, and that the
data are accuratdn addition, Regional Board staff have been granted limited access to view
database contents via the World Wide Web.

The following terminology is used in this report:
Principal Permitte@ San Bernardino County Flood Control District

Co-Permittees County of San Bernardino and the sixteen incorporated cities in the Santa Ana
Watershed area of San Bernardino County; Cities of Big Bear Lake, Chino, Chino Hills, Colton,
Fontana, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga,
Redands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Upland, and Yucaipa.

Permittee$ Principal Permittee and the Rermittees, collectively

Permittee abbrevians used in the report figures are shown below.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
FY 20(-09 Annual Report Pagel4d



Introduction

Agency Abbr. Agency Abbr.
Big Bear Lake BBL | Ontario ONT
Chino CHI Rancho Cucamonga RAC
Chino Hills CHH | Redlands RED
Colton COL | Rialto RIA
Fontana FON | San Bernardino SBD
Grand Terrace GRT | San Bernardino County SBC
Highland HIG | SBC Flood Control FCD
Loma Linda LOL | Upland UPL
Montclair MON | Yucaipa YUC

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 208D
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Section 1

Section 1 Program Administration

The MSWMP requires a significant managerial commitment to oversee the
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that address pollution from
particular activities and/or land uses. As these management activities are vital to the
swccess of the MSWMP, they have been included as a program element. The Permittees
evaluated the MSWMP and the existing management structure during the development of
a new Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) as application for the ftemrthPermit.

The reommended revisions to the MSWMP were submitted to the Regional Board with
the ROWD in October 2006.

The development of the ROWD and application for the fetetin permit is a significant
effort for the Stormwater Program. The ROWD outlines an improvetbaph to
implementing the MSWMP and proposes that we prioritize among the various water
guality problems facing the Permittees. The ROWD also recommendedeshoend
long-term implementation activities. Shddrm activities included: implementatioh

the Middle Santa Ana River Bacterial Indicator TMDL, initiation of a-tsised

program, continued support and implementation of t@®8nty Stormwater Quality
Standards Task Force (SWQSTF) recommendations, evaluate metrics for program
effectiveness eluation, review the pollutants of concern and prepare strategic plans to
address each one, develop a-tisised facility inspection program, and seek grant
funding for strategic structural BMP implementation. Ldegn activities included:
establishing btter cooperation among regional stormwater programs, developing
regional treatment options, developing a matieted performance bond program for
stormwateirelated program elements, developing a model for local implementation
plans, improve the transferf fAbest program practiceso among
established a database and inspection program focpostruction BMPs.

The ROWD also presented the following table that summarizes the key program changes
proposed.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
FY 20(-09 Annual Report Pagel6



Section 1

Table ES-1. Smmmary of Key Proposed Structural and Programmatic Changes for the San Bernardino County Area-wide MS4 Permit

No. Proposal Purpose/Benefit Where/How it is addressed
Distimguizhes permit obligations (ROWD) from | @ Appendix A4, ROWD - MSWMP haz been revized to reflact the content
- specific implementation activities (MSWMP). of the ROWD
1 :psRISt‘irge MEWMP from Simplifies the permit. Increases program B Section 9.3, MSWMP - MSWHF will continue to be updated anmually az
g flexibility. Focuses compliance on outcome part of the annual report, or as needed to support TMDL
rather than process. implementation
B Section 3.2, ROWD - Identifies TMDL implementation as a key activity
. 3 : A during the next permit term
Establishes TVIDL implementstion as ahigh | o 5,7 925 MSIMP - Requires that the Stormwater Management
priority during the next permit term. Shifts - -
2 TMDL implementation focus to compliance, which provides basis for Program be revisad, as neaded, to address TMDL study findings
- P allocati £ i be . B Section 9.3, MSWMP - Performance Commitments os. %1 and 9-2
e tD'Iflzl{DT o 1.11.1 prc;gram resources to B Section 1022, MSWMP - Eecognizes commitment to monitoring to
mes FEREEmEE. support TMDL implementation
B Section 103, MSWMP - Performance Commmitments 10-1 and 10-2
B Section 1.1, ROWD - Introduces risk-based concept
i Fe-allocates finite program resources in B Section 3.2.2, ROWD - Introduces risk-based inspection program that
3 | Bstablishrisdebased : =d bensfit to public health i1l be developed early during the ;
ins ion program proportion to expect it to public will be developed early during next permit term
F and the environment. B Section 4.2.4, MSWMP - Describes risk-based prioritization
B Section 4.3, MZWHMP - Performance Commitment INo. 4-1
Fevised definitions of terms
i the M54 Permut glossary, | Essential to define expected level of effortinthe | o o) 43 009 Appendic €, ROWD - Recommended revissd and nev
MEF, BMP, BAT, controllable | absence of specific numeric permit limats. — : -
4 : . o definitions. The permittees request that these definitions be
water quality factors, Feduces the inherent subjectivity of program . - .
N . N N incorporated into the glossary of the next M54 Permit.
significant environmental compliance audits.
impact
B Section 3.2.4, ROWD - Progranumatic activity recomumended for
implementation during next permif; purpose is to establish more direct
Identified as a significant deficiency in the most measures of program effectivensss that are tied to water quality
5 Develop formal measures of | recent round of program audits. Feinforces improvemsnts
program effectiveness shift to outcome-orientad implementation B Section 9.2.1, M5WMF - Recommendation to reduce or eliminate reports
strategies. or reporting elements that do not serve the essential purpose of
demonstrating improvements te water quality
B Section 9.3, MSWMP - Performance Commitment Mo, 9-4

Table ES-1. Summary of Key Propo:

sed Structural and Programmatic Changes for the San Bernardino County Area-wide MS4 Permit

No. Proposal Purpose/Benefit Where/How it is addressed
B Section 4.2, ROWD - Finding recommended for inclusion in the
it s . . g : - . Findings Section of the next M54 Permit
Esta'l:!hsh fink to Stormvater le = Ce Pmﬂe% bU m.lt!ahe e . B Section 3.2.3, ROWD - Recommends development of area-wide
Cruality Standards Task Force | implementation strategies without reapening g . | s
[ F) findines and the M54 D it F. guidelines for implementing SOSTF findings
(SQSTE) findings 18 VI eIl TOCUSEs PIOGTAI ISSOWICRS 0N | @ Section 10.2.3, MSWMP - Principal Permittee will continue to
reeo dations high-risk waters. participate in basm planming activities
B Section 103, MSWMP - Performance Commitments Mos. 10-1 and 10-2
Clarify oversight authority Clarifies division of labor between co- A dix C. ROWD, Permit L e R dati Permitt
- for schoals, federal permittees and state authorities. Improves ;Eggen . d’that a m;-‘]'se;‘;i.l‘l an!. g\{i"; l"ect?misﬁ:\:‘:{&l- ﬁﬁ:eb:
facilities/ lands and other program implementation efficiency by avoiding included inching in the nest \ﬁ_“'__‘ B it -
state agencies disputes over jurisdictional authority. e a=a e et st
cons 48] 534 _ 4 i
Develop Local Fulfille 2 ‘dentified by recent sudite of B Sections 481,534 ROWD Recomends Management Committee
8 . ; . ' develop a LIP model for use by permittees
Implementation Flans (LIF) permittee stormwater programs. B Section 2.6, MSWMP - Performance Commitment No. 26
) . . B Section 3.3.3, ROWD - Recommends that the Management Committes
Establich performance bond Develop additional compliance tool to support develop pesforn bond program that can serve 2= & model for the
9 system to increase stormwater program implementation; also region; imple tation of the program would be at the discretion of
compliance incentives and recommended by recent audits of permittes each p’en:nitbee
reduce enforcement costs stormwater programs. B Section 3.3, MSWMP - Parformance Commitment Mo, 3-12
" ; ™ — _ ;
Develop database of post- Prov ldE'.S means for tracking l.o.rng-herm . Section 5.3.6, ROWD - Recommends that the Management Committee
10 +ruction BMP responsibility and accountability for operating develop the database
comsiuchon Bast= and maintaining BMPs. B Section 9.3, MSWMP - Performance Commitment No. 9-6
B Section 3.2.2, ROWD - Describes use of a risk-based approach for
establishing priorities in varicus program areas. Initially, a risk-basad
Apply risk-based decision Following completion of the development of a :Pprlj:’iitisre ariph::lt:;‘sr:tcshons; later this approach can be
. criteria to other major risk—l:lased. mspechon program [SE? Na. 3), zisk- n Sgcpﬁ.cln 8.3 hﬁ‘\};\ﬂ'—‘gr— Performance Commitments, Public Information
u pmg‘.rs.n'.l slements: X based decision criteria can be appliad to other and Participation will be evaluate annually so that program is directed
menitoring, BMPs, public program areas so that these programs are also towards R t priorities -
education outcome-criented and compliance-focused. B Section 9.3, MSWMP - Performance Co itment Mo, 9-1, MSWMP and

