Sowa, Kevin

From: Chris Bielik <CBielik@townofbeaconfalls.com>
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 12:05 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Subject: RE: Comments Needed - New Stormwater Mandates
Chris,

I'm Chris Bielik, First Selectman in Beacon Falls. | queried my treatment plant supervisor to see if he any input, and | am
passing along his thoughts:

1. Does the State D.O.T. system follow the same rules and regulations. With the amount of roads and bridges, and
drainage systems in the State property systems.

2. Also the pounds or Tons per mile of State roads that add to the problems that exist. Does this fall on the fix of
the taxpayers of the Municipal taxpayers system.

3. Should this be a funded mandate with help from the State and areas that are implemented and can a more
reasonable time frame be allotted.

| hope that makes sense to you, but please feel free to contact me if you need any additional clarification.

Regards,
Chris

Christopher J. Bielik
First Selectman
Town of Beacon Falls
(203) 729-4340
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Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Stone:

| am writing to you today to share my deep concerns over the proposed changes to regulations
contained in the draft MS4 storm water permit.

To put it bluntly and come straight to the point, compliance with some of the proposed requirements
within the time frame allowed is both logistically and financially impossible. At present, the Town of
Bethel does not possess sufficient manpower or equipment that would be needed to comply with the
new regulations. Implementation of the proposed regulations would require significant purchases or
leases of new equipment and additional manpower, either added to existing staff or contracted on a
temporary basis. Taken together, implementing these proposed regulations could conceivably add
close to one million dollars annually in new operational costs, to be funded by the taxpayers of the
Town of Bethel.

These costs represent an unsustainable, unfunded mandate. Taxpayers in small towns across
Connecticut are already reeling from sharp increases in local property taxes due to unfunded
educational mandates as well as runaway rise in health care, liability and workers compensation
insurance costs.




While we all share a strong desire to protect and improve Connecticut’s waterways, these measures
are counterproductive and unattainable. | would like to suggest that the department create a
committee that includes municipal leaders to help craft new regulations that can help us attain these
important goals within the means available. It is unrealistic to expect local taxpayers to absorb these
costs. Any regulatory solution must be crafted within the logistical and financial realities that exist in
Connecticut’s towns and cities.

Sincerely,

—Mi kerbocker

First Selectman, Town of Bethel

CC: Dave Hannon, HVCEO Interim Executive Director
HVCEO Board of Directors
Senator Toni Boucher
Senator Mike Maclachlan
Representative David Scribner
Representative Dan Carter













Bridgewater - Connecticut
Date: August 26, 2014
To: Christopher Stone, P.E., CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
From: Curtis Read, First Selectman of Bridgewater, CT

RE: Comments on the Draft of the DEEP Storm Water Permit

Background:

As First Selectman of a Tier 2 Town and as an expert in water quality | have significant concerns
about the proposed storm water regulations.

For more than 25 years | have been sampling and testing groundwater and regional surface
waters in western Connecticut. This work was done at Hydro Technologies, Inc., a state certified
laboratory based in New Milford. | have performed extensive studies of the Danbury WWTP
effluent and its influence on the Still River and Lake Lillinonah. | also authored a “Source to
Sound” study of water quality in the Housatonic River basin for HVA and analyzed point source
and non-point source (storm water) water quality parameters.

| feel that my experience both on the board and as long serving chairman of the Northwest
Conservation District and as a founding member of the Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition
adds to my background to be able to constructively comment on the draft regulations and their
effect on regional Towns.

1. DEEP has been collecting storm water data from industry and municipalities for years.
Where is the analysis of the results? Are results in an accessible database format? Do the
results indicate non-point source pollution from all forms of nitrogen and phosphorus? This
data should be the baseline justification for increased monitoring now being proposed.

2. We all want to see the surface and ground water quality protected. Is the increased
monitoring and requirements for street sweeping, etc. the mandate of the Long Island
Sound initiative? What percent improvement in water quality can be reasonably expected
by applying the proposed regulations? The reality is almost none, especially when one
considers the greater New York area WWTP’s problems and combined sewage overflows
that cause anoxic conditions and bacterial contamination in the Sound.



