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NOTICE OF MEETING 

NPDES TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 May 6, 2011  

TUESDAY, MAY 17, 2011 – 10:00 AM to NOON  
CITY OF MILLBRAE 

 COMMUNITY CENTER 
477 Lincoln Circle – City of Millbrae (See location map on back) 

Web Site:  www.flowstobay.org  

AGENDA 
 
1.  INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, MINUTES APPROVAL, AGENDA REVISIONS – MATT FABRY,  

Countywide Program Coordinator 
 

2.  ACTION ITEM 
APPROVAL OF COUNTYWIDE PROGRAM’S BUDGET FOR FY 2011/12 – MATT/EVERYONE 
 

3. PRESENTATIONS  
A. REGIONAL WATER BOARD STAFF’S MRP STATUS REPORT – MATT/EVERYONE 
B.    STATUS OF PREPARING ANNUAL REPORT TEMPLATE – FRED JARVIS/EVERYONE 
C.    NRDC vs.  COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES LAWSUIT – FRED/EVERYONE 
D.    UPDATE ON SEDIMENT DELIVERY DESIGN DUE JULY 1 – FRED/EVERYONE 
E.    BASMAA UPDATE – MATT/FRED/EVERYONE 
 

4.    SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 
 A.    PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION – MIKE MCELLIGOTT, City of Foster City 
 B.    COMMERICAL/INDUSTRIAL, AND ILLICIT DISCHARGE – WARD DONNELLY, City of Daly City 
 C.    NEW DEVELOPMENT – MATT FABRY 
 D.    MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 

 i.     MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE SUBCOMMITTEE – FRED/STEVE TYLER, Town of Atherton    
 ii. TRASH WORK GROUP – KILEY KINNON, City of Burlingame 
 iii.    PARKS MAINTENANCE & IPM WORK GROUP – VERN BESSEY, City of San Mateo  
E. WATERSHED ASSESSMENT AND MONITORING – DERMOT CASEY, County Environmental Health 

    
5.   PUBLIC COMMENTS 
6.   ANNOUNCEMENTS 
7.   FUTURE MEETINGS  

JUNE 21  @   San  Carlos                                
JULY 19      @                                                 
AUG 16  @                                                             
       
 

 Post by 5:00 P.M., Wednesday, May 11, 2011 
 NOTE: Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in attending and participating in this meeting should 

contact Matthew Fabry at (415) 508-2134, five working days prior to the meeting date.
Public records that relate to any item on the agenda for a regular NPDES Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting are 
available for public inspection. Those records that are distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting are available for 
public inspection at the same time they are distributed to all members, or a majority of the members of the TAC. The TAC has 
designated Brisbane’s City Hall, located at 50 Park Place, Brisbane, for purpose of making those public records available for 
inspection. The documents are also available on the C/CAG Internet Web site, at the link for agendas for upcoming meetings. 
The website is located at: http;//www.ccag.ca.gov.  
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NPDES TAC and Subcommittee Meeting Locations: 
 

• New Development – 1:30 to 3:30 pm, first Tuesday of every other month: next 
meeting will be June 7 at Redwood Shores Library at 399 Marine Pkwy in 
Redwood City.  
 

• Public Information/Participation – 10:00 am – noon, second Tuesday of every 
other month: next meeting will be on May 10 @ Foster City Community Center 
(Port Room) 1000 East Hillsdale Blvd, Foster City. 
 

• Technical Advisory Committee – 10:00 am to noon, third Tuesday of most 
months, location varies. 
 

• Municipal Maintenance – Noon to 1:00 pm ($10:00 lunch), fourth Wednesday 
quarterly: next meeting will be on August 24 @ at Holbrook-Palmer Park in 
Atherton.  
 

• Parks Maintenance and Integrated Pest Management Work Group – 1:30 to 3:00 
pm, fourth Tuesday approximately quarterly at San Mateo City Hall, 330 West 
20th Avenue. Next meeting will be on August 23 at location TBD. 
 

• Trash Work Group – 10:00 to noon, usually fourth Wednesday each quarter at the 
Belmont Sports Complex, 550 Island Parkway, Belmont. Next meeting will be on 
June 22 at 10:00 am. 
 

• Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge Control – 1:00 to 2:30 pm, usually third 
Wednesday of every quarter: next meeting will be on June 15 @ San Mateo 
County Environmental Health’s Conference Room, 2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, 
San Mateo. 
 

• Watershed and Monitoring – 10:00 am to noon, second Thursday of month, 
approximately every quarter: Next meeting will be held on May 12 at County 
Environmental Health’s Conference Room, 2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, San 
Mateo.   

 
 
 

Yellow highlight denotes recent change. 
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NPDES Stormwater  
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)  

DRAFT REPORT OF MEETING 
TUESDAY, APRIL 12, 2011 

9:30 A. M. to Noon 
CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO 

1. INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, ADOPTION OF MINUTES, AND REVISION TO AGENDA 
Self-introductions were made, and the March TAC meeting minutes were adopted as written.  
 
It was agreed to add approval of BASMAA’s Green Roof Minimum Specification report to the agenda.   
 

2. ACTION ITEMS:  
A. Approval of Countywide Program’s Budget for FY 2011/12. 

 
Agreed Action: A decision on approving the draft budget was postponed until the May 17 TAC meeting. 
 
Background: Matt reviewed the budget information materials that had been distributed on April 11. Last 
year the Countywide Program was estimating a deficit of about $400K starting in FY 2013/14. Current 
projections show no deficit in either FY 2013/14 or FY 2014/15. The projections are based on various 
assumptions described in the budget worksheets. Beyond the MRP’s five-year permit period the 
Countywide Program will face a funding shortfall because the fund balance will have been drawn down, 
fund balances with BASMAA will be depleted, and EPA’s PCBs grant funded project will be completed. It 
is difficult to project the amount of additional revenue the Countywide Program and its member 
municipalities will need in FY 2015/16 and beyond without information about the next permit’s 
requirements.   
 
A copy of the budgets for BASMAA’s projects was distributed. BASMAA’s multi-year projects amount to 
about $6.5 million spent regionally with the Countywide Program’s share amounting to13.97% based on 
relative population.  

  
B. Approval of LID Feasibility/Infeasibility Report 

 
Agreed Action: Cassie Prudel and Ray Chan agreed that BASMAA may submit this report on behalf of 
South San Francisco and San Carlos, respectively. The duly authorized representatives from other agencies 
will submit by April 26 emails to Matt documenting their approvals. This will allow BASMAA time to 
make any minor modifications needed and submit the report by the May 1 due date.  
 
Background: Draft final copy of the “Harvest and Use, Infiltration and Evapotranspiration 
Feasibility/Infeasibility Criteria Report” (LID Feasibility/Infeasibility Report) was approved by BASMAA’s 
Development Committee on April 7, and some minor changes to the report were made to incorporate 
information on plumbing code constraints for rainwater harvesting. The draft final copy of this report was 
distributed to the TAC on April 11. The Countywide Program’s Development Committee has participated in 
the creation of this report. One of the TAC members suggested using double-headed arrows on the Figure 1 
Feasibility Criteria Flow Chart and that the actual names of the report’s authors be added.  
 

C. Approval of Green Roof Minimum Specifications Report 
 
Agreed Action: Cassie Prudel and Ray Chan agreed that BASMAA may submit this report on behalf of 
South San Francisco and San Carlos, respectively. The duly authorized representatives from other agencies 
will submit by April 26 emails to Matt documenting their approvals. This will allow BASMAA time to 
make any minor modifications and submit the report by the May 1 due date.  
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Background: The final draft copy of the “Green Roof Minimum Specifications Report” was also approved by 
BASMAA’s Development Committee, and a copy was distributed to the TAC on April 11. The report contains 
non-controversial information about how green roofs need to be designed to comply with the MRP’s 
requirements. Again, the Countywide Program’s New Development Committee participated in the development 
and review of this report.  

3. PRESENTATIONS: 
A. Regional Water Board Staff’s Expectations for Complying with MRP’s Provisions C.3, C.4, C.5, C.6, 

and C.15 – Sue Ma and Selina Louie from the Water Board staff provided the following information.  
 