WOMP requirements will be reviewed and revised as needed to support
TMDL requirements
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Section 1

Table ES-1. Smmmary of Key Proposed Structural and Programmatic Changes for the San Bernardino County Area-wide MS4 Permit

No. Proposal Purpose/Benefit Where/How it is addressed
. Section 3.3.5, ROWD - E, nls devel t of chianis
4 Enhance inter-agency transfer | Provide mechanizm for charing positive =chon - o scommends development of 4 machar um o
12 £ Best P T :d,; 1 o CoP Hees methodology to facilitate techmical transfer of Best Frogram Practices
©oF best Fimgram faactess progiam slements ameng Lo-rermubses. Section 9.3, MSWMF - Performance Commitment No.9- 3
Evaluate opporhunities to Identify opportunities for cooperative
work cooperatively with stormwater program implementation to create a Section 3.3.1, ROWD - Recommends that the Management Conumittes
13 other agencies or M54 Permit | more cost-effective program, espedially with establizh a subcomumittee to explore issue
programs to create a more regards to inspections, public information and Section 2.6, MSWMPF - Performance Commitment No. 2-12
cost-effective program participation and fraining.
Develop scheduling system Avoid duplication of sffort AMOnE asencies 2o Section 3.2.6, ROWD - Recommends that the Management Committee
; to reduce redundant o prication of & 1oNE 25 C work with the RWQCE to develop system that can be easily maintained
14 X X _ . that program resources are used cost- . / -
inspection overlap with effactively and shared
Fegional Board staff B e Section 2.6, MSWMP - Performance Commitment Mo, 2-13.
Evaluate resional treatment Evaluate opporbunities for a regional approach Section 3.3.2, ROWD - Fecommends that the Management Committee
15 ﬂten\li"e':' to implementing watershed-based stormwater establizh a subcomumittee to explore issue
R pollutant contrals. Section 2.6, MSWMF - Performance Commitment No. 2-14
F alize process to identify Increase epportunities to apply for grant Section 3.2.7, ROWD - Fecommends that the Management Comumittes
16 ogr\. == P roc:;: O 10 funding to support increazed program coste, for ectablizh a subcommittes to monitor grant opportunities and share
amc apply Ior state and
ied 5} rant funds example, to meet TMDL implementation information with permittees
Beleal gramt g requirements. Section 2.6, MSWMF - Performance Commitment No. 2-14
B Sections 2311, 233, ROWD - Sections describe proposed changes;
draft Agreement is provided in Appendix B. Final Agreement will be
Clazify roles and responsibilities of establizhed by the time a new M3 Permit is issued.
q= Revise Implementation - pene B Section 2.1, MSWMP - Describes the content of the Implementation
17 Management Committee; establish more
Agreement equitable cost-charing arrangement Agresment
1 B B Section 2.6, MSWMP - Performance Commitment [No. 2-4 requires that
the Implementation Agreement be reviewed and revized as needed
during permit term

1.1 Program Structure

The Stormwater Program was initiated to comply with the requirements of the Municipal
NPDES Stormwater permit. The Stormwater Program is comprised of the District, the
County, and the Cities of Big Bear Lake, Chino, Chino Hills, Colton, Fontana, Grand
Terra®, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Redlands,
Rialto, San Bernardino, Upland, and Yucaipa.

1.1.1 Management Committee and Subcommittees

The Permittees formed a Management Committee to manage MSWMP implementation

efforts. The Maagement Committee is made up of one representative (typically the

NPDES coordinator) from each Permittee and, in FY 2008/09, was chaired by Matt

Yeager, the Districtdés Stor mwater Program Ma

The Management Committee makes decisions that providellaygidance throughout

the permit term, and recommends implementation actions for the areawide program to the
District for execution. Subcommittees are formed to address specific program tasks, and
may consist of Management Committee representativefier Bermittee staff. The
subcommittees are responsible for developing program element guidelines and making
recommendations for action to the Management Committee. Management Committee
approved program elements are finalized by the Principal Permitteeldmittal to the
Regional Board for review and approval. Once approved by the Regional Board, a
program element is included within the MSWMP, and is implemented by the Permittees.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program
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Section 1

The Management Committee meets on the third Wednesday of each mosth at th
Principal Permitteeds office. Management
and onehalf hours, and are open to the public.-R@rmittee attendance is encouraged

for full participation in the development of program issues, as well as for shacaig

program implementation issues for the benefit of all. Also, the Permit requires each Co
Permittee to designate one primary representative and one alternate to the Management
Committee, and to attend 9 out of the 11 scheduled meetings eaclirigeae 1.1.1

shows Management Committee meeting attendance for@®08

" 11 " 11 " " 1 11 11

Number of Meetings Attended

Big Bear Lake

Chino

Chino Hills

Colton

Fontana

Grand Terrace

Highland

Loma Linda

Montclair

Ontario

Rancho Cucamonga

Redlands

Rialto

San Bernardino

San Bernardino
County

SBC Flood Control

District
Upland
Yucaipa

Figure 1.1.1

Figure 1.1.1
Management Committee Meeting Attendance by Permitee

A total of 11 Management Committee meetings were held this year. All Permittees met
or exceeded the attendance committmBline Permittees attended all 11 meetings, seven
Permittees attended 10 meetings, and two attended 9 meetings.

Subcommittees are formed as needed. There are three standing subcommittees
(Monitoring, Fiscal/Legal, and Public Education), two of whichenactive over this

reporting year (Public Education and Fiscal/Legal). These standing subcommittees focus
on longterm program tasks. Membership in these subcommittees is voluntary; however,

Permittees with expertise gbasaeericdunagedte! at ed

participate. Figure 1.1.2 shows active subcommittees and participation, by Permittee,
during FY 200809.

Ad-hoc subcommittees are formed, as required, to carry out focused tasks and to
complete specific projects that occur on & lesquent or nomecurring basis. For this
reporting year, the MS4 Database, New Development, and Trainingcad

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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Section 1

subcommittees remained active. A subcommittee was formed last year to develop the
ROWD as application for renewal of the Permit. Permittgeasentatives voluntarily

serve as Subcommittee Chairs. Subcommittees were chaired by representatives from
Montclair (Public Education), the County (Training and Fiscal), San Bernardino (Fiscal),
New/Redevelopment (Ontario), and the District (MS4 DatahadeROWD).
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Figure 1.1.2
Active Subcommittee Membership During FY 2008 by Permittee

1.2 Institutional Arrangements

The Permittees entered into an Implementation Agreement dated May 4, 1992. The
agreement designates the County and thie<Cits CePermittees and the District as the
Principal Permittee. This agreement defines the responsibilities of tRe@uttees and

the Principal Permittee. It also sets the funding mechanism for the areawide programs
that are administered by the Pipal Permittee. Under the initial Implementation
Agreement, cost share percentages for th&&umnittees were based on the adjusted
acreage of various land uses, with the Principal Permittee contributing 5%. During FY
200506 and FY 200®7, the Implemetation Agreement was thoroughly reviewed by

the Permittees within the Fiscal Subcommittee and several revisions were proposed.

