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I. Introduction

On July 11, 2008, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 (EPA)
proposed a draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) owned or operated by
the City of Caldwell (City). This NPDES permit, # IDS-028118, will be referred to in
this document as the City Permit or Permit.

EPA published a public notice announcing the proposed Permit in the Idaho
Statesman and the Idaho Press Tribune on July 11, 2008, EPA also concurrently
proposed seven similar NPDES permits for the following entities within both the Nampa
and Boise Urbanized Areas: Idaho Transportation Department District #3 (NPDES
Permit #IDS-028177); Ada County Highway District (NPDES Permit #IDS-0281835);
Notus Parma Highway District #2 (NPDES Permit #1DS-028151); Nampa Highway
District #1 (NPDES Permit #1DS-028142); Canyon Highway District #4 (NPDES Permit
#IDS-028134); City of Middleton (NPDES Permit #1DS-028100); and City of Nampa
(NPDES Permit #1DS-028126). EPA hosted two public hearings regarding the proposed
permits, on August 13, 2008, at the Nampa Police Station conference room, and August
14, 2008, at the Boise Public Library. In response to requests from City of Caldwell and
each of the other permittees, EPA announced a 60 day extension to the comment period
on September 2, 2008; through publication in the Idaho Statesman and Idaho Press
Tribune, the extended comment period ended on November 19, 2008.

This document provides a response to comments received on the proposed City
Permit, In some cases, the exact phrasing of the comment is presented. In other cases,
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substantive portions of the comment were excerpted or summarized. The Administrative
Record contains complete copies of each comment letter.

Comments were received from the City as well as from parties listed below. Each
comment is credited to its author using the abbreviations indicated:

*  City of Middleton (M)

e City of Caldwell (C)

¢ City of Nampa (N)

* Ada County Highway District (ACHD)

* Canyon Highway District No. 4 (CHD)

* Nampa Highway District No, 1 (NHD)

* Notus-Parma Highway District (NFHD)

¢ Idaho Transportation Department District 3 (ITD3)

* Lower Boise Watershed Council (LBWC)

* Association of Idaho Cities (AIC)

¢ Matthew Johnson, White Peterson, representing City of Nampa (MI)

* Scott Campbell, Moffat Thomas, representing Pioneer Irrigation District
- (Pioneer Irrigation District)

Comments which are relevant to each of the eight Phase II MS4 permits for the
Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas are included and are attributed to thejr author as
indicated. In general, comments are organized in the order the topic or issue is found in
the proposed City Permit. Comments which are unique to City of Caldwell are included
at the end of Section III. Where indicated, EPA has made changes to the final Permit.

II.  State Certification under Clean Water Act §401

On May 27, 2008, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ)
provided a draft Clean Water Act (CWA) §401 certification, which found that the
proposed City of Caldwell Permit provides reasonable assurance that Idaho water quality
standards will be met. IDEQ accepted public comment on the draft certification
concurrently with the EPA comment period through November 19, 2008.

IDEQ issued a final CWA 8401 certification on August 25 2009. A copy of
IDEQ’s final certification is included in Appendix A.

III. Response to Comments

General Comments

1. General comment (LBWC, AIC, ACHD): EPA’s approach for issuing similar
NPDES permits to establish consistent, area wide expectations for the management
of municipal storm water is appreciated.
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Response: Comment noted.

2. Comment regarding comment period extension (MJ): During the 8/13/2008
public hearing, the commenter noted that EPA encourages and expects the
regulated MS4s within the Urbanized Areas to cooperate in the implementation of
SWMPs; however, the Agency only provided 70 days during the initial public
comment period. The commenter suggested that an extension of 240 days is
reasonable, given the complexity of the situation in the Treasure Valley, as well as
to provide the opportunity for each of the Phase I MS4 entities to properly
coordinate with each other and report back to their respective governing boards.

Response: In response to these comment period extension requests, EPA extended
the original comment period by 60 days, providing a 130-day public comment
period through November 19, 2008. To further clarify issues of concern to
permitiees, EPA and IDEQ staff met separately with representatives of Nampa,
Nampa Highway District, Canyon Highway District, Caldwell, and Ada County
Highway District over September 17-19, 2008,

3. Comment regarding changes to Permit text and compliance dates which may
be relevant to all of the MS4 Permits. (M, C, N, AIC, LBWC): To maintain
consistency among each of the eight Phase IT MS4 permits for the Nampa and
Boise Urbanized Areas, the commenters suggest that EPA consider text corrections
requested by one entity to be relevant to each of the other eight permits. In
addition, commenters request that several compliance dates be revised to better
organize resources, and to establish coherent and efficient storm water
management approach among permittees. Where conflicting schedules are
suggested, EPA should use the longer period requested in all final permits.

Response: Comment noted. EPA will indicate in the comment response those
changes which are made to each of the eight Phase II MS4 permits for the Nampa
and Boise Urbanized Areas.

4. Comment regarding the Permit effective date (M, N, C, CHD, NHD, LBWC):
Commenters request that EPA use its discretion to specify a Permil effective date
of October 1, 2009. Because the Permit compliance dates are determined based on
the Permit effective date, EPA should establish a specific date which corresponds
with the MS4 operators® fiscal year. This allows permittees to obtain the necessary
budgets within their respective organizations. The Permits’ issuance (ie.,
signature) date should be four to six months prior to the effective date to facilitate
such planning.

Response: Pursuant to 40 CFR 124,15, EPA has the discretion to specify an
effective date at the time of permit issuance. EPA is specifying an effective date
of October 15, 2009, for each of the eight Phase IT MS4 permits for the Nampa
and Boise Urbanized Areas.

5. Comment regarding compliance dates and the unique characteristics of the
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Nampa & Boise Urbanized Areas (LBWC, N): The unique characteristics of this
area complicate the management of urban storm water, and permitiees will require
additional time to initiate many of the permit requirements. Histarically, these
Urbanized Areas have been predominately agricultural with an extensive iTigation
system. As the population grows, and the areas convert from agricultural to urban
land use, the potential for agricultural return flow to discharge into the canals and
receiving waters (which also receive discharge from the existing MS4s) creates a
unique situation. In addition, the large number of canals, receiving waters, storm
Wwater outfalls, irrigation companies, and highway districts add to the complexity of
the situation.

Response: EPA acknowledges the complexity of the situation within the Nampa
and Boise Urbanized Areas. EPA has attempted to accommodate the
implementation challenges faced by the Cities, Highway Districts, and ITD3, by
providing additional time to implement the required storm water management
program (SWMP),

6. Comment regarding authorization for New Discharges (AIC): The EPA Region
10 seeks to authorize Lower Boise Phase 2 MS4 entities “to discharge from all MS4
outfalls existing as of the effective date” of the permits, “in accordance with the
conditions and requirements set forth” in the final MS4 permits (draft Phase 2 MS4
permits open for public comment, emphasis added).

AIC understands that the urbanized areas in the Lower Bojse have a high rate of
population growth. And that the associated drainage infrastructure will also
experience growth during the five year permit period. Therefore, even though the
permittees are expected to apply the “best available technology” (BAT) to the
“maximum extent practicable™ (MEP), the urban growth and additional annexations
to corporate boundaries will result in new storm water sources, including a potential
to increase the quantity of pollutants during storm events greater than the drainage
structure’s engineered design storms, In order to ensure adequate authorization for
these new discharges, AIC suggests that EPA Region 10 and IDEQ pursue one of
the following two options:

a. Revise the final Phase 2 MS4 permits to authorize “all existing and
new discharges” from the municipal separate storm sewer systems
(MS4s). Note: This approach is consistent with the exiting 2004 City of
Portland MS4 permit issued by the State of Oregon (Permit Number
101314); or

b. That the NPDES requirements for planned changes, including new
discharges (i.e., per Part V.G. of the draft Phase 2 MS4 permits), be added
as an annual reporting element in the final permits.

Response: These Permits only authorize discharges from the existing MS4 and
its associated outfalls located within the Urbanized Area, EPA recognizes that the
permittee may find additional outfails or may construct additional outfalls within
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the Urbanized Area. As such, EPA is adding a requirement to the Annual Report
that requires the permittee to report to EPA and IDEQ any additional outfalls not
previously identified. At that point, EPA will determine whether these outfalls
result in a permit modification. A new Part IV.C.2.1 has been added to the final
permit as follows;

“The following information must be contained in each Annual Report:....

i) A description of the location, size, receiving water, and drainage
area associated with of any new MS4 outfall(s) owned or operated by
the permittee which have been added to the system since the previous
annual reporting period.”

7. General comment regarding Middleton's size relative to other MS4 operators
(M): With a population under 6,000, the City has limited resources and funding
capacity compared to larger communities, The City asks EPA to recognize these
limitations as it considers its response to the City's comments,

Response: Comment noted.

8. General comment (N, LBYYC): The streets and highways of Nampa are
considered to be a part of its MS4 system. The street system requires constant
maintenance, repair, and construction, all of which will be conducted under the
Stormwater Management Plan and associated BMP framework; therefore these
activities will not be construed as an “illicit discharge” to the MS4 system.

Response: EPA clarifies that storm water discharges which are specifically
regulated under the NPDES program at 40 CFR §122.26 may be discharged to and
from the permittee’s MS4 system, only when they are authorized under an
appropriate NPDES permit. In the example provided, storm water discharges
associated with construction activities disturbing 1 or more acres must be permitted
under the NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities, #IDR 10-0000. Storm
water discharges associated with routine maintenance of the street or highway
system is not considered a type of regulated “stormwater associated with ‘small’
construction activities”, and thus, do not require separate NPDES permit coverage,
See 40 CFR§ 122.26(b)(16). The Permit has been revised to clarify this issue by
adding the text below as a new Part 1. C.5; each of the eight Phase I1 MS4 permits
for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas have been revised accordingly:

“Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial and
Construction Activity. Permittees are authorized to discharge storm
water associated with industrial activity (as defined in 40 CFR
122.26(b)(14)), and storm water associated with construction activity (as
defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(x) and (b)(15)), from their MS4s, only
when such discharges are otherwise authorized under an appropriate
NPDES permit.”
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Comment regarding corrections to Fact Sheet Language (N): Certain comments
on the Draft Permit reference sections in the Fact Sheet related to the Draft Permit
conditions. In those circumstances, the commenter requests that the Fact Sheet
language be revised in accordance with the requested changes to the Drafi Permit,

Response: EPA does not revise the Fact Sheet text; instead, this Response to
Comments document supplements the Fact Sheet supporting issuance of the final
NPDES permit.

Comments regarding the Fact Sheet text (M): The City corrects the physical
address of the City offices as 6 North Dewe ¥ Avenue,

Response: Comment noted.