3. Itis my experience that if overall Nitrogen & Phosphorus reductions are the goal of the
proposed regulations, then improvements to sewage treatment plants (point sources) are
the easiest and most effective steps to undertake. The problem is the financial burden for
initial construction and ongoing costs for chemicals. Most treatment plants serve a broader
region than the local municipality and would require bond issues and engineering expertise.
The state or federal regulators should provide initial capital and design assistance once
effluent water quality improvement is mandated based on achievable TMDL's and cost
effective technology.

4. We all know that lawn care chemicals are a major contributor to non-point sources of N &
P, probably more than farms in suburbanized areas. How about stricter limits and higher
taxes on commercial fertilizers as a way to discourage their overuse?

5. The storm water program should be site specific. Only the worst locations should be
monitored initially. | would urge the DEEP do the actual “first flush” storm water sampling
by collecting and transporting the samples to insure sample integrity. The lab work should
also be done by the state lab. If the site proves to be worthy of regulation, then add it to the
municipal responsibility.

6. The very worst storm water sites (DEEP should already know these from historic data) could
merit construction of first flush retention structures. This retained contaminated water
could be pumped out and delivered to WWTP’s for treatment prior to discharge into
sensitive riverine systems.

Conclusions:

From the Tier 1 municipalities and Tier 2 Towns points of view, the DEEP is proposing an
unfunded mandate that will be financially burdensome with very marginal overall benefit.
Other towns in our HVCEO region will be commenting on the program costs. The “up front”
capital expenses will be huge, and the labor costs must be included in any analysis. How about a
true Cost/Benefit analysis?

The result will be higher property taxes. No town government or voter will agree to these costs
and enforcement would be tricky to impossible.

Therefore, | urge the DEEP to “get real”. Scale the program back and do only the work with the
most potential for success.
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Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Municipal Separate Storm System / DEEP proposed Draft Changes to MS4 Permit
Dear Mr. Stone,

The Town of Brookfield is situated between Candlewood Lake and Lake Lillinonah. The Still River flows
through the center of our town. We are keenly aware of the importance of protecting our precious water
resources and enthusiastically work with many organizations to protect them.

We have reviewed the draft changes to the MS4 permit. We understand and applaud the intent. Based on
our review, there are three recommended changes that are of particular concern to Brookfield: 1)
increased street and parking lot sweeping, 2) additional catch basin cleaning/reporting, and, 3) leaf
collection.

Brookfield is predominately suburban and rural with relatively low population density. In our judgment, the
proposed regulation changes would have very little if any impact on water quality. Conversely, they would
require exorbitant increases in annual operating costs, and very significant investments in equipment.

We respectfully ask that you take our comments into consideration and delay any additional changes to the
MS4 permit. Please consider giving us the opportunity to discuss these changes with the DEEP. Working
with you and other municipalities, we believe we can develop practices that might be more impactful,
practical and focused to local needs.

1

Sincerely, Sincerely,

4‘/./—- - / 7 ‘ o
4 T

William N. Tinsley Ralph Tedesco

First Selectman Director of Public Works

P (203) 775-730I1 * F (203) 775-5316
BTINSLEY(@BROOKFIELDCT.GOV * WWW.BROOKFIELDCT.GOV




September 2, 2014

GENERAL PERMIT FOR THE DISCHARGE OF STORMWATER FROM
SMALL MUNICIPAL SEPARATE SEWER SYSTEMS

The Connecticut Conference of Municipalities appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on
the draft General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Sewer
Systems (MS4), as proposed by the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP).

CCM strongly opposes the draft MS4 permit.

The draft MS4 permit would impose costly unfunded state mandates on municipalities and their
residential and business property taxpayers. These mandates would impose significant expenses
that Connecticut’s municipalities would be hard pressed to meet and, if approved, would likely
result in raising taxes, reducing other key services or result in employee layoffs.