As reported last year, the Fiscal Subcommittee has reconsidered the fundamental
assumptions for the cost share formula, and agosivshare formula based on
population, land area, and a base or equal share has been developed.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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In addition, the role and authority of the Management Committee has been discussed and

a more detailed description has been proposed. Timelines for alativésactivities

have also been modified to be more realistic. The revised draft Implementation
Agreement has been under review by the Per mi
Subcommittee will consider any comments, make revisions, and seek dgbralva

Permittees to finalize the revised Agreement in the next fiscal year. The revised

Implementation Agreement was still undergoing review by legal counsel from Permittees

as of this report date.

1.3 Legal Authority

Legal authority establishes thefertement powers of governmental agencies to take
action against violators of the NPDES program. Federal regulations promulgated in
November 1990 provided the legal authority to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to mandate the progran California, EPA has designated the
State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) to enforce the program. The State
Board has, in turn, designated the Regional Boards to issue Municipal NPDES
Stormwater Permits, either individually or jurisdastally.

1.3.1 Regulatory Authorities

General NPDES stormwater permits in California for construction activities, linear and
underground projects, industrial activities, and Phase Il municipal programs are issued by
the State Board, with enforcement powdetegated to the Regional Boards. Phase |
Municipal NPDES stormwater permits are issued and enforced by the Regional Boards.
A Phase | Municipal Stormwater Permit governs this Stormwater Program. The Regional
Boards may also issue individual stormwatermits to individual dischargers.

1.3.2 Stormwater Ordinance

Each Permittee has adopted a stormwater ordinance to provide legal authority to control
the discharge of pollutants into the storm drain system. A model storm drain ordinance
was prepared by éhFiscal/Legal sutisommittee, and the legal counsels of each Permittee
reviewed it before being finalized. Permittees adopted individual ordinances based on
the model ordinance in August 1994. The Permittees have authority to issue Notices of
Violation (NOVSs) to violators of stormwater ordinances, as well as administrative civil
liability actions or criminal prosecution. Several Permittees have revised their
stormwater ordinances since 1994.

1.4 Fiscal Analysis

Prior to promulgation of the NPDES regtibns, the Permittees had existing programs in
place (including BMP implementation), which complement the NPDES program by
reducing the potential for pollutants to enter the storm drain system. These existing
programs include street sweeping, hazardoasst@vcollection, recycling, storm drain

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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maintenance, and others. The 2001 ROWD, finalized in September 2002, describes these
BMPs, with an analysis to determine adequacy, or if they are in need of improvement.
Permittees have evaluated these BMPs far #féectiveness in protecting beneficial

uses, and continue to implement these programs. Budgets are prepared annually for these
programs. Previous Annual Reports included Program Total costs (see Figure 1.4.1 from
200506 Annual Report), but the Permlibes not specifically require this information to

be reported. In addition, Permittees budget for participation in areawide programs, which
are implemented in cooperation with the Principal Permitkegure 1.4.1shows

expenditures for the previousda year, budgeted amounts for the current reporting year,
and estimated budget amounts for next fiscal year, for selected program elements. The
reported amounts include actual, budgeted, and estimated costs incurred by the
Permittees to implement agersyecific program elements identified in the original

DAMP and as amended in the 2001 ROWD (e.g., illicit connections/illegal discharges,
industrial/commercial inspection, etc.), as well as areawide costs (e.g., public education,
monitoring program, etc.)Some programs began before the first permit was issued, and
other programs were added over the course of the three permit terms. One of the largest
costs is for municipal maintenance activities (note that Figure 1.4.1 has a log scale on the
Y -axis).

$100,000,000

$94,541,740
$66,233,193

$42.283,997

$10,000,000

$2,875.246
$2,862,4384
$2,843,623
$3,629,848
$3.616.757
$4,094,235

$2,195.927
$2,241,886
$2,214,183
$2,178,944

$1,186,842

$1.,800,183

$1,000,000 -

$100,000 -

$10,000 -

IDAIC Inspections Municipal Program Public Training wamp
Maintenance  Management Education

B Actual 2007-08 OBudgeted 2008-09 B Estimated Budget 2009-10

Figure 1.4.1
Fiscal Summary by Program Element
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Figure 1.4.2shows the total expenditures to implement programs and conduct activities
explicitly required by the Permit and directly related to the Permit requiremieigisce
1.4.2also shows the budget fdrase activities for the current fiscal year (2@® and

the estimated budget for next fiscal year.

The Management Committee approved a budget of $1,495,500 to implement areawide
programs for FY 20089. This amount included $300,000 for Public Educafioogram,
$150,000 for MS4 Database development, $100,000 for the Monitoring Program, and
$170,000 for Principal Permittee administration.

The actual amount spent on areawide programs in the previous year (FO@00as
approximately $1,403,000, as stoin Figure 1.4.3 This included all expenditures for
the areawide programs by the District.
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Stormwater Program fundirgpurces for individual Permittees are listed able 1-1.

Section 1

Table 11
Funding Sources for Individual Permittees
Report
Year Organization Funding Source
2009 Big Bear Lake General Funds, Capital Funds, and Refuse Funds
2009 Chino Storm drain fees, inspection fees and WQMP check
fees.
2009 Chino Hills General Fund, Sewer Fund
2009 Colton Stormwater management Fee, General Fund and
Development Fees
2009 Fontana B&S Plan Check - 32102101 Curbside Used QOil -
38312301 Eng. Const. Insps. - 36003101 Env.
Com./Ind. Inspect. - 38102125 Env. Const. Insp. -
38101125 Env. Program - 38010101 HHW Program -
38011101 Pretreament Program - 38019701 Storm
Drain Maint. - 38004101 Street Maintenance -
38008101 Street Maintenance - 38008110 Street
Maintenance - 38008281 Street Maintenance - 4008601
Street Rehab - 38001601 Street Sweeping - 38002101
& 38002282 WQMP Review - 38103125.5646
2009 Grand Terrace General Fund, Stormwater Fund, and Licensing fees
2009 Highland General Fund, Benefit Assessment Districts, Solid
Waste Street Sweeping Fund and Household
Hazardous Waste Fees
2009 Loma Linda General Fund
2009 Montclair General fund
2009 Ontario Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fee, Business License
Renewal Fees, Developer Plan Check Fees, NPDES
Construction Inspection fees, General Fund.
2009 Rancho General Fund & Integrated Waste
Cucamonga
2009 Redlands General Fund
2009 Rialto General Fund, Development Impact Fees, Oil Block
Grant, Internal Service Funds, Enterprise Funds, and
Gas Tax Funds.
2009 San Bernardino | General Fund and NPDES Utility tax
2009 San Bernardino | Flood Control and County General Fund
County
2009 SBC Flood Mostly Flood Control District Property Taxes, but also
Control District | some from rents, royalties, interest and permit fees.
2009 Upland General fund, Developer Fees, Sewer Fund, Storm
Drain Development Fund, Solid Waste Fund, & Other
2009 Yucaipa General Fund
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For FY 200910, the Permittees approved a budget of $1,622,500 to implement area wide
program elements. The budget includes:

Public Education Program 300,000
MS4 Database Development* 125,000
Storm Water Quality Standards Study-Phase 3 150,000
Monitoring Program 100,000
Administration 210,000
Participation in Regional Monitoring Programs 35,000
Chino Basin (Middle Santa Ana River) TMDL 170,000
Big Bear Lake TMDL Implementation 160,000
New TMDL Development 10,000
Annual Report Preparation 50,000
Consultant Costs 25,000
Training 60,000
HCOC Map and Documentation 50,000
Participation in Statewide Storm Water Issues 30,000
Reserve Fund (10%) 147,500
Total Budget 1,622,500

Figure 1.4.4shows the distribution of areawide program actual expenditures for FY
200708, and the approved budget amounts for FY 20®&nd FY 20094.0. This

allows acomparison of cost allocations versus expenditures and an evaluation of budget
changes between years. Most budget items are similar to the past year, while the budgets
for the Big Bear TMDL decreased and the cost of administration increased for FY2008

09.