Comments Related to Permit Part I -Applicability

1

Comment regarding Part LA & B - Permit Area and Discharges Authorized
Under the Permit (C): In the event that the Nampa Urbanized Area map lags behind
annexations and growth within the City of Caldwell, the City recommends modifying
the language to read: “the Nampa Urbanized Area or the existing Caldwell City
limits.”

Response: Municipal storm water discharges from MS4s located within Urbanized
Areas defined by the U.S. Census are required to obtain NPDES permit coverage. In
permits for MS4 discharges, EPA (as the NPDES permitting authority) is limited to
anthorizing discharges to waters of the U.S. within the Urbanized Area, unless the
NPDES permitting authority designates additional areas served by a MS4 located
outside the Urbanized Area. EPA has not specifically designated any additional areas
outside of the Nampa Urbanized Area within the City of Caldwell, Therefore, to the
extent the City's limits expand, and those areas are not within the Urbanized Area,
such areas would not necessarily be considered part of the permit area addressed by
this permit. Given this, EPA declines to revise the language to read “the Nampa
Urbanized Area or the existing Caldwell City limits.” However, EPA strongly
encourages the City and other MS4 operators to implement the SWMP in all areas
that are annexed, etc. within the permittee’s jurisdiction. Because the Urbanized Area
will likely expand based on the next Census, it will benefit the City to implement the
SWMP throughout its entire jurisdiction. These areas will become part of the permit
area in the next issuance of the Permit,

Comment regarding Part 1.C,1.b.i -Non stormwater discharges (C): Commenter
requests clarification to this section, as it appears to link non-stormwater discharges
to severe weather events. For clarification, the commenter proposes the phrase “are
the result of an unusual and severe weather event” be deleted.
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Response: EPA declines to make the change requested, It is EPA’s intent to
conditionally allow discharges associated with an accidental spill that oceurs as a
result of severe weather events.

13. Comment regarding Part I,C.1.c (i) and (ii) = Limitations on Permit
Coverage/non-stormwater discharges (M): These sections contain references to
“uncontaminated” and “concentrations” for non-stormwater discharges with no actual
way of quantifying the specific item. It is unclear how this is controlled for the
referenced items. The commenter suggests that the wording be changed to reference
items with “no known contaminants” or disallowin g items with “known
concentrations that may impair.”

Response: EPA declines to revise the permit as requested. The language as proposed
is consistent with federal regulations and Idaho water quality standards (see 40 CFR§
122.34(b)(3)(iii) and IDAPA 58.01.02.200). In general, as used in this Permit, the
term, “uncontaminated” means “containing no pollutants,” and the term
“concentration” means “detectable amounts of a pollutant”.

14, Comment Regarding Part 1.C.1.c.i — Limitations on Permit Coverage/non-
stormwater discharges (ITD3, ACHD, C, CIID, NHD, N, M, LBWC, AIC) -
Commenters suggest that “irrigation water” be added to the list, as is currently
allowed in the Phase I MS4 permit for Boise, and provided for within EPA’s Phase II
regulations. Commenters note that the list of non-storm water discharges proposed in
this Part includes “landscape irrigation,” which is not the same as “jrri gation water.”

In addition, several commenters suggest that non-profit car washing, flows from
riparian habitats and wetlands, residential building wash waters without detergents,
fire fighting system testing and blow down for fire sprinklers be added as “allowable
non-storm water” discharges.

Response: Allowable non-storm water discharges are outlined by EPA regulations at
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) and 122.34(b)(3)(ii1). In addition, EPA proposed to
include several types of allowable non-storm water discharges in the 2008 version of
the NPDES Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP).

* “Lawn watering” and “irrigation water" were inadvertently omitted by EPA
from the proposed text in each of the eight Phase II MS4 permits for the
Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas. EPA has therefore corrected the text in
each permit to add “lawn watering,” “landscape irrigation,” and “irrigation
water” as allowable non-storm water which can be discharged from the M54,
provided the discharges are not sources of pollution to waters of the U.S. as
further defined in Part I.C.1.

* Non-profit car washing, is not included in the federal regulations nor other
NPDES stormwater permits as“allowable non-storm water discharges.” EPA
declines to make this revision as requested because such flows generally
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contain pollutants. EPA believes that through education and ather
preventative measures, communities can (and should) promote practical
alternatives to the direct discharge of non-profit car wash water to the MS4.

* The term “flows from riparian habitats and wetlands” is included in this Part _
as proposed; therefore, since it was already included in the permit, it does not
need to be added.

* “Residential building wash waters without detergents” is the same as the
proposed Permit language which states “routine external building wash
down.”

* Fire fighting system testing and blow down for fire sprinklers are not included
in the federal regulations nor other NPDES stormwater permits as “allowable
non stormwater discharges.” Such flows may contain pollutants and the
permittees should encourage fire departments to capture and dispose of such
flows in a manner that does not directly discharge to the M54,

In sum, EPA has added “lawn watering” and “irrigation water" to Part I.C.1.c.i but
declines to add other items suggested by the commenters.

. Comment regarding Part L.C.Lc.i (NHD): Commenter suggests that this Part be

modified to exempt flows resulting from emergency firefighting activities without the
added conditions identified in section LC.1.c. ii. Placing these conditions on
emergency services personnel, especially firefighters, will ultimately result in
increased response times which at some point will result in the loss of life(s) for
which the EPA would be respansible,

Response: The text of 40 CFR §§122.26 and 122.34 says: “discharges or flows from
fire fighting activities are excluded from the effective prohibition against non-
stormwater discharges and need only be addressed where they are identified as a
significant source of pollutants to waters of the U.S.” EPA will exercise its discretion
in the event that such a discharge occurs through the permittee’s MS4, and declines at
this time to revise the Permit text.

Comment regarding Part 1.C.2 (Discharges th reatening water quality), [1.C.3,
(Discharges to water quality impaired receiving waters), V.G (Planned changes)
and Part VII (definition of “significant contributor of pollutants) (C, N):
Commenters request that EPA change the language from “violation” to “exceedance.”
A permit violation is established by the permitting authority based on failure o
comply with a permit condition (or applicable law]) and is done by legal notice
process. The intent is to not “cause or contribute to exceedances.” Exceedi ng a water
quality criterion may or may not be cause for a “violation” as some numeric criteria -
have a maximum exceedance frequency of once in 3 years (for acute crileria)
therefore one exceedance in a permit term would not necessarily be an exceedance of
the particular criterion nor a “violation”. There are several occurrences of
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inappropriate use of the term in this context. However, EPA correctly uses the term
in Part I.A.2.a, All the other usage of “violation” is in permit/law context.

Response: EPA clarifies that these portions of the Permit implement the federal
NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1), which states:

“...Each NPDES permit shall include...any requirements ...necessary
to...achieve water quality standards established under section 303 of the
CWA...[L]imitations must control all pollutants...which. ..are or may be
discharges at a level that will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or
contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard, including State
narrative criteria for water quality.”

Rather than revise the text as recommended by the commenters, in each of the eight
Phase 11 M54 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas EPA has deleted the
terms “violation” and “exceedance” from the Permit. EPA has revised the text in
Parts 1.C.2, ILA 2.a,, ILC.3, and the definition of “significant contributor of
pollutants” within Part VII, in accordance with 40 CFR §122.44(d) to include the
phrase “an excursion above fthe] Idaho water quality standard.”

Comment regarding Part 1.C.2 - Discharges threatening water quality (ACHD):
Commenter requests clarification of this Part. This requirement is too restrictive and
could be construed as an effluent limit for all outfalls, Further, this lan guage is vague,
overly-broad, and does not provide the permittee adequate notice of what discharges
EPA may consider not covered or not in compliance with the permit. Commenter
suggests the text be edited to state:

“The permittee is not authorized to discharge stormwater that will cause,-e-have
the-reasenable-potential-to-eanse-er-eontribute to, violations of water quality

standards™

Response: See Response to Comment #16. EPA declines to revise the permit text as
suggested by the commenter. 40 CFR § 122.44(d) requires EPA to include permit
conditions that ensure that there will not be a potential for the storm water discharges
to cause or contribute to an excursion above Idaho water quality standards.

40 CFR §122.34 further refines the NPDES storm water permit program’s goal of
compliance with applicable water quality standards for the MS4 discharger, in that a
NPDES permit for municipal stormwater must outline a SWMP designed to reduce
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable(MEP). As such, EPA has included Part
[.C.2 in the each of the MS4 permits in Idaho, plus requirements for the actions and
activities to target and prevent pollutants discharged to and from the MS4,

18. Comment regarding Part .C.3 - Discharge Compliance with A nti-Degradation

Policy (ACHD): This Part may be problematic given that the permittee likely has
little or no control over the water quality of the relevant receiving water or the

10
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quality/timing of other entities’ discharges. This requirement may result in cost
shifting from other dischargers to the permitee, as storm water from the permittee’s
MS4 may require additional treatment before entering particular receiving water. It
may be difficult to determine in advance of a discharge whether such discharge may
violate the anti-degradation policy. Commenter recommends revising the text to state:

“Permittee is only authorized to discharge stormwater that complies with
the State of Idaho’s anti-degradation policy for water quality standards
(See IDAPA 58.01 .02.051).”

Response: EPA must issue a NPDES permit that ensures that state water quality
standards are met. The Anti-Degradation Policy is a state water quality standard, As
such EPA has included the Permit text as proposed which has been previously
suggested by IDEQ in other MS4 permits issued by EPA in the State of Idaho, EPA
declines to revise the Permit text as suggested by the commenter.

19. Comment regarding Part I.C.4 - Snow Disposal to Receiving Waters (M,
LBWC, N, C, NHD, CHD): EPA has provided insufficient rationale for including
the permit condition related (o snow dumping/disposal. Commenters request
clarification of this Part pertaining to several topics:

1) EPA should clarify that snow cannot be disposed directly to waters of the
United States or directly to the MS4s, except where/when needed to serve public
property/safety in extreme conditions,

2) Commenters suggest that the phrase "snow management practices" be defined
50 that the typical practice of snow plowing with the snow removed from the
roadway surface and directly deposited along the roadway is not included, and is
allowed as a storm water discharge, as well as to specifically authorize the
discharges due to snow removal from the traveled way to the adjacent curb/gutter
and borrow ditches within the rights of way as required for public safety.

3) EPA should clarify that this Part specifically pertains to disposal sites that are
owned and operated by the permittee.