General Comments 
The Water Board staff recognizes that the last annual report was a transitional year with the reporting 
template substantially different than previous reporting years. The Water Board staff reviewed all of the 
annual reports submitted by the 76 copermittees and found that the completeness and consistency varied 
greatly. To improve reporting and clarify the Water Board staff’s expectations, the Water Board staff 
prepared and distributed memoranda covering Provisions C.3 and C.9. A similar memorandum will be 
distributed in early May regarding Provisions C.4, C.5, C.6, and C.15. This memorandum will reiterate the 
comments and concerns described in Selina’s presentation.  
 
In the future the Water Board staff would like all enforcement actions tracked until the violations are 
resolved. The top performing cities have systems set up to track and document enforcement actions. Twenty 
of the 76 copermittees record everything. These robust datasets give the Water Board staff an idea how 
cities operate. At a minimum cities need to record enough information to demonstrate compliance with the 
MRP.  
 
The Water Board staff does not want to tell cities what terminology to use for violations. The level of 
violation needs to be linked to the seriousness of the offense. Verbal warnings are an enforcement action and 
need to be documented. Cities need a way to confirm a return to compliance. Violations should affect how 
priorities are established for future inspections. There is also latitude in how cities may confirm a return to 
compliance. The follow up required to document resolution of a minor problem might simply be a 
photograph sent in by the business or contractor. 
 
Bay Area-wide the Water Board has issued 29 notices of violation (NOVs) and will be issuing an additional 
4 to 6 NOVs based on the information submitted in the FY 2009/10 annual reports. NOVs were not issued 
for mistakes made in completing the annual reporting form.  
 
There will be an informational item on the May 11 Water Board meeting about the status of the cities in 
meeting the MRP’s requirements.  
 
Provision C.3 
The completeness in reporting on Provision C.3 development projects varied greatly among cities. Common 
misunderstandings about reporting this information were reviewed. Entries on the reporting table should not 
be left blank; if the requested information is not applicable write this in. The Water Board staff expects the 
next annual report’s new development table to be filled in completely and accurately. 
 
Some municipalities reported doing no operations and maintenance (O&M) verification inspections of 
stormwater treatment systems. This was acceptable last fiscal year, but this fiscal year municipalities must 
implement their plans for doing O&M verification inspections. Some cities rely on the business to do self-
inspections; this approach does not meet the MRP’s requirements. In the next annual report one of the areas 
that the Water Board staff will focus on will be compliance with the MRP’s O&M verification inspection 
requirements.  
 
The Water Board memo dated April 10 regarding C.3 contains highlighted tables of city-specific 
information. The memo does not request that cities amend their annual report submittals to address the 
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highlighted issues, but they may do so if they choose. 
 
Provision C.4 
Municipalities need to explain if the number of violations is greater than the number of violations resolved 
within 10 days. If the explanation is in a footnote, the footnote needs to be highlighted so it is not lost 
among the explanatory footnotes included in the annual reporting template. The enforcement level applied 
to a potential or actual violation should be based on the municipality’s enforcement response plan.  
The cities that contract for inspection services need to be engaged in the inspection program because they 
are ultimately responsible for MRP compliance. Some of the cities in San Mateo County appear unfamiliar 
with the business/facility inspection services that County Environmental Health performs for them. This is 
reflected in city staff being unclear about what the County Environmental Health and city staffs respective 
roles and responsibilities are for planning, conducting, and following up on business inspections. In 
addition, it is also essential to collect the inspection information required by the MRP. 
     
Provision C.5 
The Water Board staff will continue to work on the issue of whether a discharge that reaches an MS4, but 
does not actually reach a receiving water, is an illicit discharge under the MRP.  
 
Provision C.6 
Water Board staff spent a lot of time reviewing information submitted to document construction inspections. 
High-priority sites for monthly inspections are ones that are regulated projects as defined by Provision C.3 
or that receive a grading permit from the municipality. Inactive sites that are using temporary sediment 
controls need to be inspected monthly. The inspections could be brief drive bys to assure that stockpiles 
remain secure. The Water Board staff will continue a dialog on how to handle illicit discharges that flow to 
more than one storm drain. One of the required, negotiated, MRP requirements is to determine whether there 
has been rainfall runoff since the last construction site inspection. It is helpful that construction site 
inspection information can be sorted by construction site and the date of the inspection.  
 