The payment of permit fees has been shifted from the areawide program to individual
Permittees due to a significant fee increase and a new fee assessment sdfiigdute.
1.4.5shows the relative cost proportion of program elements within the approdgdtb
for FY 200809.
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Section 2 Program Status

This section presents a status review of the FY ZI@8tormvater Program. Each
subsection discusses a specific program element (e.g., lllegal Discharge Program,
Industrial and Commercial Sources Program, etc.) and includes a summary of major
activities accomplished this reporting year.

2.1 MS4 Solution

The MS4 Datbase Subcommittee and the Consultant (CDM) continued to develop and
refine the database. The MS4 Database facilitates tracking and reporting of all
Stormwater Program activities, including inspections, municipal activities, outreach and
fiscal data. Thé&1S4 Database is available to all Permittees via the World Wide Web,

and has the capability for inspection data to be entered in real time using mobile data
devices. The Stormwater Program has granted limited access to Regional Board staff for
review of ermittee data. Configuration and implementation of the CityWorks®

municipal work management software was begun in late 2005. Although it was
anticipated to have this program partially operational by early 2007, it has been delayed
due to a delayed releasf the required ESRI GIS software, and by the need to purchase
and configure the needed hardware. Several unanticipated glitches were encountered in
FY 200809, including the need to upgrade supporting software to newer versions (such
as from Soquel 2@to Soquel 2005). Barring further delays, CityWorks® should be
operational by late 2009/early 2010.

2.2 lllegal Discharge Program

The lllegal Discharge Program consists of two components: illicit connections and illegal
discharges. Permittees surveypmlblicly maintained inlets, open channels and basins

once each permit year, identify permitted connections, and eliminate or permit any illicit
connections. Through the storm drain connection permit process, Permittees can monitor
and control the qualitgf discharges entering the storm drain system. Permittees are also
required to implement a surveillance strategy and mechanism for responding to reports of
illegal discharges.

2.2.1 lllicit Connections

Reconnaissance surveys for illicit connections, wiiiad been ongoing from FY 1992

93, were completed during FY 1996. Initial inspections of all drainage facilities

(above and below ground) were completed for the permit area. The surveys were
performed by field inspections or videotaping of approxalyab42 miles of facilities
(including underground facilities), identifying all connections, and eref&sencing the
connections with engineering plans and existing permits. A total of 1,947 undocumented
connections were identified during the initiato@naissance survey. All 1,947
undocumented connections identified during the initial survey were resolved, either
through removal or permitting.
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The Permittees reported a total of approximately 950 miles of facilities (including
underground facilitiesih the MS4 Database this year. When new facilities are
constructed, inspections are conducted to make sure that all connections are permitted
and authorizedThe figures below reflect the best available estimates of percentages
inspected and cleaned fopen channels and underground drains.

Permittees continue to monitor for illicit connections through routine inspections
performed as a part of maintenance activities. In addition, illicit connections are difficult
to establish because they typicallguee entry and/or construction in the public rigifit

way. Permittee staff are trained to observe these activities, and to report unauthorized
construction to their respective department or NPDES Coordinator for action. Based on
the level of inspectiongerformed in previous years and the minimal number of
undocumented connections found, complete inspections on an annual basis are not
deemed to be necessary. The Permit (Section XIV.9) requires Permittees to inspect all
inlets, open channels and basimee each reporting year, to maintain at least 80% of the
drainage facilities each year, and to maintain 100% withiy@a2 period. Underground
facilities are not subject to these inspection/maintenance requirements.

Figures 2.2.1 to 2.2.4 show the pamtage of open channel, underground storm drain,

inlet (catch basin), and basins inspected and cleaned during this reporting year, by
Permittee.Figure 2.2.1shows that 15 Permittees inspected 100% of open channels, one
inspected 50%, and one inspected IRigure 2.2.1also shows that 11 Permittees

cleaned 100%, four Permittees cleaned 86%, one cleaned 24% of these facilities, and
one cleaned 5%. FCD cleaning data reflect limited maintenance activities due to a
transition to a new systemwide mairdege permit and new reporting system. More
routine maintenance has been delayed pending the issuance of regulatory permits. One
Permittee reported that they had no open chanlfigigre 2.2.2shows that five

Permittees inspected 100% of underground stinains, (the Permittees have determined
that inspections of underground facilities are not needed annually), one inspected 50%,
and the rest inspected 45% or less. Three Permittees cleaned 100% of their underground
storm drains, two cleaned 50%, while ththers reported cleaning from 0% to 35% of

these facilities. Figure 2.2.3shows that thirteen Permittees inspected 100% of their
storm drain inlets; three inspected-%8%; one inspected 12%; and one reported having
no inlets. Seven Permittees regarcleaning 100% of their inlets, three reported

cleaning 8895%, two reported cleaning between 8%, and four reported cleaning

from 5-25%.
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Figure 2.2.4shows that thirteen Permittees inspected 100% of their debris and detention
basins, one Permittee inspected 75%, one inspected 60%, and three report no basins in
their jurisdiction. Seven Permittees clead®@% of their basins, three cleaned from 50

T 75%, one cleaned 10%, three cleaned 0%, and three reported no basins in their
jurisdiction.

100%

91%
91%
39%
88%
38%
88%
38%

80% -

60%

40%

20% 4

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Olnlets BEOpen Channels BUnderground Drains EBasins ‘

Figure 2.2.5
Percentage of Areawide Drainage Facilities Inspected by Reporting Year

In an areawide compiapn by facility typeFigure 2.2.5shows that the highest level of
inspection is for fAopeno facilities such as
illicit connections are easier to establish, but also easy to locate and abate. It also

compareshe level of inspection between previous reporting years and this year. It

should be noted that the percentages for FY 1DEL996 reporting year) are

cumulative figures from FY 19993 to FY 199596. Natural watercourses and culvert

crossings in the i§/ of Big Bear Lake are inspected and cleaned annually before the

winter season

Figure 2.2.6summarizes the percent of drainage facilities cleaned by Permit year. There
were similar, but slightly fewer facilities cleaned this year compared to lastisThi

directly related to the low levels of precipitation that occurred during the wet season last
year and this year compared to precipitation in average or greater years.
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Figure 2.2.6
Percentage of Drainage Facilities Cleaned by Reportivigar

2.2.2 lllegal Activities

The Permittees have developed a program for reporting and responding to notifications of
illegal discharges, spills, and dumping. Notifications of illegal discharges are reported by

other agencies, the public, police depaants, fire departments, maintenance workers,

and through the inspection program. Percentages of notifications by reporting source are

shown inFigure 2.2.7. This year6s reporting sources we
continued strong participation lagency staff and private parties. Due to new reporting

forms in the MS4 Database, there iIis a | arge
reports from private parties, spildl hotl ine,

sources will be furthedescribed in future reports if possible.

Several Permittees participate in the San Bernardino County Environmental Crimes Task
Force. This Task Force pursues and coordinates enforcement of illegal discharges and
dumping with multiple involved agenciesclading San Bernardino County District
Attorneyodos office, California Department of
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Figure 2.2.7

Wide Summary of Reporting Sources for lllegal Discharge/Dumping/Spill Events

Figure 2.2.8shaws the proportion of spills, debris dumping, sewage discharges, and
illegal discharges for FY 20089. These categories have been modified since FY-2003
04, due to the implementation of the MS4 Database, but the proportions of spills and
discharge each ge have been roughly similar. This year there were a higher proportion

of fAdischargeo events

discharges, spills and dumping are immediately responded to and documented. Reports
of illegal dscharges are electronically and consistently stored for documentation and ease

a nd -09.eReports ofillegali | | 0

of access. When fully operational, the MS4 Database will serve as a comprehensive

database for these incidents for all Permittees. Several Permittees are still transdioning

the full use of the MS4 Database, and may document illegal discharge/dumping/spill

events separately. The attached CD ROM contains any such supplemental data that was

submitted by the Permittees. As showirigure 2.2.9 the number of events per year
generally increased between 1996 and 2001, with a high of 384 in 2001, and a high of

384 on 2007, with 292 events reported this year.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program
FY 2008-09 Annual Report

November 15, 20®
Page34

even



Section 2

spill
31.5%

Sewage
10.3%

Debris
1.7%

Discharge
34.2%

Dumping
22.3%

Figure 2.2.8
Types of Areawide lllegal Discharge/Dumping/Spill Events
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Figure 2.2.9
Areawide lllegal Discharge/Dumping/Spill Events by Reporting Year
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Figure 2.2.10shows the types of enforcement actions used by the Permittees to address
illegal discharges/spills/dumping in FY 2008. Approximately 70% of the events

required no eforcement, or were handled with verbal enforcement and education.
Approximately 30% of the events warranted higher levels of enforcement including
Notices of Correction, Notices of Violation, clean up costs, referral to the Regional Board
or stopwork orcers.