Municipal officials have raised numerous concerns with the draft MS4 permit. They include but
are not limited to:

e The increased frequency of required road sweeping by towns and cities. The proposed
schedule would require that (1) main roads, arteries to the main roads, commercial/business
district roads and municipal parking lots be swept monthly from April through October,
(2) commercial and business district sidewalks must be swept quarterly, (3) residential
streets and roads and all other streets must be swept annually and, (4) event gathering places
must be swept within 48 hours of the event, or within 24 hours of the event if rain is
forecast. Compliance with this requirement would dramatically increase municipal costs
to cover the required increase in labor and needed capital equipment.

e Additional sampling and testing of dry and wet weather stormfall monitoring. This
would require increased municipal resources or the hiring of an outside vendor, and result
in increased laboratory costs required to analyze the samples.

e The proposed permit would result in increased municipal costs to meet the Public
Outreach and Education requirements, as well as the costs associated with increasing
Public Involvement and Participation. These costs would increase due to state-mandated
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requirements regarding the noticing of meetings and
publication of the Stormwater Management Plan and Annual Report.

e Municipal officials have concerns with the costs associated with the expansion and
implementation of Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDE) ordinance, the

900 Chapel St., 9" Floor, New Haven, CT 06510 P. 203-498-3000 F. 203-562-6314 www.ccm-ct.org
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requirement to track and locate the source of illicit discharges, and the implementation of
program to prevent future IDDEs.

CCM is appreciative of DEEP’s cooperation with CCM, municipal leaders and their
representatives as we attempt to strike the proper balance of protecting the State’s water bodies
and protecting towns and cities, and their resident taxpayers. CCM and its member municipalities
believe that there are opportunities to reduce the number, scope and costs of the additional
requirements that DEEP has proposed.

CCM requests that any provisions contained within the proposed MS4 permit that go beyond the
mandated Federal EPA requirements such as the creation of a Tier Il permit for 49 towns not
covered by the Tier | permit, be removed from the proposed permit in order to reduce the fiscal
impact of the MS4 permit to towns and cities.

DEEP should conduct a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of the requirements and costs within
the proposed permit, to ensure that any increased costs result in measurable improvements to the
environment and at reasonable costs to local taxpayers.

Furthermore, CCM requests that DEEP establish a collaborative process to fully vet the issues and
costs associated with stormwater management- identifying and agreeing on the best scientific
approach, viable options for compliance, timeframe for compliance, etc. A cooperative process
between the State and municipalities would lead to an effective and cost efficient process for
managing stormwater and ensuring the continued health of local and state water bodies.

Due to the increased requirements and unfunded mandates contained within the draft MS4 permit,
CCM urges the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection to not approve the proposed
draft General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Sewer
Systems as currently drafted.

CCM looks forward to working with DEEP, on behalf of Connecticut’s property taxpayers, toward
a resolution that balances the needs of the environment and the demands -- both administrative and
financial -- placed on municipalities and their residential and business property taxpayers.

Hit Hit #H

If have any questions, contact Randy Collins, Senior Legislative Associate for CCM, at (860)
707-6446 or rcollins@ccm-ct.org.



September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, PE

Water Permitting & Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy & Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Proposed General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems

The Connecticut Council of Small Towns (COST), which represents approximately 110 small
towns throughout Connecticut, opposes numerous provisions included in the state Department of
Energy & Environmental Protection’s (DEEP) Proposed General Permit for the Discharge of
Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems.

COST and its member towns recognize the importance of protecting water quality in our
communities and have embraced efforts to protect the state’s natural resources by preserving
open space and watershed lands, addressing non-point source pollution, and adopting land use
regulations to protect water resources. However, the proposed General Permit imposes numerous
unfunded mandates on towns at a time when communities continue to struggle to fund core
municipal services, such as education, public safety and public health.

Rather than mandate onerous requirements on municipalities that will only serve to siphon
resources away from efforts to manage stormwater at the local level, DEEP should reissue the
General Permit without significantly expanding or revising the requirements already imposed on
municipalities and assist municipalities in compliance by developing model ordinances and Best
Management Practices. DEEP should also refrain from exceeding EPA’s requirements and
imposing burdensome requirements on Connecticut’s small towns, designated as Tier 2.