The Water Board staff requested additional documentation of construction site inspections from 18 cities. 
Not all of the cities had the data as required by the MRP. Most cities were conducting the required monthly 
inspections of high priority construction sites. Most construction-related stormwater problems are corrected 
within three days.  
 
The Water Board staff’s expectations are that the cities will define what high priority construction sites are. 
These sites need to be inspected from grading through the construction site stabilization phase. 
Municipalities need to verify the implementation of corrective actions, and there needs to be a system to 
track the number of days from the time a violation is found until it is corrected. There is some discretion in 
determining what constitutes a violation. For example, if a squashed waddle was found at a construction 
site, it would not have to be considered a violation if the contractor has a system in place to replace the 
waddle on his or her own initiative. 

 
4.   PUBLIC COMMENTS - None. 
5. NEXT MEETING 

The next TAC meeting will be held on May 17 at the City of Millbrae. The June TAC meeting will be 
held in the City of San Carlos. 

7. ADJOURNED 



    
2011 NPDES TAC Attendance Record                   Month 
AGENCY AND NAME Telephone # Ja

n 
Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Au

g 
Sep Oc

t 
No
v 

Dec 

SMCWPPP/Brisbane               
     Matt Fabry 415-508-2134 X  X X         
EOA, Inc.               
     Fred Jarvis            510 832-2852 x111 X  X X         
Regional Board                 
     Sue Ma 510-622-2386 X   X         
     Selina Louie  X   X         
Atherton               
     Steve Tyler 752-0570 X            
Belmont               
     Gilbert Yau 595-7425 X  X X         
     Leticia Alvarez 595-7469             
Brisbane               
     Randy Breault 415-508-2131    X         
Burlingame               
     Jane Gomery 558-7230             
     Victor Voong 558-7230 X  X X         
     Kiley Kinnon 342-3727   X X         
Colma               
     Muneer Ahmed 757-8888 X  X X         
Daly City               
     Cynthia Royer 991-8203 X   X         
     Ward Donnelly 991-8208             
     Jesse Myott 991-8054    X         
     Mike Peterson 991-5752             
East Palo Alto               
     Jaime Camacho 853-3189   X          
     Lucy Chen 853-3191 X   X         
     John Latu 853-3165             
Foster City               
     Norm Dorais 286-3279    X         
     Mike McElligott 286-8140             
Half Moon Bay               
     Muneer Ahmed  X  X X         
Hillsborough               
     Dave Bishop 375-7488             
     Jen Chen 375-7488 X  X X         
     Catherine Chan              
Menlo Park               
     Jennifer Ng 330-6740 X  X X         
     Virginia Parks 330-6752             
     Nathan Scribner 330-6740             
     Rebecca Fotu              
     Shaun Mau              
Millbrae               
     Khee Lim 259-2347             
     Anthony Riddell 259-2337             
     Kelly O'Dea 259-2448 X            



2011 NPDES TAC Attendance Record                   Month 
AGENCY AND NAME Telephone # Ja

n 
Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Au

g 
Sep Oc

t 
No
v 

Dec 

     Tanya Benedik     X         
Pacifica               
     Raymund Donguines 738-3768 X   X         
     Kathryn Farbstein              
     Elizabeth Claycomb 738-7361   X          
Portola Valley               
     Howard Young 851-1700x214 X            
Redwood City               
     Marilyn Harang 780-7477   X X         
     Valerie Matonis 780-7280   X          
San Bruno                    
     Nader Dahu 616-7065             
     Jim Shannon 616-7065             
     Robert Howard 616-7179 X  X          
     Gino Quinn 616-7169             
San Carlos               
     Gavin Moynahan              
     Robert Weil 650-802-4202 X  X          
     Ray Chan     X         
San Mateo, City               
     Vern Bessey 522-7342 X  X X         
     Martin Quan 522-7330             
San Mateo, County               
     Ann Stillman 599-1417             
     Mark Chow 599-1489             
     Dermot Casey 372-6257 X  X X         
     Camille Leung 363-1826             
     Julie Casagrande 599-1457 X   X         
     Sarah Pratt 372-6245             
     Mary Bell Austin 372-6259             
     Carole Foster 599-1219             
So. San Francisco               
     Cassie Prudhel 829-3840 X   X         
     Daniel Fulford              
     Rob Lecel 829-3882             
     Shoshana Wolf 829-3880   X          
Woodside               
     Gratien Etchebehere 851-6790 X   X         
C/CAG               
     Richard Napier 599-1406             
Caltrans               
     John Michels 510-622-5996   X          
Guests/Public               
Jon Konnan, EOA 510-832-2852 X108   X          
              