Administrative Civil Action

Refertothe Regional
WWater Quality Contral
Board (RWQCE)

2

Administrative Order
3

Motice of violation (NOY)
13

Criminal action
1
Mat required
138

Motice of correction (MNOC)

OMot required

O'erbal enforcement with
education/outreach

ORequire clean up or charge clean up costs
Require clean up ar

charge C|8381n up costs B Motice of correction (MOC)

OMatice of violation (NOW)

O Administrative Order

O Administrative Civil Action

B Referto the Regional Water Quality

Control Board (RWQCE)

verhal enforcement with O Criminal action

educationfoutreach

3 Permitess reported no ilegal discharge events: Total Disch arge Events = 292
Cofton, Loma Linda and Redlands

Figure 2.2.10
Areawide Makeup of lllegal Discharge Enforcement Types

2.3 Programs for Industrial and Commercial Sources

During FY 199697, the CePermittees determined the total numbeindfistrial and
commercial businessesing available information. They have since been screening the
list to determine which businesses, based on the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the storm drain system. Under the
third-term pernit, the Permittees were required to develop inventories of commercial and
industrial facilities in their jurisdictions by July 1, 2003. The facilities in these

inventories were to be prioritized and an inspection schedule established based on the
prioritization. Excluding the Principal Permittee, which does not have businesses, in FY
200809 the 17 CePermittees reported 9,325 commercial businesses, 2,57Q@emaral
Permitted industrial facilities, and 669 Gendparmitted industrial facilities. Thetra

of the number of businesses inspected to the total number of facilities varies considerably
among Permittees.
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2.3.1 Industrial Facilities

Of the 1,519 total industrial facility inspections, violations were found during 715 (47%)
of these inspection®ote that this is not equivalent to the number of facilities with
violation®d facilities may have had multiple inspections with or without violations). This
is 10% fewer than in FY 20008, when violations were reported for 57% of total

industrial inspectins. Figure 2.3.1shows the breakdown of the severity of these
violations. Approximately 56%o0f the violations required Notices of Correction and
another 28% required Notices of Violation to help achieve compliance. Verbal
enforcement was used in approately 14% of these cases. A few sites warranted more
severe enforcement including Stéyork Orders and Administrative Actions. The MS4
Database now serves as a comprehensive database for all Permittees. A few Permittees
are still transitioning to the fulise of the MS4 Database, and in the interim may
document industrial facilities separately. Industrial facility databases from the MS4
Database, and any supplemental data submitted by the Permittees may be found in the
attached CEROM.

Administrative Order
5

Not Required
5 Verbal Enforcement

with
education/outreach
96

Stop work order
1

Notice of Violation
(NOV)
198

Highest Level of Violation

BNot Required

BVerbal Enforcement with
education/outreach

ONotice of Correction (NOC)

BNotice of Violation (NOV)

B Stop work order

. . B Administrative Order
Notice of Correction

(NOC)

390 Total Industrial Violations = 695
Figure 2.3.1
Areawide Makeup of General and NofGeneral Industrial Violations
San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®

FY 20(-09 Annual Report Page37



Section 2

1400
1325

1200

1000

800

600

All Industrial Facilities

n3

400

302
246
188

200 156 a9
116 i
26
5 8 6 ! 15
0 ! li 0 4 NA = o

218

BBL | CHI |CHH | COL | FON | GRT | HIG | LOL |[MON | ONT | RAC | RED | RIA | SBD | SBC | FCD | UPL | YUC
Total Facilities 5 476 1 156 | 116 0 8 4 218 | 1325 | 302 6 149 | 188 | 246 | N/A | 26 15
ETotal High Priority 5 31 1 89 9 0 6 0 51 270 | 64 1 105 | 12 | 132 | N/A 7 15
OTotal Medium Priority| 0 111 0 12 36 0 0 2 115 | 351 | 143 5 27 11 95 | N/A | 12 0
ETotal Low Priority 0 334 0 55 71 0 2 2 52 | 704 | 95 0 17 | 165 | 19 N/A 7 0

Figure 2.3.2
Total Industrial Facilities by Permittee

200
8
E 150
5
L
s
7
3
2 100
=
50
0 L= | e o il | il h J
BBL | CHI [CHH | COL | FON | GRT | HIG | LOL |[MON | ONT | RAC | RED | RIA | SBD | SBC | FCD | UPL | YUC
OGeneral Permits 1 25 1 29 84 0 6 4 22 198 | 56 1 22 9 193 | N/A 17 1
BNon-General Permits| 4 451 0 127 | 32 0 2 0 196 | 1127 | 246 5 127 | 179 | 53 | N/A 9 14
Total Facilities 5 476 1 156 | 116 0 8 4 218 | 1325 | 302 6 149 | 188 | 246 | N/A 26 15
Figure 2.3.3
General Permitted and NoiGeneral Permitted Industrial Facilities by Permittee
San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®

FY 20(-09 Annual Report Page38



Section 2

Figure 2.3.2shows the total number of industrial facilities by Permittee,Fagdre
2.3.3shows the number of industrial facilities with a Statewide General Industrial
Stormwater Permit (General Permitted Facilities) and those without@¢oeral
Permitted Rcilities) by Permittee.

Figure 2.3.4shows the number of General Permitted industrial facilities, by priority, for
the individual Permittees-igure 2.3.5shows the numbers of inspections and

inspections with violations, by Permittee, for General Peeahittdustrial facilities.

Figure 2.3.6shows the number of NeBeneral Permitted industrial facilities, by

priority, for the individual Permitteesrigure 2.3.7shows the numbers of inspections

and inspections with violations, by Permittee, for N@eneal industrial facilities. Of

1,030 inspections at 986 (38%) N@eneral Permitted sites, 441 (43%) inspections
reported violations. Of 489 inspections at 414 (62% of total facilities) GeReralitted

sites, 274 (56%) reported violations. While theeedifferences in the ratio of violations

to inspections among the Permittees, a considerable proportion of the facility inspections
find noncompliance. However, the percentage of inspection with violations was down 7
T 10% in FY200809. Noncompliant failities require considerable followp effort by

the Permittees to bring them into compliance.

There may be differences in the numbers of businesses with General Permits as reported
in the State Board database compared to the numbers reported bydus Car

Permittees. This is possible wih businesses which are located in unincorporated County
areas, yet, may have street addresses which include thea@ig. The Cities will

typically not inspector report on those businesses which areideitsf ther jurisdiction.

Such businesses mhag found in the SBC inspection records.

FCD has no Commercial/Industrial inspection jurisdiction. However, partial inspections
and site information may be recorded in 84 Database when a business impacts a
facility directly, especially iiny illegal discharge activity is observed or suspedibd.
District also assures inspection compliance at acitify sites when there is NGC

covered construction activity.

The Permittees are committed to outreach programsdmirdnd educate businesses

(general permit sites and ngeneral permit sites). Atthe sametime;”Zer mi t t ees 6
non-stormwater inspection staff (e.g., Fire Department, Environmental Health & Safety
personnel, etc.) are also being trained to includerenstater inspection component as a

part of the existing inspection programs.
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Figure 2.3.7
Non-General Permitted Industrial Facility Inspections and Inspections with Violations by Permittee

2.3.2 Commercial Facilities

The Permittees conducted 3,314 inspections, with 1,035 (38%) inspections reporting
violations cited; a total of 3,073 (29%) commercial businesses were inspeafade
3,205 commercial facility inspections conducted in FY2087violatiors were found
during 1,216 inspections (38%) (Note that this is not equivalent to the number of
facilities with violation® some facilities may have had multiple inspections with
violations). Figure 2.3.8shows the total number of commercial facilities bpgty, by
Permittee, anéfigure 2.3.9shows the number of inspections and inspections with
violations by Permittee. While there are differences in the ratio of violations to
inspections among the Permittees, the implication is that relatively largesrsinfb
facility inspections find nortompliance.Figure 2.3.10shows the type and severity of
the enforcement issued for commercial facility violations. Approximately 76% were
moderate violations requiring Notices of Correction, 16% were minor violatsodting

in verbal enforcement and education, and 8% were more severe and warranted Notices of
Violation. One site was charged for clesm costs.