COST respectfully submits the following comments outlining concerns with the proposed
General Permit:

Proposed General Permit Exceeds the Requirements Set Forth by US EPA

Currently, the United States Environmental Protection Act (EPA) requires municipalities that
own and operate storm sewer system in Urbanized Areas to comply with MS4 General Permits
in accordance with EPA standards. EPA does not require coverage of municipalities outside of



Urbanized Areas. However, DEEP’s proposed General Permit imposes costly and burdensome
requirements on small towns at a time when municipalities are struggling to maintain core
services, such as education, public safety and public health programs, due to continued
challenging state fiscal conditions. While we recognize that EPA authorizes the permitting
authority in each state to designate additional regulated MS4s outside of Urbanized Areas, doing
so at this time will impose an untenable burden on our communities and taxpayers.

Proposed General Permit Imposes a Considerable Unfunded Mandate on Municipalities

Connecticut continues to face serious economic and fiscal challenges. As a result, state aid to
municipalities has been largely flat funded for several years now, shifting more of the burden to
municipalities to fund education, public safety and other critical programs. This puts enormous
pressure on local property taxes which must absorb increases in the cost of delivering services
Given the ongoing budgetary challenges facing the state and municipalities, Connecticut must
refrain from imposing new unfunded mandates on municipalities which drive up local costs
beyond the control of property taxpayers.

Unfortunately, as drafted, the proposed General Permit imposes extensive mandates on
municipalities without providing any funding to assist in compliance. These requirements
include new fees, extensive reporting requirements, rigid street sweeping requirements;
expanded monitoring requirements, mandated municipal leaf pick-ups, the adoption of new or
updated complex local ordinances that will require legal review, the development and
certification of comprehensive stormwater management plans that will require small towns to
expend considerable resources and monies to prepare and update and the development of public
education and outreach campaigns on stormwater management.

The state cannot impose unfunded mandates of this magnitude on Connecticut’s small
towns and cities at a time when municipalities are struggling to maintain core education,
public safety and public health services.

In addition, COST respectfully submits the following comments on specific provisions of the
proposed General Permit:

Section 3(b)(9) - Stormwater Management Plan Certification

The proposed General Permit requires municipalities to obtain — at their expense - an

independent Professional Engineer (PE) to certify that the town’s Stormwater Management Plan
is in compliance. Many small towns will have to retain a licensed professional engineering firm
to prepare and update the plan. Some will be able to use in-house PEs. Prohibiting the plan from
being certified by the same PE that the town uses to develop the plan is unreasonable. Engineers
are licensed professionals that must adhere to standards in performing their work. Requiring the



plan to be reviewed and certified by an independent PE is an enormous waste of scarce
resources.

Section 6 - Development of Stormwater Management Plan

The proposed General Permit expands a municipality’s obligations under the Minimum Control
Measures outlined in this section, as follows:

Section 6(a)(6)(A) Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping — Employee Training

Many towns have indicated that provisions in the proposed General Permit requiring
municipalities to conduct formal employee training are unnecessary. Employees that have
experience in stormwater management issues should not be required to participate in additional
training. Towns should be permitted to determine whether training for employees is necessary.

Section 6 (a) (1) Public Education and Outreach

The proposed General Permit expands the scope of the public education and outreach
requirement for Tier 1 municipalities by specifying the types of outreach that must be conducted,
such as outreach targeting pet waste, application of fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides and the
impact of illicit discharges and improper disposal of waste into the MS4. For Tier 2
municipalities, the proposed General Permit also requires public education and outreach.
Although we recognize the importance of educating the public regarding stormwater
management, the proposed General Permit places the burden for public outreach on
municipalities. Requiring each municipality to develop and implement a public outreach
campaign is not an efficient or effective way to properly educate the public regarding the
importance of stormwater management.

It could be very costly for a town to develop or obtain from other sources appropriate educational
materials, and publicize and disseminate the information to the public. In addition to
unnecessarily requiring towns to duplicate efforts, requiring each municipality to conduct public
outreach may result in the public receiving inconsistent or confusing information. Rather than
require each and every municipality in the state to conduct public education and outreach, the
state and federal environmental protection agencies should be charged with developing a public
information campaign. This will ensure that the public receives a clear, consistent message
about stormwater management.