4) Commenters also suggest various revisions to Part L.C.4, in order to specify that
discharges from permittee-ownedsnow disposal sites and permitiee’s snow
management practices be authorized under these permits when such sites are
operated using best management practices (BMPs) designed to prevent or treat
pollutants to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Response: EPA agrees to include the phrase “owned and operated by the permittee,”

in Part L.C.4 of the permit, but otherwise declines to revise the text as requested by
the commenters.

11
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The definition of “storm water” found at 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(13) means “stormwater
runoff, snow melt runoff and surface runoff and drainage.” This permit authorizes the
discharge of storm water, including snow melt, from each of the eight Phase IT MS4
operators within the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas to waters of the United
States. Similar language to that found in Part 1.C.4 of the Permits is contained in all
MS4 permits issued by EPA Region 10. The purpose of this provision is to explicitly
prohibit the practice of dumping excess snow collected from urban areas directly to
waters of the United States. In addition, this Part also seeks to limit the discharge of
pollutants in snow melt water from permmittee-owned snow disposal sites and snow
management practices through the implementation of BMPs.

Snow plowed from urban streets and parking lots can contain a variety of materials
which accumulate on the snow pack and other cleared surfaces. Studies of urban
snow disposal sites in northern climates demonstrate that snow melt water from such
sites can be a source of significant pollutant loadings to surface water, and commeonly
contains pollutants such as debris, sediment, chlorides, and oi Ifgrease. (See Appendix
B of this document for references contained in the permit’s Administrative Record).

In the preamble to the Phase IT stormwater regulations, EPA discusses that it is
appropriate for MS4 operators to consider controls for reducing or eliminating the
discharge of pollutants from various municipal operations, including snow disposal
areas operated by the municipality. (64 FR 68761-68762, December 8, 1999). EPA
exercises its discretion to include this requirement in these MS4 permits and uses its
enforcement discretion on a case-by-case basis when evaluating MS4 permit
compliance with regard to snow disposal and management activities conducted by
permittees. '

EPA clarifies that the permittee’s existing snow management activities to provide
necessary public safety do not conflict with the requirements of this Permit, provided
that the permittee employs all reasonable practices to minimize the accumulation of
erit, litter, and other pollutants in snow plowed from the permittee’s roadway. MS4
operators must define appropriate BMPs to control pollutants from municipal
operations as required in Part I1.B.6 —snow management throughout the permit area is
one of several municipal activities that the permittee must assess in order to confirm
that reasonable BMPs are being used by the permittee to protect water quality.

As described in the references listed in the Administrative Record, appropriate
practices which the permittee should consider and utilize include: using upland areas
for the storage and disposal of accumulated snow, preferably in flat areas at least 100
feet from adjacent water bodies, wetlands, and areas near public or private drinking
water wells; dumping snow exclusively in pervious areas where it can infiltrate;
conducting regular street sweeping once snow has melted to collect accumulated
traction material; and/or removing sediment and debris from dump areas each spring.

- Adding Part 1.C.5: By adding this new Part, EPA clarifies that other types of

regulated storm water (i.e., construction and industrial storm water) are authorized to

12
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be discharged from the City’s MS4, provided the regulated industrial or construction
storm water is separately permitted under the appropriate NPDES permit.

Comments Related to City Permit Part IT = SYWMP Requirements

21,

22,

23.

Comment regarding Part ILB.1La, b & ¢ (Public Education) (M, N, C): The
compliance dates in this Part should be extended to allow at least 18 months from the
permit effective date; one commenter suggests 2 years, Further, one commenter
requests clarification that public education activities begin afler the initial 2 year
period. Each commenter states that additional time is necessary (o manage the tasks
and to allow for coordination with other MS4s in the Nampa Urbanized Area.

Response: EPA agrees to extend the compliance dates in Parts ILB.l.a,b & ¢ to 2
years from the permit effective date. EPA has changed the text accordingly in the
City of Middleton, City of Nampa and City of Caldwell permits. In addition, EPA has
revised the relevant dates of Parts ILB.1l.a & b in the ACHD, CHD, NHD, and NFHD
permits. In the ITD3 permit, only the date of Part ILB.1.a has been revised. EPA
clarifies that the tasks of TLB.1 b (and ¢, as reflected in the Cities” permits) are to
begin after the initial two year period. Table 1T in each permit has also been updated
to reflect these changes.

Comment regarding Part ILB.Lb & ¢ (C): The City assumes it will have the
discretion to determine what educational materials are appropriate and what
individuals, groups/entities are considered to be “target audiences.” If not, please
clarify these phrases.

Response: Yes, the permittee has the discretion to identify target audiences and to
determine appropriate outreach materials for those andiences.

Comment regarding Part ILB.2.b, d, & f (Public Involvement) (C): City of
Caldwell requests three changes to this Part:

1) a compliance date three years from the permit effective date be for Part I1L.B.2.b
(posting SWMP information on a website);

2) clarification that the requirement of Part [1.B.2.d (public meetings regarding
SWMP implementation) begins after that initial three year period; and

3) a compliance date of two years from permit effective date for initiating the
storm drain stenciling program in Part ILB.2.f

Response: EPA agrees to extend the compliance date as requested for Part 1L.B.2.b
for the Caldwell permit. For consistency, EPA has also revised this Part and Table 111
in the Middleton Permit and each of the other Phase 1T MS4 permits in the
Boise/Nampa Urbanized Areas.

EPA declines to make the change requested for Part I1.B.2.d of the Caldwell permit,
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and clarifies that the requirement to host at least ope public meeting regarding the
SWMP per year begins within one year from the permit effective date.

EPA agrees to revise the date by which Caldwell begins its storm drain stenciling
program to (wo years from the permit effective date, and revises the comparable
requirement of Part ILB.2.c in the Middleton Permit,

24, Comment regarding Part I1.B.2.a (NHD, CHD): Commenters request that the
compliance date be revised to two years from permit effective date.

Response: Part I1.B.2.a is the basic acknowledgement that permittees must comply
with existing State/local public notice requirements. There is no compliance date
associated with this requirement.

25. Comment regardi ng Part I1B.2 (NHD): Commenter requests clarification that
other appropriate means (i.e. website, email, ete.) may be used to recejve information
from the public rather than the specified "citizens hotline telephone." There are more
effective methods to obtain public information,

Response: EPA agrees, The NHD, NPHD, and CHD permit applications stated that
telephone hotlines would be used to implement this minimum control measure,
however given available technologies, EPA has revised the text of the NH D, NPHD
and CHD permits to read:

“No later than two years of the permit effective date, the permittee must
establish and promote an appropriate method of Storm-water-citizens
hetline-telephone-to feceiving, tracking and considering information
submitted by the public regarding stormywater concerns from the public;
appropriate methods may incliude, but are not limited o, a telephone
hotline, email, or website reporting.”

commenter suggests that compliance with the mapping requirement should oceur
by the end of the permit term. The reasons identified for the extended time include
complexity of the MS4 system, and the need for increased resources to complete
the tasks.

Response: EPA agrees to revise Part I1LB.3.a, b, ¢, d, & e to allow three years from
the permit expiration date for Operators to implement the IDDE program. The
compliance date for dry weather screening in Part 1LB.3.f -is no later than the the
permit expiration date, Part I1.B.3 and Table IIT in each of the eight Phase IT MS4
permits for the Nampa and Boise 'tbanized Areas have been revised accordingly.

EPA declines to further extend the compliance dates beyond three years; EPA and
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IDEQ have expected this work to be in progress as required through the Boise
River Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation Plan.

Comment regarding Part 11.B.3.a: (NHD): The term "jurisdiction” should be
replaced with "Permit Area" as previously noted in Part LA. of the permit.

Response: EPA agrees to make the revision (o each of the eight Phase II MS4
permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas, '

Comment regarding Part ILB.3.b (NHD, CHD): Commenters suggest deleting
the term "effectively” since this term does not detine how to measure compliance
with this portion of the permit, In addition, a Highway District does not have the
authority to pass ordinances which provide that violations are crimes, See Article
XII §2 Constitution of the State of Idaho, Commenters suggest the following
underlined changes:

"Within [three] years from the effective date of this permit, the permittee
mst-effeetively shall implement all reasonable reeulatory controls
authorized by law to prohibit non-storm water discharges into its system.
HS%&&%%&WH&%WE@M&EMI%&%
allowable-under State-ordoealdaw, The permitiee must implement
appropriate enforcement procedures and actions, including a written
policy of enforcement escalation procedures for recalcitrant or repeat
offenders."

Response: EPA declines to revise the language as suggested by the commenter,
As previously noted, EPA understands the powers of local highway districts under
Idaho law, and the proposed language “to the extent allowable under State or local
law™ accommodates this situation. EPA will assess whether a permittee
accomplishes this requirement by reviewin g 1) the written description of how the
operator implements its existing powers under State law; 2) evaluating the written
palicy of enforcement procedures, and 3) reviewing the summary of the number
and nature of inspections, formal enforcement actions, and/or other similar
activities performed by the permittee. All of these items should be included in the
Annual Report.

29. Comment regarding Part ILB.3.c (CHD, NHD): Revision of the non-storm

water discharge section as requested in Comment #14 is necessary to address
concerns with this requirement with respect to irrigation and waste-irri gation flows
in roadside ditches that serve both as storm water systems and irrigation systems.

Response: See Response to Comment #14.

30, Comment regarding Part I1.B.3.c (ACHD): Some provisions in this permit go

beyond what is required of ACHD in their current Phase I MS4 Permit for the Boise
Area. These new provisions will be expensive to implement. It should also be
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noted that ACHD does not have the constitutionally delegated police powers of
municipalities. Therefore, ACHD can only impose a civil penalty.

Response: EPA understands the powers of local highway districts under Idaho
law, and the proposed language in Parts ILB.3, [L.B.4, and ILB.5 stating “as
allowed under State or local law” accommodates this situation,

Al the time the Phase 11 regulations were enacted, it was noted that:

“EPA has no intention of directing State legislatures on how to allocate
authority and responsibility under State law. .. If State law prevents
political subdivisions from controlling discharge through storm Sewers,
EPA anticipates common sense will prevail to provide those MS4
operators with the ability to meet the requirements applicable to their
discharges.”

64 FR 68757, December 8, 1999,

All regulated MS4 operators, including local highway districts, must use all
regulatory controls authorized by Idaho law to prohibit non-storm water
discharges to the MS4, and to prevent the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to
the maximurm extent practicable as required by other provisions of this Permit.

- Comment regarding Part ILB.3.d. MS4 mapping (CHD, N, M). The first

sentence of this section should include".. within the Permit Area” for clarification
since the mapping does not include all the area within the jurisdictional
boundaries. One commenter requests that private snow disposal sites be excluded
from the list of locations to be shown on the map unless specifically identified to
contribute runoff to the MS4 system, and requests clarification why such sites are
to be included on a MS4 system map. Due to the complexity of the MS4, one
commenter requests to be given until the permit expiration date to complete their
map.