The MS4 Database serves as a comprehensive database for all Permittees. Several
Permittees are stillansitioning to the full use of the MS4 Database, and in the interim
may document commercial facilities separately. Commercial facility databases from the
MS4 Database, and any supplemental data submitted by the Permatebe found in

the attached CEIROM.
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Total Commercial Facilities by Priority by Permittee
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Figure 2.3.9
Commercial Facility Inspections and Violations by Permittee
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up costs

B Notice of correction (NOC)
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Notice of correction
(Noc)
753

Total Commercial Violations =994

Figure 2.3.10
Wide Makeup of Violations from Commercial Facility Inspctions

2.4 New Development and Redevelopment Programs

The CoPermittees have existing programs to address stormwater quality in conditions of
approval for new development and redevelopment projects. The Principal Permittee does
not have landuse authoty, and therefore does not regulate new development and
redevelopment. Stormwater issues are generally addressed via general plan and master
plan/specific plan policies and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
processes. Because there wasiniformity in the review process, model uniform

guidelines were developed beginning in FY 1887 and were adopted in FY1999,

and CoePermittees began implementing the guidelines during FY-BQ00 These

guidelines were revised in FY 200@ and arelescribed in Section 2.5.2 below.

The Permit (Section XII.A.6) required the ®ermittees to review their CEQA review
processes by February 15, 2003, to ensure that stormwater issues were properly
considered, and required all actions found necessaryelrgtew to be completed by
February 15, 2004. The Permit (Section XII.A.7) also requires theeCmittees to

review their general plan and related documents to ensure that watershed protection
principles and policies are properly considered and incagubrato these documents.
Table 2-1 shows the various methods currently being used by the Permittees to address
stormwater quality issues during project planning and design stages.
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Table 21
Methods Used to Address Stormwater Quality during Project Plaimg and Design Stage
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o~ < O z 9 S
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Big Bear Lake Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chino Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Chino Hills Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Colton Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fontana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Grand Terrace No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Highland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Loma Linda Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Montclair Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rancho Cucamonga Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Redlands Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rialto Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
San Bernardino Yes Yes Yes Yes No
San Bernardino County Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
SBC Flood Control District N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Upland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yucaipa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N/A=Not Applicable; N/R=Not Repoed

2.4.1 HCOC Map (Erosion-Control BMP Effectiveness Study)

The Permit (Section XI1.A.11) required the Permittees to submit a proposal to evaluate
the effectiveness of a group of selected eresmmtrol BMPs by November 15, 2003.

This proposalvas submitted, as required, in November 2003. However, as reported in
the FY2005/06 Annual Report, the District has instead substituted for the erosion BMP

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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study a project to map the channels and stream reaches in our area and identify any that
may be shject to Hydrologic Conditions of Concern (HCOC). Project kickoff was in
February 2006, and mapping of District Zones 1, 2, and 3 has been completed. The entire
District system in the Santa Ana Watershed area of San Bernardino County will be
mapped andharacterized from the HCOC perspective, to identify reaches that may
require protection from runoff from development projects. The mapping has been
completed, and is undergoing final quality control review and revision. A field
assessment method hagbeleveloped and field assessments were conducted in late
2008early 2009. The map is accessible via the World Wide Web. The final project stage
is characterizing the drainage system and identifying the reaches that may be susceptible
to impacts from chages in runoff volume and timing, and is expected to be completed by
June 2010. The Permittees will then prioritize the potentially susceptible reaches for
follow-up evaluations.

2.4.2 Water Quality Management Plan

The Permittees are implementing the WQBPrequired, for development projects that

meet the criteria. There have been numerous questions regarding pollutants of concern,
HCOCs, and BMPs posed by developers and Permittee staff. To address these concerns,
the Permittees are reviewing the WQMRBidance and Template as part of the ROWD
development and Permit renewal process. We are in the process of updating information,
and making corrections and clarifications where appropriate, through the work of the

New Development Subcommittee. The reviavd revision of the WQMP Guidance

should also address any new or revised provisions in the faurthpermit, as

applicable.

2.4.3 Construction

The CoPermittees were required to develop and maintain an inventory and database of
construction sites in thejurisdictions, and to submit copies of these databases with each
Annual Report. The MS4 Database serves as a comprehensive database (including
construction sites) for all Permittees. A few Permittees are still transitioning to the full
use of the MS4 Btabase, and may document construction sites separately. Construction
site databases from the MS4 Database, and any supplemental data submitted by the
Permittees, may be found in the attachedRDM.

Permittees prioritize and inspect construction sitefetermine compliance with their
ordinances. During construction activities,-Bermittees use their local grading
ordinances as a mechanism to control activities of developers during grading operations
to prevent sediment from entering storm drain systerssues related to prevention of
potential pollutants from other activities associated with construction may also be
addressed by general conditions or special provisions of contract documents.

The permit requires that during the wet season, all hiighify sites must be inspected

once a month, medium priority sites must be inspected twice per wet season, and low
priority sites must be inspected at least once per wet season. The Permittees reported a
total of 1,709 construction sites in FY 2008. Figure 2.4.1shows the total numbers of
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construction sites and priorities by Permitt€egures 2.4.2 through 2.4.&how the
number of General and N@Beneral permitted sites, and numbers of inspections and
inspections with violations for General and F@aneral permitted construction sites by
Permittee. There were 525 inspections at 187 (38% of total sites) General permitted
construction sites with violations found during 239 (46%) inspections, and 947
inspections at 452 (40% of total sites) fleaneralpermitted sites with violations found
during187 inspections (20%).

Figure 2.4.7shows the makeup of enforcement types used by the Permittees to address
construction site violations for General and +@aneral permitted sites combined.

Notices of Correddbn accounted for the majority (85%) of enforcement actions for
construction sites. Notices of Violation accounted for 10% of enforcement actions, and
verbal enforcement accounted for approximately 4% of the actions. The number of
inspections and ratidf @iolations to inspections varies by Permittee, in part due to
differing definitions of inspections and violations. The Stormwater Program is working
toward greater consistency in inspections, violations and reporting construction program
results. As wth the industrial and commercial inspections, significant follgneffort is
required to bring these facilities into compliance.
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Non-General Permitted Construction Site Inspections and Inspections with Violations
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A construction video was developed for FY28IR as an educational tool for engineers,
contractors, developers, and inspectors. This video shows various BMPs that should be
implemented at constructioitess to minimize the discharge of pollutants to the storm

drain system. Copies of the video are made available to developers and contractors as an
educational tool for their employees. The video has also been shown at various NPDES
related workshops arseminars. Field and classroom training for construction staff was
provided along with the online training materials (see Section 2.6.5), and the Permittees
are kept informed of any constructioglated training available in the area, such as

training condicted by Regional Boards or neighboring stormwater programs.

Some construction projects require CEQA review processes, which must consider
stormwater quality issues. Additionally, for projects that disturb at least one acre of land,
a Notice of Intent (NOQ must be filed with the Regional Board to obtain coverage under
the General Stormwater Permit for Construction Activities. All of theP€omittees

require proof of submittal of an NOI prior to issuance of a grading or building permit for
projects subjet to the General Permit.