Section 6 (a) (3) Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination

This section imposes several onerous requirements on municipalities, including requiring
municipalities to develop an lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDE) program and



adopt a local ordinance to prohibit the discharge of illicit substances. Under the proposed
General Permit, towns must locate the source of the illicit discharge, eliminate the illicit
discharge and implement a screening and tracking program to prevent future illicit discharges. In
addition, the town must develop a means for citizen reporting of possible illicit discharges. A
summary of the report and investigative correction actions to address the complaint must be
summarized in the Annual Report. Many small towns do not have the staff or resources to
comply with this section. The proposed General Permit shifts responsibility from DEEP to
individual municipalities to enforce EPA standards without providing municipalities with any
assistance or funding. At a minimum, DEEP should develop a model ordinance and other
guidance documents to assist municipalities in complying with these requirements.

Section 6 (a)(4) Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control

The proposed General Permit requires municipalities to adopt an ordinance or other legal
authority regarding construction site runoff control. In addition, the town is required to
implement a procedure for receipt and consideration of information submitted by the public
concerning proposed and ongoing land disturbances and implement a procedure for notifying
developers of the obligation to obtain authorization under DEEP’s General Permit for the
Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering wastewaters Associated with Construction Activities.
At a minimum, DEEP should develop a model ordinance and other guidance documents to assist
municipalities in complying with these requirements.

Section 6(a)(5) Post-Construction Stormwater Management Requirements

As proposed, MS4s will be required to update their land use regulations to include Low Impact
Development measures, post-construction stormwater retention and other requirements in
considering applications for new development and redevelopment. Municipalities are struggling
to retain and grow their revenue base by attracting businesses to their communities. Imposing
additional requirements on new development and redevelopment at this time will make it more
difficult to pursue economic development strategies.

Moreover, many municipalities have already adopted land use regulations that are protective of
water quality and consistent with the state and local Plans of Conservation and Development.
Mandating the adoption of revised land use regulations may run counter to these efforts. In
addition, revising and adopting land use regulations is a costly process, involving legal expenses,
public notice, town meetings, etc. Requiring towns to update land use regulations undermines
the ability of towns to manage costs.

In addition, the proposed General Permit requires municipal officials to perform many time-
consuming and onerous tasks, including: 1) Determining the Directly Connected Impervious
Area (DCIA) that contributes stormwater to each MS4 outfall; 2) Maintaining a database and



revise the DCIA as needed due to development, redevelopment or retrofits; 3) Documenting on-
site water retention control measures; 4) Implementing maintenance and inspection plans; and 5)
Developing, funding, and implementing a retrofit program to address erosion and sediment
problems. All of these requirements will impose exorbitant costs on small towns. The vast
majority of small towns do not have engineers on staff. As such, this will require towns to retain
consultants at considerable cost to property taxpayers. COST recommends that DEEP develop
Best Management Practices relative to Post-Construction Stormwater Management and
encourage and assist municipalities in complying rather than mandating compliance.

Section 6(a)(6)(C) MS4 Property and Operations Management

(if) Pet Waste Management
(iif) Waterfowd Management

The proposed General Permit includes various provisions aimed at reducing pet and waterfowl
waste, such as requiring towns to install signs and baggie dispensers for the removal of dog
waste; install signs instructing visitors not to feed waterfowl; discouraging waterfowl from
undesirable congregation or diverting storm drains away from these areas. The state should
provide towns with appropriate signs, baggie dispensers, etc. to assist towns in complying with
these requirements.

(vii) a. Deicing Material Management

Under the proposed General Permit, municipalities must explore means to minimize the
application of chloride based or other salts or deicing products. Exterior containers of liquid
deicing materials shall provide for 100 percent secondary containment. The town shall establish
goals for automated deicing application and shall maintain written records of the application of
anti-icing and/or deicing chemicals to document the reduction of chemicals. It is our
understanding that the state Department of Transportation is currently reviewing issues relating
to the use of salt and deicing products on roadways. Itis premature to mandate that
municipalities explore means to minimize the application of these products untii DOT completes
its review and identifies alternatives for ensuring safe, passable roadways during winter months.
Moreover, the reporting requirements mandated by this section are cumbersome, adding to the
costs faced by towns in complying with the draft General Permit.