Response: EPA declines to make the changes to this Part as requested by the
commenters. All requirements of this permit are effective within the permit area
described in Part LA, which does not need repeating in this Part,

EPA will clarify this Part in all eight of the Phase 1T MS4 permits for the Nampa
and Boise Urbanized Areas that the locations of “permittee owned or operated
facilities, (including all maintenanceﬁslorage facilities), and permittee owned or
private snow disposal sites” are expected to be indicated on the map. See also
Response to Comment #19.

The intent of mapping the snow disposal sites and their proximity to receiving

waters (or the MS4) is to allow EPA and the permittee to understand where such
inputs to the MS4 are located, Moreover, since snow melt from snow piles can be
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a significant source of pollutants, EPA is using its discretion to require the location
of both permittee-owned and private snow disposal sites on the required MS4 map.
If snow melt from a snow disposal site does not discharge to the MS4, the location
does not need to be lacated on the map.

EPA declines to extend the compliance date for producing the MS4 system map;
EPA and IDEQ expected that permittees have been working on the map in
accordance with the TMDL Implementation Plan.

32. Comment regarding Part 11.B.3.¢ - Illicit discharge education (CHD, NHD):
The term "hazard" implies a personal danger and should be replaced with
"negatively impacts to the environment",

Response: Household hazardous waste and illegal dumping of materials to MS4s
Or receiving waters can pose a risk to human health and the environment. The
purpose of this requirement is to instruct members of the public about these
hazards. EPA declines to make the revision as requested.

33. Comment regarding Part ILB.3.f - Detecting illicit discharges (CHD, NHD,
M, C, N): Commenters suggest that irrigation return flow and agricultural
stormwater runoff should be exempt from this requirement if discovered during
dry weather screening because these discharges are allowable non-storm water
discharges. Other commenters request guidance to determine the parameters to be
utilized to test dry weather flows, and ask whether the permiltee can select the
parameters. Commenters also request a more realistic number of outfalls to be
screened by the permit expiration date, and suggest 20% of total outfalls, rather
than 50% as proposed. - '

Table A: Number of outfalls as identified in Public Comments.

Number of outfslls Miles of MS4 |

Caldwell 380 1
Nampa ' More than 300 ]
| ACHD 9932 576 j

Response: EPA has added irrigation water to the list of “allowable non-storm
water discharges.” See Response to Comment #14. Any discharges of irrigation
water discharging during dry weather from the MS4 should be identified as such
by the permittee. The permittee is nat required to eliminate such discharge from
the MS4.

Permittees may select the parameters to test dry weather flows, EPA suggests that
the permitiees consult the Center for Watershed Protection’s Jilicit Discharge
Detection and Elimination A Guidance Manual for Program Development and
Technical Assessments, for guidance regarding selection of appropriate
parameters for dry weather testing. This guidance is found on EPA’s website at
hltn:!ﬁ.-.fm-.-'.epa.am-‘#npdcsfpubsfidde manualwithappendices.pdf.
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EPA agrees to revise the target number of outfalls to be sereened and has revised
cach of the eight Phase I1 MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas
o reflect that 20% of the outfalls must be screened for dry weather discharges
during the permit term.

34. Comment regarding Part I1B.3.g - Inven tory of industrial discharges (M, N,
CHD, NHD}: Commenters suggest revisions to clarify that the inventory must be
done only within the permit area, and must only identify those facilities which
discharge to the MS4. Commenters also request that EPA delete the requirement to
report the NPDES permit status of an identified industrial facility because
determining NPDES permitting status is EPA’s responsibility,

The Highway Districts further note that they have no regulatory authority over
direct discharges by industrial facilities into waters of the United States nor would
such discharges have any connection to the MS4. Therefore, they propose that
the text be revised to include only those industrial facilities directly discharging
into the regulated MS4,

Response: All requirements of this permit apply within the permit area. EPA
agrees to make the following changes to the text of this Part in each of the eight
Phase IT MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas to clarif y that
this inventory is required only within the permit area (i.e., the Urbanized Area) for
ndustrial facilities that discharge storm water to the MS4:

“Within three years from the effective date of this permit, the permitee
must inventory all industrial facilities that discharge directly to the permitiee's
MS4 E%ékemkwmeﬁeﬁﬂw—ﬁsﬂm{wt&mﬂeeﬁedﬁimhﬁha—peﬁml{m
tarisdietion and submit this inventory as part of the corresponding Annual
Report. The types of industrial facilities that must be inventoried are set forth
in 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(14)(i-ix). This inventory must include the name and
address leeation-of the facility, and the location of its outfall -and-the- NPDES
permitstatas-for-its-stormwater discharpes.

35. Comment regarding Part ILB.4 - Control of Runoff from Construction Sites
(C, N, CHD, NHD): Commenters su 2gest that the compliance date for each
Subpart should be changed to at least 3 years from permit effective date, and Table
[T corrected accordingly. Minor punctuation corrections are identified as well.

Response: EPA agrees to make the changes as requested to each of the eight Phase
IL MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas.

36. Comment regarding Part I1,B.4.a (N): How will EPA notify the permittee of any
such waivers granted?

Response: EPA posts such waiver information on its national Storm Water Notice
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related to the waivers from eachy of the eight Phase ITMS4 permis for the Nampa
and Boise Urbanjzeq Areas, -

37. Comment regarding Pay( 1LB.4.g (M, ACHD, N, NHD, CHD) , The language of

this section APPEArs 1o require the inspection of all construction projects for
dPpropriate emsimv’sedinmnmvastc control practices rathey than projects meeting

One commenter adds thay (he once-per- seasap inspection fequirement for g
construction sjtes may prove to he costly, hurdcnsomr:. and resource intensive,
The ACHD NPDES Phase | Permit requires inspection of construction sites are
Prioritized o address and emphasize thoge that have the mog; Potential for watep
qQuality impacts, Commenter recommends deleting the tex; requiring inspection of
all construction sites, -

Response; EPA acknow!edges that inspection of all construction Sites within the
Permittee’s Jurisdiction May present resourca challenges: however, inspection arid
enforcement of (he Permitteg’s fequirements is 4 Primary means Di‘ensuring that
pollutants are pot discharged 10 the MS4. EPA agrees to revise the Permit tex| 1o

Permittee, and thag the Permittee sy develop a writery prioritization policy for
when it wi] MSpect construction Sites disturbing Jess than 5 acres. The permit texy
in each of the eight Phase |t MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized
Areas has bee revised in the following Manner;

“Within three years from the effective date of this permiit, the permittee
must develop and implement Procedures for sjie nspection and
enforcement of control measyres established a5 required in Paqs LB
and d, including a Written policy of enforcement escalation procedyreg for
recalcitrant qp fepeat offenders, y; thin three years from the effective dage

ernsionfscc!inienb’wasre control practices a least once PEr construction
Season. Within three Years from the permit effective date, 1), Permittee

must also develap g written policy tdentifying how constriuction sites
r:f.alsrmi:mg less than 5 acres will pe Priovitized for mspection,

38. Comment regarding Part ILB,5.a & b, d, and e- Runoff Contyo] from New
Developmen URedereIﬂpmcn[- deadlines (M, N): The commenters requegt that
the compliance date for these requirements be extended to at leas; four years from
the permit effective date,

Response; Eps agrees and has corrected the dates i this Part ang Table 11T
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lor each of the eight Phase I MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized
Areas.

Comment regarding Part ILB,5.a (NHD): To clari fy the permit area, the
Commenter requests the language be revised to read"...that result in discharge into
the permittee’s MS4 within the Permit Area." The Highway District's MS4, as
defined in the draft permit, includes highways and drainage that are outside of
Urbanized Area and not intended to be included in the coverage of this permit.

Response: EPA agrees and makes the change to this Part in each of the eight
Phase IT MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas,

Comment regarding Part I1.B.5.c & d (M, N): Commenters request that the
compliance date for this requirement be extended to the permit expiration date, and
that the text be amended to clarify that private storm water management controls
nat connected to the MS4 are not covered by this requirement,

Response: EPA agrees to extend the compliance date for this Part, and has
revised each of the eight Phase 11 MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise
Urbanized Areas accordingly. EPA clarifies that the permittee must ensure the
proper operation and maintenance of only for those stormwater management
controls which are connected to the permittee’s MS4,

Comment regarding Part ILB.5.c (CHD): To clarify that the requirement applies
only to newly constructed facilities within the perinit area as previously noted, this
requirement should have the language revised to read:

" ... all permanent storm water management controls for newly developed
project areas greater than or equal to one acre in size located within the
Permit Area."

Response: For clarity, EPA agrees to make this chan ge to each of the eight Phase
11 MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas.

42. Comment regarding Part ILB.6.a. b. & ¢ - Good Housekeeping for Municipal

43,

Operations (M): Commenter requests that the compliance date for this
requirement be extended to four years from the permit effective date. Such a
compliance schedule was previously allowed by EPA for the City of Pocatello

MS4 permit (#1DS028053)

Response: EPA agrees, and has revised the date in each of the eight Phase 11 MS4
permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas.

Comment regarding Part ILB.6.a (CHD, NHD): Commenters request that the
term “jurisdiction” be replaced with "Permit Area” to clari fy that the activity only
needs to oceur within the permit area.
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Response: The commenters are correct that the activity only needs to occur within
the Permit Area set forth in the NPDES Permit. As such, EPA agrees to make the

revision as requested in each of the eight Phase I1 MS4 permits for the Nampa and
Boise Urbanized Areas.

44. Comment regarding Part 1L.B.6 (NHD): Commenter suggests that because a
Highway District is not a municipality, the word "Municipal" should be replaced
with either "roadway" or "agency” through this section and the entire permit,

Response: 40 CFR 122.2 defines a “municipality” as “a city, town, boraugh,
county, parish, district, association, or other public body created by or under State
law and having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, or other
wastes, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal oreanization, or a
designated and approved management agency under section 208 of CWA."
Therefore, under the federal CWA regulation, a highway district is a
“municipality” because it is a public body created under State law with jurisdiction
over the disposal (or discharge) of storm water into waters of the U.S. EPA
declines to replace the term “municipal” with “Highway District,”

45. Comment regarding Part ILB.6.b (NHD}: Commenter suggests the term
“optimwum maintenance practices” is undefined, and should be replaced with "best
management practices," which is defined in the permit,

Response: EPA agrees, and has made the revision in each of the eight Phase II
MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas,

Comments Related to Part I1.C - Discharges to Water Quality Impaired
Receiving Waters

46. Comment regarding Part I1.C.2 (M, N, C, LBWC): Comimenters request
clarification of this Part, It appears EPA is indirectly requiring testing of all
discharges within the permittees’ MS4s. Such testing is cost prohibitive, and is
inconsistent with the monitoring requirements in Part TV. The term “any parts of
the MS4 and 303(d) listed water bodies” implies that continuous monitoring is
required at all discharge points in all of the receiving waters. In addition, two
commenters state that “pollutant(s) of concern™ are too broadly defined; specific
nutrient(s) of concern (i.e. total phosphorus as opposed to nitrogen) should be
listed as well as specific bacteria (i.e., fecal coliform as opposed to enterococeus)
as appearing in the Lower Boise River TMDL.