2.5 Public Agency Activities Programs

The Permittees perform activities that may have impacts on stormwater gliadise

activities include, but are not limited to, the construction and maintenance of streets, the
maintenance gbublic facilities, and the construction and maintenance of flood control
facilities and corporation yards. The Permittees have identified major sources of possible
pollutants associated with these activities and have developed BMPs to be implemented
by each Permittee. Stormwater BMP Handbooks, prepared in conjunction with the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) , are used as guidance documents

in training public employees and implementing-sipecific BMPs. CASQA conducted a
series of traning sessions for their BMP handbooks, which were-attdnded by

Permittee staff in 2003. As of June 20838 agency staff members, representing all the
Permittees, had been trained on stormwater issues. Over 748 Permittee staff were trained
this reprting year through #house training, videos, and various outside sources, and the
online training program (Section 2.5.5).

Previous Annual Reports reported the number of municipal construction projects that

filed Notices of Construction, and other meipal facilities with General Industrial

Permits (se&igure 2.5.1in the 200304 Annual Report). However, the MS4 Database
tracks those projects in the same manner as all other construction sites, and this report
includes them in the construction sectioMunicipal facilities and inspections are shown

in Figure 2.5.1 During FY 200809, nine Permittees inspected all of their facilities at

least once, three inspected between 83 and 95%, one inspected 75% , two inspected 50%
, and one 0% ,

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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Figure 2.5.1

Municipal Facility Inventory and Inspection by Permittee for FY 20

2.5.1 Storm Drain System

In addition to reducing all pollutants in stormwater, it is the policy of each Permittee to
prevent sewage from entering the storm drain systepill response procedures have

been developed and implemented for immediate response to notifications of sewage
spills, proper disposal of the sewage, and documentation of each occurrence. Standard
operating procedures and spill response plans haveelbakrated and are considered
adequate by a majority of the Permittees. The City of Rancho Cucamonga has the
standard operating procedures for spill response on file from the Cucamonga County
Water District, the entity owning the sewer system.

In May 2009,a Sanitary Sewer Management Plan (SSéeementfor coordinated
response to sewer overflowsgas entered intwith the cities of ChinpChino Hills,
Ontario, Upland, Fontana, Rancho Cucamonga, VVWD alaahdl EmpireJtilities
Agency. The City of Lomalinda has approved a nésewer System Management Plan

2.5.2 Corporation Yards

Generally, corporation yards are used by the Permittees to service and maintain vehicles
and equipment, and to provide storage for materials associated with municipal operations

Currently,
housekeepi poperspelteany bfistored snaterials;te retention of

t h

e

Per mi

ttees

are I mplementing
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pollutant discharges, and personnel training. A complete list of BMPs associated with
comporate yard activities is included in the CASQA Municipal BMP manual.

In addition, the City of Ontario is adaptingd street sweeping and storm drain waste
dewatering binsvith a directconnection to the sanitary sewerdrain,witha solid roof
cover toprevent raiwater contact with waste solids, and addeeklypavement
cleaning of the trash truck parking spaces by aciieweepeas a BMP in its municipal
facility. The entireOntarioCity yard is also swept weekly l@aysweeping contractor.
SWPPPdor the Epicenter anBRancho Cucamongdunicipal Yards wereupdatedand
employees were tra@a on BMPs listed in the SWPPPs.

2.5.3 Street and Road Maintenance

Street sweeping is recognized as an effective practice for preventing pollutants swept or
blown into the streets from entering the storm drain systems. MeBe@uittees have

street sweeping programs in place that service virtually everynilelof street each

year. CePermittees believe that this effort is having a substantial impact on satemw
quality. Figures 2.5.2 and 2.5.8lustrate the extent and percentage of eonikes swept

every year, by residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. For some Permittees, the
relative miles swept per land use are estimated because streehgweepheduled and
tracked based on type of street or intensity of street use.

Co-Permittees reported an inventory of approximately 7,997-elds of streets, with

nearly 100% swept at least once this year. Several Permittees sweep streets dlyfrequen
as once per week in some areas. The County does not have a formal street sweeping
program because most paved county roads are rural, without curb and gutter. Street
sweeping in County areas may be conducted sporadically in response to reported
problems. This year a total of over 3,087 tons of sediment and debris were removed by
street sweeping, based on the test area results reported by nine Perfifiees2.5.4
provides an estimate of the tonnage of sediment and debris removed by streetgsweepin
activities by land useRAC conductedh studyin June2009, to characterize the waste
collected from street sweeping, and found that 9% green waste.

The majority ofstreets in th&BCunincorporated areas have natural earthen and asphalt
swaleswhich do not stand up to street sweepifgvales provide some of the functions

such astormwaterand trastcollection andtrapping ofsediment Additional kenefits of

the use of swales inclugdgeatmenbf pollutants along roadwayseduce flow volume

and velocity andinfiltration. Swales are regularly maintained and cleaned by the

County. However, there are some unincorporated areas which do have regular curb and

gutter, and would benefit from being sweps part of the ongoin®IS efforts, SBC

plars to develo data layertotrack hos e street s whicalhhmileso have 6
The data will be used to improve street sweeping effottsoseunincorporated areas.

RIA has initiated gilot program fono parking on sweeping days fetreetsha had the
most cars parked. An effectiveness assessrapott $iould be available next year.
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Street Sweeping: Inventory of Curbliles by Permittee
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2.5.4 Drainage Facilities

Proper operation and maintenance of flood control/drainage facilities can have a
significant effect on stormwater ditg. TheCePer mi tt ees ® muni ci pal dr
facilities generally consist of detention and retention basins, small open channels and
ditches, gutters and inlets, and underground facilities. These local facilities convey
runoff into larger flood control falities (e.g. channels, detention basins, debris basins,
and underground facilities) that are typically operated and maintained by the District.
Section XIV of the Permit requires the inspection of all inlets, open channels and basins
once each reportingear and maintenance of at least 80% of drainage facilities on an
annual basis, with 100% maintained in a4year period. Maintenance of drainage
facilities in the unincorporated County areas is performed by District staff as directed by
the County.Figure 2.5.5shows the percentage of drainage facilities cleaned by
Permittees, by type, for FY 20d®. FCD was unable to perform its regular high level of
maintenance on many facilities, pending negotiation of agreements with State and
Federal environmeal regulatory agencies.

Figure 2.5.6shows the volume of debris removed from drainage facilities by Permittee.
This year, approximately 12,164 cubic yards of materials were removed from drainage
facilities by the Permittees. Approximately 18% of inle@alof open channels, 2% of
underground drains, and 28% of debris/detention basins have been cleaned by the
PermitteesHowever, measurement of debris collected from drainage facilities is
problematic. Many Permittees report best estimates of debrisacbotit some of their
maintenance to other Agencies, or do not collect volume or weight data. Also, itis
difficult to characterize, by volume or weight, tradgte debris such as shopping carts,
couches, and tires, all of which may be removed from ldi@ahage facilities A few

Cities have intiated or expanded internal programs to collect more accurate data, such as
collecting catch basin facility locations by GPS (ONT), and by increased budgets for
inspection and maintenance of underground facil{tves$C).

The Permit (Section XIV.9) also requires the Permittees to annually evaluate the
inspection and maintenance frequency for all or for portions of their drainage facilities.
Most Permittees did not propose increased inspection or maintenance fregbased

on these evaluations. Results of individual Permittee evaluations are shoaiar?-2.
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Figure 2.5.6
Volume of Debris Removeddm Drainage Facilities by Permittee for FY 2003
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Table 22
Permittee Inspection and Maintenance Procedure Review

]
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: 285 |82 |8585 (858 | 585|388 a5
5 223 | =22 |*eEs [T | €3 |tEe| S8
o Szx| 852 | €83¥| €3=| 28zx |g3=| S«

= = 8 = 8 = 5 = 5 = %

Big Bear Lake Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Chino Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Chino Hills No No Yes No Yes Yes No
Colton Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Fontana Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Grand Terrace Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Highland Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Loma Linda Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Montclair Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Ontario Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Rancho Cucamonga Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Redlands Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Rialto Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
San Bernardino No No No Yes Yes No Yes
San Bernardino County Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
SBC Flood Control District N/A N/A No No N/A N/A No
Upland Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Yucaipa Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

As shown orFigure 2.5.7 an effort was made to characterize material cleaned from

storm drain facilities. Nearly 100% of material was characterized by visual observations.
Geneally, the composition of material cleaned by Permittees was approximately 33%

organic matter, 30% sediment, and 30% litter/trash, with approximately 7% non
characterized Aothero materi al. There was
200809 and therre a smaller proportion of sediment was deposited and required

removal.