(vii) b. Snow Removal

The proposed General Permit requires municipalities to maintain consistency with DEEP’s Best
Management Practices for the Disposal of Snow Accumulations from Roadways and Parking

Lots. It also details extensive data that must be documented in the annual report, including type
of staff training, lane miles treated, total amount of each deicing materials used...The reporting



requirements included in this section are overly burdensome and detailed. Given that DEEP
continues to indicate that it is woefully understaffed, it is difficult to determine who will be in the
position to review these reports and what, if any, benefit will be derived from this data.

(viii) Sweeping

Under the proposed General Permit, Tier 1 municipalities are required to sweep on a monthly
basis from April through October main roads, arteries to the main roads, commercial/business
district roads and municipal parking lots. Commercial and business district sidewalks must be
swept quarterly. Residential streets and all other streets must be swept annually. Event gathering
places must be swept within 48 hours of the event or within 24 hours of the event if rain is
forecast.

Street sweeping requires expensive machinery as well as manpower. Municipalities make
decisions about street sweeping based on a variety of factors; including how often sand was
applied during the winter season; whether streets are curbed; or whether sand or other debris has
accumulated along the road edges. In fact, many towns have abandoned the use of sand for
winter road maintenance and prefer to rely on deicing chemicals. As a result, street sweeping
may not be necessary and towns should be permitted to perform sweeping on an as-needed basis.
However, the proposed General Permit imposes an inflexible one-size-fits-all mandate on
municipalities to sweep according to rigid schedule, regardless of whether the sweeping is
necessary, practical, or fiscally prudent.

The proposed General Permit requires municipalities to report to DEEP annually regarding the
number of curb miles swept, dates that street sweeping was conducted, the amount of debris
removed, the number of parking lots cleaned, the size of the lots, etc. The state has recently taken
steps to eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements, recognizing the cost burden associated
with filing reports that agency staff does not have the time or resources to review. COST urges
rejection of any new paperwork mandates that unnecessarily drain resources from cash-strapped
municipalities.

Tier 2 MS4s will be required to sweep once per year, under the proposed General Permit. If a
municipality does not utilize road sand, sweeping may be unnecessary. COST believes that
sweeping should not be mandated and that towns should be permitted to conduct sweeping on an
as-needed basis.

(ix) Leaf Collection

As proposed, the General Permit requires municipalities to conduct an annual town-wide leaf
pick up program before December 15 and properly dispose or reuse leaves. In a rural setting,

requiring towns to conduct leaf pick-ups simply does not make sense. Leaves are often swept
from yards into nearby woods or used as compost. Requiring rural towns to utilize equipment



and public works departments to pick up leaves is a waste of scarce resources and a very
expensive “solution” to a problem that doesn’t exist in our rural communities. Moreover, if a
storm results in a lot of downed trees and branches, requiring towns to perform leaf pick-ups
before December 15 may leave towns without the resources to perform needed storm clean-ups.

(x) Catch Basin Cleaning

The proposed General Permit mandates that municipalities clean and inspect catch basins and
other structures at least once per year. Municipal public works departments and other staff are
clean and inspect catch basins and other structures on an as-needed basis. It is inappropriate to
mandate this as part of the proposed General Permit.

Section 6 (b) Tier 2 Minimum Control Measures

The proposed General Permit includes provisions setting forth the Minimum Control Measures
for Tier 2 communities. DEEP proposes imposing these requirements on the state’s small towns
which exceed EPA’s requirements. COST is very concerned that the state would seek to impose
extensive requirements on the state’s small towns at this juncture.

The Tier 2 Minimum Control Measures require each town to define appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and designate a person responsible for each BMP. For example,
within one year of the effective date of the permit, municipalities must implement a public
education program to distribute educational materials to the community. Again, COST believes
that it would be more efficient and effective for the state and federal government to develop and
implement a public outreach campaign on stormwater management rather than require each and
every town in the state to develop or obtain its own materials. Small towns do not have available
staff to develop a public relations campaign of this magnitude.