Response: This section does not require continuous monitoring at all discharge
points. This section is intended to direct all permittees to tailor their storm water
management activities to specifically address the pollutants of concern as listed in
the Lower Boise River TMDL, At a minimum, the permittees should qualitatively
determine the effectiveness of their storm water management program activities to
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reduce the discharge of the pollutants of concern from their MS4. Prioritizing and
focusing the varions activities (i.e., public education, construction ranoff control,
good housekeeping, etc) to target and eliminate possible inputs of sediment,
nutrients, and bacteria to their MS4.

To clarify the pollutants of concern, EPA has revised this Part in each of the eight
Phase 11 MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas to specify total
phosphorus, and E.coli as the “pollutants of concern.”

‘Although the Lower Boise TMDL was developed for bacteria at a time when the

Idaho water quality standard was identified for fecal coliform, in 2000 IDEQ
revised its water quality standards for bacteria indicators from fecal coliform to
E.coli. IDEQ now uses E coli sampling to review progress toward meeting TMDL
allocation for bacteria in water bodies where TMDLs were previously developed
using fecal coliform data, The Idaho water quality standard for £.coli is a
geometric mean of one hundred twenty-six ( 126) E. coli organisms per one
hundred (100) ml, based on a minimum of five (5) samples taken every three (3) to
seven (/) days over a thirty (30) day period.

Comment regarding Part ILC.3 (M, N): One commenter requests the
compliance date be extended to 17 months from the permit effective date, with an
update once per year thereafter to coincide with the Annual Report

Another commenter states that because many of the controls identified in Part I1.B
provide two or three year periods to develop, it is likely that the first Annual
Report will summarize the status of getting all the measures addressed, funded,
and in place if required for year one. Terms such as “ensure”, MEP and
“violation” will be difficult to assess and confirm after only one year into the plan,
Additionally, achieving MEP may take several years or more as suggested by Part
ILB. The commenter therefore recommends adding specific revisions to this Part

Response: EPA agrees to revise the text in a manner suggested by the commenter,
but retains the requirement to report annually on the manner in which the SWMP
activities are being targeted to control the pollutants of concern.

"Maximum extent practicable” is the statutory standard that establishes the level
of pollutant reductions that operators of regulated MS4s must achieve, EPA
envisions application of the MEP standard as an iterative process; MEP should
continually adapt to current conditions and BMP effectiveness and should strive
to attain water quality standards. See EPA discussion at 64 FR 68754, December
8, 1999. EPA has elected to include this provision, in combination with other
provisions of the proposed MS4 permit(s), to identify and track the permittee's

- incremental implementation of its SWMP.

The text of each of the eight Phase IT MS4 permits in the Nampa and Boise
Urbanized Areas will be revised to read as follows:



Caldwell Response to Comments
NPDES Permit No. IDS-028118

“The permittee’s Annual Report must include a descri ption of how
the activities in each of the minimum control measures in Part [1.B
will be targeted by the permittee to control the discharge of
pollutants of concern....... This discussion must specifically
identify how the permittee will evaluate and measure the
effectiveness of the SWMP to control the discharge of the
pollutants of concern. For those activities identified in Part ILB
requiring multiple years to develop and implement, the permittee
shall provide updates on progress to date. The permittee must
submit this description of the SWMP implementation to EPA and
IDEQ as part of the first Annual Report required in Part IV.C, and
update it annually in subsequent Annual Reports.”

48. Comment regarding Part I1.C.3 (ACHD): The permittee is required to “ensure
to the maximum extent practicable that the MS4 discharges will not cause an in-
stream violation of the applicable water quality standards.” Commenter requests
that EPA acknowledge that implementation of an approved TMDL will satisfy this
condition, and recommends the following text:

“The implementation of an EPA approved TMDL is considered as
meeting the maximum extent practicable.”

Response: EPA has revised the sentence referenced by the commenter; see
Response to Comment #16, EPA declines to add the text as requested by the
commenter. The TMDL Implementation Plan states that “Plan implementation is
based on a schedule related to the proposed timeframes associated with the Phase
Il stormwater requirements.” (See Implementation Plan Jor the Lower Boise River
Total Maxinumn Daily Load ,page 28, found online at

hitp:/www deq.idaho. zoviwater/data reports/surface water/tmdlsthoise river lower/boi
se_niver lower plan _noapps.pdf ). TDEQ has concurred with EPA that
implementation of a Storm Water Management Program as outlined in cach of the
eight Phase I MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas is
consistent with the TMDL Implementation Plan. :

The SWMP actions and activities outlined in the permit provide the structure
intended by the TMDL Implementation Plan. Adding the text requested by the
commenter would inappropriately create a circular reference between the permit
requirernents and the TMDL Implementation Plan for urban and suburban runoff
discharges to the Lower Boise River The SWMP must be designed and
implemented to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum
extent practicable. It is the SWMP itself that accomplishes the reduction of
pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum extent practicable. Therefore, it is not
implementation of the TMDL that meets the MEP standard. It is the permittees
implementation of the. SWMP through compliance with this permit that meets the
MEP standard.
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49. Comment regarding Part IT,C.3 (C): Commenter suggests chan ging the word
“violation™ in this Part to “exceedances.”

Response; See Response to Comment #16.

Comment Related to Part ILF —- SWAIP Resources

50. Comment regarding Part ILLF {N): Commenter points out that if EPA allows the
permit effective date and associated compliance deadlines to be extended the
permittees can obtain adequate and appropriate resources for the permit activities.

Response: Comment noted. EPA has extended many compliance dates as
requested by the commenters, See Response to Comments #3 and 4.

Comments Related to Permit Part I1] - Schedule for Implementation &
Compliance

31. Comments rega.rding Table 1T (A I, ACHD, C, N, CHD, NH D, ITD3); Each
commenters has identified various revi sions and typographical errors in Table IT1
based on the previous comments.

Response: EPA has made Appropriate changes to Table I as requested by the
commenters,

52. Comment regarding Table 11 reflecting Part I1LD & 1V C (CHD, NHD),
Commenter requests that compliance dates be revised to read "One Year and four
months from the effective date ... This would allow adequate time to prepare the
annual report after completion of each ful] perimit year and, consistent with
Comment 2, allows the District's funding cycle and permit goals to coincide, Part
ILD and IV.C should be revised so that the compliance date is the second Friday in
February at least one year and four months from the effective date of the permit.
This comment reinforces our third comment regarding setting the effective date to
coincide with NHD's fiscal year and allowing time to consolidate the report after
meeting the submittal requirement of our other existing reporting requirements,

Response: See Response to Comment #68.

Comments Related to Part IV - Monitoring, Recordkeeping and
Reporting

53.  General Comments regarding the Monitoring Requirements (LBYWC):

“Pollutant(s) of concern” are too broadly defined in the draft permits; the Lower
Boise River TMDLs and implementation plans describe the impairment of water
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bodies in the watershed by total suspended sediments (TSS), E. coli, and total
phospherus.

Response: See Response to Comment #46,

54, Comment regarding Part IV, A2 (N, ACHD, I'TD): Compliance dates for the

53,

36.

Quality Assurance Plan and the monitoring plan are inconsistent throughout the
permit. Commenter suggests that the Quality Assurance Plan and the manitorin g
plan should be developed and completed concurrently, The sampling location and
procedure details that are part of the monitoring plan are a part of the Quality
Assurance Plan. Commenters request between 270 days — 12 months to complete
the Quality Assurance Plan and the monitori ng plan and provide written natice to
EPA and IDEQ.

Response: EPA agrees and has revised the compliance date for completion of both
the QAP and monitoring plan to one year from the permit effective date.

Comment regarding Part IV.A.2.a, b, & ¢ (N): Estimating pollutant loading,
assessing the effectiveness and accuracy of control measures, and identifying and
prioritizing portions of the MS4 will require monitoring beyond what is proposed
by this permit. The commenter requests that EPA confirm that the permit’s
monitoring and sampling recommendations do not restrict the permittee from
developing their own monitoring and sampling plan as long as minimum perimit
requirements are met.

Response: EPA agrees, and clarifies that the permit does not restrict the permittee
from developing additional monitoring plans, Permiltees should note that Part
IV.C.2 of the Permit requires that any/all information collected or analyzed during
the permit term must be included in the Annual Report, This information includes
any additional monitoring/sampling data collected beyond what the Permit
requires.

Comment regarding Part IV.A.5 (ACHD, ITD3): Does the term “Storm Water
Discharge Monitoring” refer to discharges from the storm drain system in general
(dry and wet weather) or does it apply only to storm event monitoring? The only
mention of “storm event” is in Table IV. A. footnote 2. If the requirement is
intended to consist of storm event monitoring, do the same requirements of storm
event duration, antecedent dry period, and minimum rainfall amounts stated in the
Phase I permit still apply? Commenter recommends revision to the text in Part
IV.A5. to clarify that sampling is intended for discharges occurring during storm
events, In addition, “storm event” should be defined as in Phase I Boise Area MS4
permit, i.e., 72 hours antecedent dry period from previously measureable [greater
than 0.1 inch rainfall] storm event; and storm event is greater than (0.1 inches in
magnitude,

Response: Storm water discharge monitorin g refers to storm event sampling
during wet weather, A definition of “storm event” will be included in Part VII of
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each of the eight Phase I] MS4 permits for the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas,
which is consistent with definition of storm event outlined by the commenter.

37. Comment regarding Part 1V.A 5.4 (M, N, C): Commenters request that EPA
clarify this requirement. Without engoin g flow monitoring or sampling of every
storm event, it is difficult to determine the outfall with the “fargest or highest flow™
by volume. Alternatively, there may be physical barriers associatad with the
specific outfall which would make sampling difficult. One commenter interprets
this requirement to sample outfalls with the largest or highest flow “capacity.”