The data presented in thegure 2.5.7is approximate. Most of the Permittees have not
had a mechanism in place to more accurately record the quantity and composition of

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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material ckaned from drainage facilities. The Permittees are continuing to formulate a
way to schedule, manage, and track municipal storm sewer system (MS4) maintenance.
The proposed manner of accomplishing this goal is through the implementation of the
MS4 Databas and the Cityworks® program (described in Section 2.1).

Other Materials
7.3%

Sediment
30.0%

Litter/Trash
29.8%

Organic Matter
32.9%

Figure 2.5.7
Approximate Composition of Material Removed from Drainage Facilities Areawide

2.5.5 Training Programs

Training of public agency personnel regarding public agency aesvgian important

element in the Stormwater Program. Stormwater pollution prevention training includes
the following activities: storm drain facility operation and maintenance; maintenance of
corporation yards; maintenance of parks and recreation iis;ilihspection of

construction and industrial activities; waste management practices; maintenance of public
roads; use of pesticides and herbicides, and operation and maintenance of other public
facilities. BMPs for most of these activities are includethe CASQA Municipal BMP
Manual. Employees are made aware of the need for cooperation and coordination of
various department activities to protect stormwater quality.

Two separate-hour training programs were developed during FY 1999referred to
as MAPPS (Municipal Activities Pollution Prevention Strategy) training). These

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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programs focused on construction and maintenance activities and were developed for
supervisory level personnel. Training classes were videotaped with the intent to provide
thetapes to the Permittees so that training could be provided to appropriate staff
members. The MAPPS videos are still in use, but the Training Subcommittee continues
to develop new and improved training materials, to conduct training seminars, and to
inform the Permittees of local and regional training opportunities outside the Stormwater
Program. The Permit requires that training shall be provided to municipal staff annually,
and that key staff shall attend at least three training sessions during thedneermit

term. Figure 2.5.8summarizes the number of key staff trained during the last two years,
by Permittee. Note that the MS4 Database does not have the functionality to accurately
provide numbers of fAactivdmckkawent &kfefy. stTalfdr
2.5.7 should be considered an estimate only. We expect to address this database
limitation in the next permit term. The Permit does not specify training fokagstaff,

but the Permittees believe it is useful to educdterattaff that may encounter

stormwater issuegrigure 2.5.9summarizes the number of n&ny staff educated in

general stormwater principles during the reporting y&&gure 2.5.10shows Permittee
training events and staff trained in addition to areawraining events. Some of these

were conducted by the Permittees and others were outside events.

The Training Subcommittee continued updating pemandated training for Go

Permittee staff during FY 200@9. In order to improve access to stormwat&ning,

the Training Subcommittee has developed an online stormwater training program that
became active in July 2004 he online training program comprised separate modules

for: general stormwater; commercial/industrial inspections; construction inspecti

public agency maintenance activities; and WQMP review processes. In 2007, the online
service provider that hosted the online training was no longer able to support the
application, and a replacement service has not yet been developed. Therefave we h
placed the training materials on our areawide Program Website so they can still be used
by the Permittees. The online/webditsed training continued to be supplemented by
various other training efforts, including live presentations, on the jobisite and

tailgate meetings by the Permittees.

San Bernardino County Stormwater Program November 15, 20®
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Summary of Key Staff Trained
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Summary of NorKey Staff Educated in Stormwater
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Figure 2.5.10
Additional Training Events and Staff Trained byndividual Permittees

The Training Subcommittee continued to operate a training library, which lends training
packets to member agencies. Each training packet includes a training DVD, handouts,
quizzes, certificates and sources for additional informatidre topical areas covered by
the training packets include: municipal field maintenance staff, construction BMP
implementation and industrial/commercial BMP implementation.

The Areawide Program in conjunction with the training subcommittee focused on
continuing the training effort for member agency staff based on the ROWD during FY
200809. The following training events took place within the reporting period:

The Training Subcommittee developed and presentettidied Professional in Erosion
and Sedirent Control Training Workshon two dates during the fiscal year, November
5, 2008 and December 4, 2008. The workshop consisted of two parts:

(2) Session 1: CPESC Exam Training (7:307af®)
Limit one representative from each member agency.

(2)  Sessior?: BMP field training (12 5 pm)
Total attendance will be capped at 50 participants.

The Exam training was geared towards those individuals who are actively developing
and/or reviewing Erosion Control plans, and need to get professional certification.
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Paticipants were encouraged, that if they intended to sit for the CPESC exam, that they
follow through with the process of pogialifying, and filing an applicationThey were
directed to the CPESC website for packets detaling the requirements to fobbogtthr

with certification (http://www.cpesc.org/cinfo/apppacket.asp Mike Harding, a

nationally recognized leader in construction BMP training, thagrainer for the

workshops.

The field trainng was offered as a field practical extension of the CPESC exam training,
and was expanded to include training field staff, who might not need certification. These
training sessions are summarized belowable 2-3.

Table 2-3
Live Training Seminars Conducted by the Areawide Program in FY 200809
Course Title Course Target Course Total Staff
Description Audience length Trained
(Nov 5/ Dec 4)
Engineers
CPESC : !
Workshop CPES.C. Exam Design Review 4.5 hours 28 /30
) Training staff,
Session 1
Inspectors
CPESC ,
Workshop BMP fleld Inspection stafff 4 hours 41/ 60
) training
Session 2

The online training, training library and program training events were supplemented by
various other oubf-program training.

Additional training event information provided to p ermittees:
T APWANPDESwek r ai ning event fdAwebinaro schedul

2008.
1 AEI-CASC courses:
o "Construction Site Storm Water Training-Hour Short Coursé to
assist contractors in meeting their training needs.
o "Construction Site Storm Wat Training 4-Hour Short Coursé is
appropriate for inspection staff and capital project staff.

Fall 2008 Class Dates: September 17; October 15; October 29; November 19;
and December 10. Sign Upww.npdestraining.com
1 Webcast training opportunities from the Center for Watershed Protection.

Training link: http://www.cwp.org/Webcasts/2009_schedule.html
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0 Municipal Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeepinthursday, May 14,
12-2pm Eastern

o0 Managing Stormwater in the Age of Budget Giiged, June 17, 2009 12
2pm

2.6 Residential Programs

Stormwater pollution can be reduced by controlling the discharge of potential pollutants
at their source. Source actieii in residential areas include vehicle washing, gardening,
home maintenance, illegal dumping, pet ownership, and swimming pool/spa
maintenance.

The Stormwater Program has developed and distributed fact sheets, brochures, and flyers,
informing residentsf@out the program. It coordinates with the Household Hazardous
Waste (HHW) Collection Program to develop informational material for participation in
the Program. The number of participants depositing materials at the HHW collection sites
was approximatel$1,730, almost 8,000 fewer than last year. The 2.5 million pounds of
HHW collected in FY 200899 was also proportionately smaller than the amount

collected in FY 200-08. Figure 2.6.1shows the quantities of various HHW products
collected. Figure 2.6.2shows the total amount of HHW collected, by year, since 1996.
Generally there was a steady increase in the amount collected until this reporting year. It
is likely that this approximately 20% reduction in collected waste reflects the significant
downturnin the economic conditions. The Stormwater Program, the HHW Collection
Program, and the Recycling Program continued to reach out to the public to reuse,
recycle, and buy only what is needed. Hopefully, the continued participation in the HHW
program reflets the positive impact of the outreach. The HHW Collection Program has a
24-hour hotline for reporting illegal dumping. This thlee number is printed on all

literature developed for the Stormwater Program. Citizens with questions about the
Stormwater Pogram or desiring information related to a violation of the Program can call
this numbe.
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Figure 2.6.1
Areawide Total of Household Hazardous Waste Collected by Waste Type

Figure 2.6.2
Total Household Hazardous Waste Collected Aratly, 19962009
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