Section 6(j) Monitoring Requirements

Under the proposed General Permit, Tier 1 municipalities with a population of less than 15,000
are required to do four in-stream dry weather monitoring samples for the first two years of the
permit and four in-stream wet weather monitoring samples for the remaining three years of the
permit. The costs associated with these monitoring samples are between $800 and $1000. If a
town does not have the staff needed to perform the sampling, towns can expect to spend from
$500 to $1,000 per sampling round. In addition, the proposed General Permit requires Tier 1
municipalities with a population of less than 15,000 to do four wet weather stormwater outfall
monitoring samples at a cost of more than $1200 for laboratory costs or, if they retain a
consultant, from $500 to $1,000 per sampling round. This is a significant increase in costs to
municipalities.



Conclusion

DEEP has admitted that the data from the MS4 program operation is insufficient to reliably
document the impact of the program on stormwater quality. Moreover, little consideration, if
any, has been given to the costs associated with implementing these requirements. It is therefore
premature to extend this mandate to Tier 2 communities and increase the requirements imposed
on Tier 1 communities with sufficient data and without conducting a comprehensive cost-benefit
analysis.

COST therefore recommends that DEEP reissue the permit without significantly expanding or
revising the requirements already imposed on municipalities, and instead, focus on developing
Best Management Practices to assist municipalities in enhancing current stormwater
management programs that make sense for their communities. We further recommend that small
towns that are categorized as Tier 1 communities be permitted to seek a waiver from DEEP
inasmuch as compliance will impose an undue hardship on these towns and their taxpayers.

COST believes that these recommendations will lead to cost-effective stormwater management
solutions that have strong local support and are positioned to achieve real improvement in water
quality without overburdening taxpayers.

Very truly yours,

Elizabeth Gara
Executive Director.

Connecticut Council of Small Towns
1245 Farmington Ave., 101
West Harford, CT 06107

Tel. 860-676-0770; Fax 860-676-2662



September 3, 2014

Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Material Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street,

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

RE: Proposed Modifications to the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone,

Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley (COGCNV) staff and Regional Planning
Commission have reviewed the proposed modifications to the General Permit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) dated July 7, 2014.
The COGCNV and the region’s municipalities remain committed to improving surface water
quality, however, concerns have been raised regarding the financial impact that many of the
changes proposed would have at the local level. More frequent street and sidewalk sweeping,
mandatory leaf pick up, and comprehensive lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination
requirements, among other changes detailed in the draft permit, have been cited by municipal
officials in our region to potentially be prohibitively expensive to implement. Without funding
to enact the proposed changes, the draft permit as written would place undue burden on
municipalities, and would present serious impediments to local compliance. Since the success
of stormwater reduction and surface water quality programs is dependent on this compliance,
the draft permit has the potential to limit the future success of these programs.

We encourage DEEP to revise the permit with input from municipal officials, bearing in mind
the economic impacts of permit compliance on municipalities. An updated MS4 General
Permit, with requirements and goals that are achievable at a local level without undue financial
burden for municipalities, has the potential to improve surface water quality in Connecticut,
and should be the ultimate goal.

We look forward to assisting DEEP and municipalities with the new MS4 Permit process.

Sincerely,

Samuel S. Gold, AICP
Executive Director

T:\General\LETTERS\FY2015\MS4-Proposed Modifications Public Comment.docx
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Sowa, Kevin

From: John Elsesser <jelsesser@coventryct.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2014 4:09 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: Betsy Gara; Ron Thomas (RThomas@CCM-CT.org)
Subject: Opposition to proposed ms4 regulations

The Town of Coventry is opposed to the expansion of the MW4 regulations and the significant financial
and management impact on smaller communities. As a member of Both COST and CCM we have
asked that the process and cost impact versus benefit be studied before proceeding. We believe that
CT DEEP has far exceeded the requirements of the Federal Mandate and will be increasing property
taxes for little environmental benefit. | am putting a cost estimate to the town of Coventry on each of
the main changes proposed.

o Create a Stormwater Management Plan and retain an independent engineer to review and certify the
plan; $ 40,000 for engineering fees in year one and $5,000 annually

e Conduct town-wide leaf pickup before December 15 and properly dispose or reuse leaves; We do not
have leaf collection. Would need to hire 8 employees for 3 months $57,600 and outfit at least 6 trucks
@ $25,000... add $10,000 in diesel fuel (air pollution anyone?)