One commenter suggests adding the followi ng phrase to the sentence at the end of
this section: “based on an estimate by the permittee and is constructed in a manner
conducive to proper sampling.”

Response: EPA has revised the permit text to indicate that sampling must oceur at
outfall(s) discharging to the receiving water indicated in the Permit, For
Middleton, sampling must occur at 4 minimum of one outfal] discharging to the
Willow Drain, EPA clarifies that the permitiee can select which outfall(s) to be
monitored based on site specific characteristics; the rationale for the outfall
selection must be identified in the monitoring plan.

38. Comment regarding Part IV, A 5.h (N): To provide adequate time for this
program, the City requests extension of this compliance date to “Not later than 24
months.” This revision should also be made in Table IV.A.

Response: Epa agrees; for consistency, EPA will revise the comparable
compliance date for this Part in the Nampa, Caldwell, Middleton, ACHD and ITH3
Permits,

59, Comment regarding Table IV.A Footnofe 2, reading sampling Frequency (M,
ACHD, N, ITD3, LBWC): Sampling during storm events in June-July and Sept-
Oct may be extremely difficult due to long extended arid months typically
experienced inthe area, Commenters suggest modifying the language to provide
more flexibility in the sampling periods and allow samples to be taken in other
months as necessary provided that 4 samples are collected in a calendar year. One
commenter suggests that if sampling cannot occur due to lack of sumimer rainfall,
the permittee should nate this in the Annual Report. Commenters suggested the
following language:

“A minimum of four (4) samples must be collected in 1 calendar year,
Monitoring should occur within the following periods: March — April,
May — June, July — August, September — October, If samples cannot be
collected due to lack of rainfall in these periods, samples may be collected
in other months as necessary o meet the minimum of four (4) samples.”

Response: EPA agrees to make the text revision to the Caldwel), Nampa,
Middleton, ACHD and ITD3 permits as suggested above by the commenters.
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EPA clarifies that a minimum of 4 samples each calendar year must be collected.
If sampling cannot occur due to lack of rainfall, a minimum of 4 samples must
still be collected within each calendar year.

60. Comment regarding Table IV.A Footnote 2, regarding interval from start of

61.

storm event (M, ACHD, C, I'TD3); An ACHD evaluation of storm events reveals
that most storms occur in the evening and early morning hours. Commenters
suggest that the sampling timeframe after the beginning of a storm event should be
extended from 30-60 minutes to two hours, as currently allowed in the Phase [
permit, to accommodate the logistical di fficulty in getting staff in place to collect
the samples.

Response: EPA agrees and has revised each of the ACHD, ITD3, Middleton,
Nampa and Caldwell permits.

Comment regarding Table IV.A (ITD3): Commenter notes that the Permit
expects the permittee to reduce pollutants to the MEP. However, county land use
authority agencies do not own or operate an MS4, but they approve development of
MS4s and waste water treatment plants. County developments approved outside the
M54, but within its watershed, can affect a downstream MS4 and chan ge baseline
water quality. As such, it will be difficult to control the water quality baseline
parameters as new developments are added to the system which the District has no
control over. ITD requests the term of “MS4” be redefined to include urbanized
developments occurring in unincorporated areas so we are regulated similarly.

Response: The definitions of “MS4” and “municipal separate storm sewer” are
found at 40 CFR 122.26(b)(8) and are contained in each permit in Part VII. EPA
Region 10 cannot revise the regulatory definition of MS4 through a permit, and,
therefore, declines to revise the permit as requested, Developments approved
under County authority are currently outside of EPA’s permitting authority
Jurisdiction. As previously explained, EPA's MS4 permitting authority only
pertains to those MS4s located within a defined Urbanized Area, EPA may
designate other sources as needing permit coverage based on petitions from third
parties or based on other factors (see 40 CFR 122.26(), and 40 CFR 122.26(a)(9),
respectively). EPA has not received any petitions to designate additional sources
within the Nampa or Boise Urbanized Areas.

62. Comment regarding Part IV.A.6 (M, N): Commenters note the reference to “co-

permittees”: in this Part is inappropriate,

Response: EPA has corrected the typographical error.

63. Comment regarding Part IV.A.6 (M, N): Commenters also request that the

deadline for the QAP be extended to one vear from the permit effective date, and
reflected in Table 111

Response: See Response to Comment #54.
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64. Comment regarding Part IV,B.1 (M): This section refers to Discharge
Monitoring Reports (DMRs) form - commenter requests that the reference to
DMRs be removed from this section since the data will be included as part of the
Annual Report.

Response: EPA agrees and has deleted the reference to DMRs from this Part.

65. Comment regarding Part IV.C.1 - Storm Water Discharge Monitoring
Report (C, M): Compliance dates should be chan ged to 3 years from permit
effective date. Since all available stormwater discharge monitoring data will be
submitted with the Annual Report, one commenter suggests that submittal
requirement stated in this section should be omitted to avoid confusion or possible
conflict with other sections of the permit,

Response: EPA has corrected the compliance date as suggested by the commenter.
EPA has decided not to omit the submittal requirement because Part IV.C. |
identifies the specific monitoring related information to be submitted as well as the

monitoring results,

66. Comment regarding Part IV.C.1 d (ACHD, N, M, 1TD3): Commenters request
clarification whether daily and/or monthly loads are required for months when
storm water discharges were not sampled? Does this load calculation include wet
and dry weather discharge loads or just wet weather discharge loads? One
commenter requests that this requirement for estimating of daily and/or maonthly
average and cumulative pollutant loads for each pollutant be omitted, because the
sampling data to be collected will not be sufficient lo represent average or
cumulative pollutant loading, Two commenters suggest the following clarification:

“For the months sampled, estimates of the wet weather daily
and/or monthly average pollutant loads for each pollutant at each
sample location.”

Response: EPA agrees to clarify this Part, and the associated reference to loads in
Part IV.C.2.b, to specify that the permit requires a estimated monthly load during
the months when stormwater discharges are sampled; the text has been revised as

follows:
“For the months sampled, estimates of the wet weather daily
and/er monthly average pollutant loads for each pollutant at each

sample location.”
67. Comment regarding Part IV.C.1.e (ACHD, N, C, ITD3): Commenters request
clarification regarding whether the “cumulative” load as proposed means an annual
load. One commenter recommends a change in the text to state:

“An annual cumulative estimate of pollutant loading for each
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Parameter at each sample location. ™

Response: Epa agrees, and has reyised the text of the ACHD, ITD3, N, C, and M
Permits as suggested by the commenter.

68. Comment regarding Part 1v,C.2. Deadline for the Annual Report (C, ITD,
ACHD, M, N, NHD, CH D): Commenters Suggest that the deadline for the Annual
Report should pe linked to the end of the permittees’ fisca) years and the requested
permit effective date of October | (see Response to Comment #4), Commenters
suggested between 90 - |50 days after October | g5 the due date; two commenters
request clarification that the first Annual Report covers the second full period
(October | — September 30) after the permit effective date,

Response: This comment is relevant tg a]] eight of the Phase [J MS4 permits for
the Nampa and Boise Urbanized Areas, EPA agrees revise Part IV.C.2 as indicated
below to identify a specific date (January 15) by which the Annyal Report must be
submitted; the report will reflect work done in the previous 12 month reporting
period ending October 15th.

“No later than January 15 of each year beginning in year 2011, the
permittee must submi an Annual Report to EPA and IDEQ. The reporting
period for the first Annual Report wil] be from the effective date of this permit
through October 15,2010, The reporting period for af] subsequent annual
reports will be the 12 monh period ending October I5th of the previous
calendar year, Copies of all Annua] Reports must be made available to the
public, at a minimum, through a permiltee-maintained website,”

69. Comment regarding Part [V .C.2.d (ACHD); The permit does not make an ¥
meaningful distinction between “complaints” and “enforcement actions™ received
from other regulatory agencies, For clarity, defete text related to “informay
documents or similar actions, as follows:

“Such actions include, but are not limited 1o, formal oriiformal
warning letters, notices of violation, field citations, or similar
formal actions,” :

Response; Epa dgrees to make this revision 10 each of the eight Phage IT MS4
permits for the Nampa and Bojse Urbanized Areas,

Comments Related to Permit Parts V, VI, and VII

70. Comment regarding Part V.G (NHD, CHD, M): The commenters request
clarification of whethear this section requires EpA and IDEQ approval for all MS4q
System changes or extensions? Any system change or improvement could change
the pollutants discharged, even if such improvements are Incorporating best
Management practices, For ex ample, the City of Nampa will be periodically
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annexing portions of NHD. Would these annexations then result in a physical
alteration of the system requiring notification? If so, this provision would be
unduly burdensome to the permittees. If necessary, notification may be
accomplished annually within the required reportin g process.

Response: Part V.G. of the Permit is considered a “standard permit condition” that
is required to be included in all NPDES permits pursuant to the NPDES
regulations at 40 CFR §122.41(1)(1). EPA cannot revise the text of a standard
permit condition. EPA clarifies that Part V.G. does not require approval from EPA
or IDEQ for planned changes to the MS4. Annexations of existing MS4s by one
operator from another operator are not considered “physical changes or additions
to the permitted facility” as envisioned by this regulation. If the operator has any
questions as to whether something needs to be reported as a planned change, the
operator should contact EPA for clarification.

Revisions to Part V.B: On December | 1, 2008, EPA finalized the Civil Monetary
Penalty Inflation Adjustment Rule as mandated by the Debt Collection
Improvement Act.of 1996, (See 73 FR 75340, December 11, 2008.) This rule
adjusts for inflation the statutory civil monetary penalties that may be assessed for
violations of EPA administered statutes and implementing regulations,

EPA has revised Part V.B to reflect the adjusted penaltics.

Comments Relevant to the City of Caldwell

12

13

. Comment (Pioneer Irrigation District [Irrigation Distriet]): The Irrigation
District notes that the Permit is clear that the scope is expressly limited to
property over which Caldwell have legal jurisdiction or authority.

Response: Comment noted

Comment (Pioneer Irrigation District): The Irri gation District has broad rights
and responsibilities as an irrigation entity. See Idaho Code §§42-1202, 42-1203,
42-1204, 42-1207, 42-1208, and 42-1209. These rights and responsibilities
prohibit any encroachments into the Irigation District’s easements and rights-of-
way without express writlen authorization. Caldwell has constructed and
authorized the construction of storm water discharge outfalls into these
easements, rights-of-way, etc. This construction interferes with the purpose of
these facilities and interferes with the proper operation and maintenance of these
facilities. Therefore, the Irrigation District requests that EPA clarify in the Permit
that the Permit issuance does not grant to Caldwell any jurisdiction or authority to
take over these facilities. The Irigation District suggests the addition of the
following language: “No discharges are authorized by this Permit to constructed
waterways, owned, operated or maintained by irrigation entities.”