              
Attendance   23  20 25         
 



 

F:\Sm0x\Sm02.01\park maint & ipm\meetings\August mtg\Parks Maysum.doc 

 
DRAFT 

Parks Maintenance & IPM Work Group Meeting Summary 
City of San Mateo City Hall 

Meeting Date:  May 4, 2011 

Work Group Action: Agreed to update/amend the IPM Policy to make it consistent with the 
expectations of the Water Board staff. A process will be established for the cities to adopt the 
updated/amended IPM policy as simply and expeditiously as possible. 

Requested Technical Advisory Committee Action or Feedback/Guidance (if any): None.  
 
Other Information/Announcements: 

Water Board Staff Review of Provision C.9 Compliance. Janet O’Hara provided the 
following information: Ecowise and GreenPro are the only two organizations who the Water 
Board staff accepts as being able to provide IPM-certification. Green Shield no longer exists 
and the Department of Pesticide Regulations IPM Innovator is not considered to be a 
certification. Janet suggested that, when needed, cities provide additional clarifying 
information in the annual reports, such as city staff has personal knowledge that the 
contractor is IPM-certified. Cities may use IPM-certified contractors or have contract 
specifications requiring the use of IPM. The Water Board staff prefers that cities use contract 
specifications to require the use of IPM.  
 
Most cities do not have an IPM policy that meets the Water Board staffs expectations. The 
Countywide Program’s model IPM policy was developed prior to the MRP and different 
Water Board staff were involved at the time it was developed. The existing IPM policies are 
acceptable through the end of June 2011, and if the real deficiencies are not improved, the 
Water Board may issue NOVs next fiscal year. According to Janet one of the deficiencies in 
the Countywide Program’s model IPM policy is that the policy only recommends the use of 
IPM. In addition, the IPM policy lacks specificity about how it will be implemented. Janet 
likes the City of San Francisco and Counties of Contra Costa and Santa Clara’s IPM policies. 
Some characteristics of an acceptable IPM policy are the following: the policy needs to be 
expressed as requirements that must be followed by all city employees for all of the city’s 
grounds and buildings. The policy needs to describe a hierarchical system for making 
decisions about pest control with pesticides used only as sparingly as possible and only as a 
last resort when other controls in the hierarchy are insufficient. Some of the smaller cities 
may need an IPM policy with more specificity about the requirements to keep pesticide use 
records and to designate the lead IPM coordinator for the town. Janet likes the record keeping 
requirements included in the City of San Francisco’s IPM policy.  
 
One person pointed out that his agency cannot avoid managing some weeds with pesticides. 
Out of 365 miles of roads, spraying with herbicides is limited to only 25 miles. In this case, 
Janet suggested that the agency needs to describe its preference for using physical controls as 
the first option.  
 
The cities cannot rely on the list of pesticides included in the MRP as being the complete list 
of pesticides that are causing water quality problems. For example, glyphosate is causing 
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water quality problems. All pesticides regardless of whether they pose a risk to water quality 
must be used as little as possible.  
 
The Water Board staff would like to see the pesticide use trend information included in the 
annual report in the format included in Tom Mumley’s February 10, 2011 memorandum. 

• Annual Training.  Staff expressed support for the format and amount of time spent on the 
training. In one city staff who attended the training were enthused about the usefulness of the 
information provided.  

• Work Group Chair. The work group expressed appreciation to Vern Bessey for serving as 
chair. He will be leaving his position at the end of May, and the work group members were 
encouraged to volunteer to be the new chair.  

 
Next Meeting Date:  The next work group meeting will be tentatively held on August 23. Vern 
will reserve meeting space for the work group if a different meeting location is not offered by a 
new chair.  