Response: The issue appears to be the Irrigation District’s concern over whether
this Permit allows Caldwell to obtain some jurisdiction over the Irri gation
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District’s irrigation canals and other such facilities through the issuance of the
Permit, EPA understands that there is ongoing Iitigation between the Irrigation
District and Caldwell that concerns this exact issue, Section VI.H of the Permit
makes it clear that the Permir does not convey this type of property right or
Jurisdiction. Since the Permit is clear that the Permit is not authorizing such
property rights or jurisdictional rights, EPA declines to add the Irrigation
District's suggested language.

Comment (Pioneer Irri gation District): The Irrigation District believes that
Caldwell’s municipal storm water discharges compromise water quality because
the discharges adversely impact the designated uses of the irrigation canals.

Response: Section 1.C.2 of the Permit has been revised as a result of public
comment to state that “[t]he permittee is nat authorized to discharge storm water
that will cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to, an
excursion above Idaho water quality standards.” Once the Permit i issued, if the
permittees’ discharges into waters of the U.S. contribute to an in-stream excursion
above an Idaho water quality standard, then the permittee would be in violation of
the Permit,

- Comment (Pioneer I rrigation District): The irrigation canals and facilitjes

owned by the Irrigation District were constructed for the delivery of seasonal
irrigation and agricultural return lows. They were not designed to accept
municipal storm water. The addition of storm water to the irrigation canals
prevents the Irrigation District from perforiming routine off-season maintenance
and the increase of storm water due to an increase in impervious surfaces causes
an increased risk of flooding. The Irrigation District therefore states that the
Permit must not authorize use of the permittee’s SWMP because it increases the
risk of property damage and poses a danger to human life and aquatic wildlife,
Moreover, it impermissibly shifts the liabilities and burdens from the permittees
to the Irrigation District.

Response: EPA understands the Irrigation District’s concerns regarding excess
discharges into the irrigation canals and other Irrigation District facilities.
However, all municipal storm water permits require the permittee 1o implement a
Storm water management program (SWMP). The SWMP is the heart of the MS4
permit and it requires the permittees to implement BMPs that will reduce
pollutants inthe storm water to the maximum extent practicable. EPA does not
have the authority to eliminate the SWMP from the Permit, See 40CF.R. §§
122.26 & 122.34. See also Response to Comment #73 regarding the liabilities
and burdens to the Irrigation District.

76. Comment (Pioneer Irrigation District): Caldwell has allowed developers to

install multiple points of municipal storm water discharge into the Irrigation
District’s irrigation and drainage facilities without authorization, This practice
Jeopardizes the Irrigation District’s protections under the irrj gation return flow,
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Response: lrrigation/agricultural return flows are excluded from regulation under
the NPDES program. See 40 C.E.R. § 122.3(f). Storm water discharges from
certain MS4s, construction sites greater than one acre, certain industries, and other
designated storm water sources require an NPDES permit. 40 C.FR. § 122.26.
[rrigation return flows are exempt from storm water permil coverage and the
commingling of irrigation return flow and storm water does not automatically
revoke the exempt status of the irrigation return flow. See 55 Fed. Reg. 47990,
47996 (Nov. 16, 1990). The MS4 discharges may be authorized by a permit at the
point they discharge to receiving waters or at the point they discharge into a
separate conveyance. If the MS4 discharge is permitted before it is commi ngled
with the irrigation return flow, the operator of the conveyance transporting the
commingled flow does not need its own NPDES permit for the commingled
discharge and the irrigation return flow would retain its exemption, In other
words, if the MS4 discharges into the Irrigation District’s irrigation facilities are
permitted, then the irrigation return flow exemption would remain. It should be
noted, however, that if the MS4 discharge or other NPDES regulated discharge is
unpermitted when it enters the Trigation District’s facilities, then the Irrigation
District may need to be authorized to discharge under a NPDES permit,

Therefore, if there are NPDES regulated point source discharges into the
Irrigation District’s facilities, it would be in the Irrigation District’s best interest
Lo ensure that those point source discharges are permitied through an appropriate
NPDES permit such as the City MS4 Permit at issue here. See also letter from
Tames Hanlon, Director, EPA Office of Wastewater Managzement, to William
Schweitzer, Director, ACHD, dated July 20, 2007.

Comment regarding Parts IL.B.1 and ILB.2 (Pioneer Irrigation District):
Parts ILB.1 and I1.B.2 require Caldwell to develop and implement a public
education program and involve interested stakeholders in the development of a
SWMP. The Irrigation District does not believe that Caldwell has demonstrated
that they will adequately comply with this Permit provision. The Irrigation
District does not believe that the issuance of the Permit will foster cooperation or
more respect for the Irrigation District's rights and obligations. The Irrigation
District requests that EPA modify the Permit to require the permittee to more
effectively educate and address stakeholders about the environmental impacts of
municipal storm water discharges and about the impacts of these discharges upon
the legal rights of others.

Response: The Permit requires the City to develop and implement a public
education program and to involve interested stakeholders in the development of
the SWMP. If the permittee does not comply with the provisions of the Permit,
the permittee would be in violation of the Permit,

Comment regarding Part ILB.3 of the Permit (Pioneer Irrigation District):
Part I1.B.3 of the Permit requires the permittees to develop and implement illicit
discharge detection and elimination activities. Over the past years, the City has
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made no effort to meaningfully regulate illicit discharges as it pertains to urban
storm water, despite clear danger and complaints. The Irrigation District believes
that this evidences lack of good faith. The Irrigation District requests EPA’s
acknowledgement that Caldwell's improper utilization of the Irrigation District’s
property, including illicit discharge detection and elimination activities, will not
be authorized or condoned by EPA’s issuance of the Permit.

Response: The Permit requires the permittees to develop and implement an illicit
discharge detection and elimination program. Upon issuance of the permit, if the
City fails to implement such a program, the City would be in violation of their
Permit and could be subject to EPA enforcement action. With regard to the
comment concerning the Irrigation District’s property rights, see Response to
Comment #73.

Comment regarding Parts I1.B.4 and IL.B.5 of the Permit (Pioneer Irrigation
District): Parts I1.B.4 and I1.B.5 of the Permit requires the City to develop and
implement construction site control activities and post-construction storm water
management in new development and redevelopment, The City’s administration
and implementation of the current SWMP concerns the Irrigation District because
in the Irrigation District’s view the City does not take into consideration other
stakeholders with regard to these components of the SWMP. The Tirigation
District requests that EPA consider how the existing narrative limitations and
requirements of the Permit will incentivize a more pro-active approach to
construction site control and post-construction stornmy water management when
EPA approves continued development of a SWMP that provides for unauthorized
storm water discharge onto the private property of athers. The [rrigation District
further requests EPA’'s acknowledgement that EPA is not authorizing the
permittees to utilize the Irrigation District’s property in construction site control
activities or in the implementation of post-construction storm water management.

Response: This is the first NPDES permit issued to the City for MS4 storm water
discharges. To that extent, this Permit requires the City to develop and implement
construction site control activities and requirements for post-construction storm
water management in new development and redevelopment. If the City fails to
implement these required programs, the City would be in violation of their pernmit
and could be subject to enforcement action. With regard to the Irrigation
District's property right concerns, see Response to Comments #73.

Comment (Pioneer Irrigation District): While EPA clearly has the authority to
require the City’s compliance with the Permit, it does not have the authority to
require Pioneer Irrigation District’s compliance with the Permit or to preempt
state law governing the Irrigation District’s rights and obligations,

Response: The Permit is bein g issued to the City of Caldwell. Pioneer Irrigation

District is not named as a permittee in any of the eight NPDES permits issued to
MS54 operators in the Boise or Nampa Urbanized Areas, and is not required to
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comply with the Permit requirements, Moreover, with regard to the Pioneer
Irrigation District's rights and obligations, see Response to Comments #73.

81. Comment regarding the comments submitted to EPA by Pioneer Irrigation
District, dated Octobey 30, 2008 (Caldwell): EpA should reject Pioneer's
request for certain language to be added to the Permit, as such requests go beyond
the scope of the permit and EPA’s authority, The City does not agree with
Pioneer Irrigation District’s contention that the permit must include a statement
that requirements imposed on the City of Caldwell through the NPDES permit
“are not an affirmative grant of power over Pioneer or its facilities,”

The City also does not agree with Pioneer Irrigation District's request that the
Permit state that no discharge authorized by this permit be allowed to “constructed
waterways owned, operated or maintained by irrigation entitjes, *

The scope and effect of an NPDES permit s already accounted for in Part VI.H
and VLI of the permit, and dre consistent with 40 CER §122.5 . Pioneer's request
to include certain permit restrictions £0es oo far, Caldwell’s right and ability to
discharge stormwater flows into canals and drains also used by Pioneer arises .
from other sources and authorities and cannot be abrogated or affected by EPA in
this Permit,

Response: EPA must include and review Pioneer Irrigation District's comments
pursuant to 40 CFR 124.11, EPA recognizes that the City and Pioneer Irrigation
District are currently in litigation concernin g this issue. EPA is authorized to issue
NPDES permits with conditions and limitatjons appropriate for the MS4 permit.
See Section 402 of the CWA, 33 US.C. § 1342. The City submitted NPDES
permit application for discharges from jts MS4 outfalls. EPA s authorizing the
discharge from the City owned/operated MS4 subject to the conditions and
limitations set forth in (he Permit. EPA does nat have the authority to prohibit
discharges into “constructed waterways owned, operated or maintained by
irrigation entities,” EPA feels this matter should be resolved between (he City and
Pioneer Irrigation District,

82, Comment regarding Part I.B (Caldwell): At the end of existing Parl I.B. the
City recommends adding the followj ng sentence:

“This permit also authorizes discharges of storm water and allowable non-
stormwater discharges subject to the conditions of this permit when such
discharees are commingled with flows or discharges from jrri gated
agriculture, agricultural stormwater runoff or othe discharges or flows
with a valid NPDES permit exclusion under 40CFR §1223»

Response: Epa declines to add the Sentence as requested. EPA feels the NPDES

Program exemptions provided in federal regulations in 40 CFR 122.3, combined
with the City Perniy provisions contained in Past LC, are sufficient to authorize
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such non-stormwater discharges through the City's MS4.

83. Comment regarding Part I.C (Caldwell): The City suggests adding a new
section, as Part I.C.5, to clarify the effect of this permit on NPDES exempt
discharges, and suggests the following language:

“5. Effect of Permit on Valid Exemptions. Neither this permit nor
discharges under the terms of this permit shall affect valid point source
exemptions for return flows from irrigated agriculture and agricultural

- stormwater runoff or other valid NPDES peérmit exclusions under 40 CER
122.3 when such exempt discharges commingle with discharges
authorized by this permit.”

The City believes this language is consistent with EPA policy, practice, and the
Clean Water Act case law, Further, it specifically addresses Pioneer Irrigation
District’s contention that EPA’s permit exposes Pioneer lrri gation District to
liability under the Clean Water Act,

Response: EPA declines to edit the Permit as suggested by the City. Irrigation
return flows and agricultural storm water runoff are exempt from NPDES
permitting requirements. Specifically, CWA Section 502( 14) defines a “point
source” as “any discernible confined and discrete conveyance ... from which
pollutants are or may be discharged. This term does not include return flows from
irrigated agriculture or agricultural stormwater runoff,” See also 40 CFR § 122.2.
In a letter from EPA’s Office of Wastewater Management dated July 20, 2007, to
Ada County Highway District, EPA explained that “if the point source discharge
is already subject to an NPDES permit (e.g., an MS4 permit) before it is
commingled with the irrigation return flow, the operator of the conveyance
transporting that commingled flow does not need its own NPDES permit for the
commingled discharge.... However, if there are any sources of stormwater
discharged into the conveyance that require a [NPDES] permit but have not
received that permit, then the discharges of the resulting mixture of the
stormwater and irrigation return flows could be subject to NPDES permit
requirements,” See letter from James Hanlon, Director, EPA Office of
Wastewater Management, to William Schweitzer, Director, ACHD, dated I uly 20,
2007.

Here, the City has applied for coverage for its municipal storm water discharges
from its MS4. Some of these storm water discharges flow into irrigation canals
owned by Pioneer Irrigation District. As long as the City has a NPDES permit
that covers the municipal storm water discharges into the irrigation canals,
Pioneer Irrigation District would not be liable for an unauthorized discharge
unless the water in the irrigation canals are not irrigation return flow or
agricultural storm water runoff,

84. Comment regarding Part I.B - Authorized Discharges (Caldwell); At the end
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ol existing Part . B. the commenter recommends adding the following sentence:

“This permit also authorizes discharges of storm water and allowable non
storm water discharges subject to the conditions of this permit when such
discharges are commingled with flows or discharges from irrigated
agriculture, agricultural storm water runoff, or other discharges or flows
‘with a valid NPDES permit exclusion under 40 CFR 122.3.”

Response: EPA disagrees that the suggested text is necessary, and declines make
the change suggested. See Response to Comment #14.

Comment regarding Part IV.A.5.a (Caldwell): The only known outfal] on
Mason Creek is connected to a detention area and is unlikely to result in any
discharges until a storm event exceedin g the 2 year average occurs. Also, the
three outfalls in the Boise River are all submerged. Therefore it may be difficult
or impossible to sample outfalls in accordance with this part and Table IV.A. The
commenter recommends the permit require sampling four times per year from the
target areas at the target quarterly intervals when weather conditions make such
sampling possible,

Response: EPA acknowledges the difficulty of collecting samples from cerlain
storm water outfalls. The purpose of this sampling is to obtain some limited
information and data regarding the quality of the storm water discharged to water
bodies listed as impaired by IDEQ. EPA has therefore revised the text of Part
IV.A.5.a of the Caldwell Permit in the following manner;

“The permittee must sample at least one storm water outfall
discharging to each of the following water bodies: Indian Creek,
Mason Creek and the Boise River. The permittee may identify
alternative location(s) in the monitoring plan and sample at such
alternative locations if the minimum number of outfalls per water
body are not available to the permittee. The permittee must
sample discharges from a minimum of three outfalls.
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f{.pp_endix A: Final CWA §401 Certification from Idaho Department of
Environmental Quality

STATE £ |5

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL CUALITY

= R [T T —

14AE Norin Cretied s Bzine, o 81704 « [B8y373<
Tori MaZaity, Beacior

August 25, 3000

Michael I, Lidgard

Office of Water, Region 10

U5, Enviroormeatal Protection Agendy
NPDES Permits Unit Mznager

1300 Sinth Avénce, OW 130

Sealtle, Washinmlon SEI0]

Re:  Final §400 Water Quality Cenifications for NEDES Permit Nos.
IDS-025118, City of Caldwell
ID50281485, Ads Counly Highway District

Dear Mr, Lidgand:

The Idako Department of Enviroaumenta) Quality (DEQ) has reviewsd the propozed final NPDES
permits for the referenced Municipal Separate Storm Sew er Systems witkin the Bojse snd Wampa
urbanized aress, Altached is the Siz1¢ of Idaha's fina) water quality certification fsrued pursuast
19 the pravisions of Seclion 401(3)}1) of the Foderal Water Pallution Contral Ac {Clean Water
Act), as grended, 33 USC Section 13141 {2)1) and Idsho Code Secfions 18.101 et se4., and 39.
3601 el seq.

If you Lave any questions or need further informaticn please contact Craig Shepand or me at 373

055
5 jn:"'_e ,‘/
i 7
g . 5{:’%’// 5
Pete Wagner
Reglonal Adminismtor
Attachrert
o Daug Conde, Deputy Allomey Genzral

Berry Burmell, Water Quality Division Adminicimtor
Craig Skepard, DEG - Boise Regional Office
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[dsho Department of Environmental Quality
FINAL §401 Water Quality Certification

August 20, 2009

NPDES Permit Mumbers: [DS-028118, City af Caldwell
[D5-028185, Ada County Highway District

Pursusnt o the provisions of Section 401 (a}1) of the Federel Water Pollution Contrel Act

{Clean Water Act), as amended, 33 USC Sectign 1341 (a)1), the ldsho Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) has sutharity to review Mationa! Pollution Discharge Elimination |
System (NPDES) permits and [ssue a water quality certificalion decision. |

DEC) has reviewed the propased NPDES permits and associated fact sheets for the above-
ceferenced [acilities, Based upon its review and consideration of this information, DEQ certifies
that if the permittess comply with the terms and conditions imposed by the shove-referenced
permits along with the conditions set fortty in this water quality certification, then there {s
ressonable assurance the discharge{s) will cemply with the applicable requirements of Sectivns '
301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the Clean Water Act, including the Idaho Water CQuality
Standards (WGS) (IDAPA 58.01.02) and other apprapriste water quality requirements of stale |
Jaw

) |

This certification does not censtitute suthorization of the permitted activities by any other state oc
federal agency oF private person or entity, This certifcatian does not excuse the permnit halder |
fram the obligation to obtain any other necessary approvels, autherzations or permits, including |
without limitation, the sppraval from the ewner of a private waler conveyance system, {foneis |
required, 1o use the system in eannection with the parmitled activities.

OTHER CONDITIONS .}
The certification is conditioned upon the requirement that eny material modification of this
permit or the permitted activilies including without liinitation, any modifications of the permit Lo
reflect new or modified TMDL waste lozd allocalions or other new information, shall first be
provided to DEQ for review to determine compliance with state Water Quality Standards end Lo
provide additienal certification pursuant to section 401,
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RIGHT TO APPEAL FINAL CERTIFICATION

The final Section 401 Water Quality Certificstion may be appeated by submilting a petition to
inftiate 2 contested case, pursuent to ldaho Code § 32-103(5), and the Rules of Administrative
Procedure Befora the Board of Environmental Quality, IDAPA 58.01.23, within 35 days of the
date of the final certificatinn.

Questions regarding the actions taken in (s certificafion should be directed to Craig Shepard,

DEQ (Boise Regional Office) st (208) 373.0850; ;
/} ‘/
P, -
Bibed / o
et AL

Pete Wagner !C/
Regionzl Adminisedior
DEQ Boise Regional OfSce
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Appendix B: Snow Dumping and Disposal Practices

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation. Evaluation of Snow Disposal into
Near Marine Environments, Final Report, Prepared by CH2MHIll. June 2006,
http:/iwww.dec.state.ak us/water/wnpspe/stormwater/adec_snow_disposal_evaluation..ht
m.pdf

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.. Snow Disposal Area Siting
Guidance.

hup:/fwww . dec.state.ak us/water/wnpspe/pdfs/dec_snowdisposal_siting_guidance_2007.
pdf

Carlson, Robert F., David L. Barns, Nathanael Vaughan, Anna Forsstrom, 2003, Synthesis of
Best Management Practices for Snow Storage Areas, University of Alaska, Fairbanks.
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities Research & Technology Transfer. FHWA-AK-RD-03-04. September,

Oberts, Gary L. “Influence of Snowmelt Dynamics on Storm Water Runoff Quality”,
Article 3, Feature article from Watershed Protection Techniques, 1(2): 55-61.

South Dakota Department of Water and Natural Resources, Minimizing the
Erivironmental Impact from Snow Disposal, South Dakota Nonpoint Source Program,
1990, vwww.state. sd.us/denr/dftatvatershedprotection/snow. hom,

U.5. EPA. National Management Measures to Contral Nonpoint Source Pollution from
Urban Areas, November 2005, EPA-841-B-05-004, pp. 7/1-19,
http:/fwww.epa.gov/iowow/nps/urbanmm/pdf/urban_euidance,pdf

EPA Memo: Draft Snow Dumping Policy, EPA and EPA Region 1, 1996

Wheaton, S. Private Snow Disposal Sites (On-Site Snow Storage Only) Operations
Guidance (draft), Municipality of Anchorage, 2003,

Wheaton, S.R. and W.J. Rice, 2003. Siting, design and operational controls for snow
disposal sites. In Proceedings - Urban Drainage and Highway Runoff in Cold
Climate, March 25-27, 2003, Riksgransen, Sweden, pp.85-95.

Steinkraus, D.. “Heading for the Lake- More than melting snow runs into the water,”
March 7, 2003. The Journal Times Online, Racine County, Wisconsin.

Emmeons and Olivier Resources & Center for Watershed Protection. 2005, Issue Paper “G” -
Cold Climate Considerations for Surface Water Management, Prepared for Minnesata
Stormwater Manual Sub-Committee.

Massachusetis Department of Environmental Protection. 2001, Bureau of Resource
Protection - Snow Disposal Guidance, Guideline No. BRPG01-01
hitp:/fwww.mass.govidep/waterlaws/snowdisp.htm
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Minnesota Stormwater Steering Committee. 2005, The Minnesata Stonmwater Manual
Version 1.0 November hittp://www.pca.state. mn.us/water/stormwater/stormwater-
manual.html

Municipality of Anchorage. 2005, Design Criteria Manual. Chapter 2 Drainage. June,
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