e Significantly increases the street sweeping requirements for Tier 1 municipalities and imposes new
street sweeping requirements on Tier 2 municipalities: $25,000. We don't use sand anymore why
sweep?

e Minimize/optimize use of road salt (while maintaining public safety), evaluate use of alternative deicing
materials; Would require additional salt/sand shed ($300,000) and more equipment to switch
products, and more overtime.

e Conduct public outreach/education, public involvement regarding requirements;_$10,000

e Create and adopt local ordinances to prohibit discharge of illicit substances and upgrade land use
regulations; Why not a state law.....town Ordinance process $2,000

¢ Inspect catch basins/vortex separators annually for the first 2 years of permit and clean if more than
50% of structure is filled; current practice

o Develop, fund, implement, and prioritize a retrofit program to address erosion and sediment
problems; Cost unknown

e« Compile extensive data regarding street sweeping, snow removal and other activities and file annual
reports with DEEP; and Develop formal training for key employees involved with MS4 Cost
unknown....how about the state providing free training

The real question is need. In rural areas we do not need town wide leaf collection. It is very unsafe to rake leaves into
narrow rural roads and is a proven traffic hazard. | don’t think you DEEP understands we have 240 lane miles of road
with only 6 truck drivers. It is impossible to collect leaves for 25 % of the year with a small work force. This will divert all
road and drainage work. Grass collection is even more ludicrous. We have a permitted leaf pile which residents can
deposit leaves if they so choose.

We urge no change to the status quo

John Elsesser, Town Manager
This e-mail and any accompanying attachments are confidential. The information is intended solely for the use

of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any review, disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of this e-mail
1



communication by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify me
immediately by returning this message to the sender and delete all copies. Thank you for your cooperation.






STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT & ENGINEERING
24 WOLCOTT HILL ROAD
WETHERSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06109

Rich Pease
(860) 692-7562
FAX: (860) 692-7556

August 28, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy & Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06109-5127

Subject: Draft General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed General Permit for the Discharge of
Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Proposed GP). It's my
understanding that the Proposed GP will include for the first time, state prisons as regulated
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4).

As you know, the Proposed GP provides significantly more detail on the requirements and
implementation of the six Minimum Control Measures than the Existing GP as well as expanding
certain requirements. [ have tried to offer suggestions that will level the playing field and bring
consistency to the various requirements currently specified under the existing stormwater
General Permits for MS4s and Industrial Discharges. My comments are designed to help increase
the current rate of compliance while still reducing the discharge of pollutants with the goal of
protecting water quality:

Section 3. Authorization Under This General Permit

e The Proposed GP requirement to have the registration certified by a Professional
Engineer (PE) will force permittees to hire a PE to develop the Stormwater Management
Plan. PEs will not certify Plans that they have not developed. Forcing permittees to hire a
PE to develop the Plan is overly burdensome and not necessary. This requirement is not
included in the Existing GP. The intent of the DEEPs stormwater program is to give
permittees the opportunity to complete the Plan using in-house, non PE staff. Proposed
GP Section 3,(b),(9) does not give permittees the option of completing the Plan in-house.



o The Proposed GP requirement to have the registration certified by a PE is overly
burdensome and not necessary. This requirement is not included in the Existing GP. The
requirement to have the registration signed and certified by the registrant and other
individuals responsible for preparing the registration is sufficient to meet the GP goals of
meeting water cuality requirements and preventing or reducing pollutant runoff from
facility operations.

¢ Include in the Proposed GP a No Exposure Certification as is currently allowed under the
Industrial GP. A No Exposure Certification could apply to municipal buildings and
institutions that consist entirely of office space and municipal buildings and institutions
that have no materials exposed to stormwater.

Section 4. Registration Requirements

e The Department of Correction operates seventeen facilities. It's my understanding that a
single registration form and fee to cover all seventeen facilities will be required to be
submitted. Please confirm that one registration form and fee will cover all seventeen
facilities.

e The Section 4,(¢),(2),(E) registration requirement to identify the name of the receiving
stream(s), watershed(s) or waterbody(s) to which the MS4 discharges should be deleted.
This requiremernt is redundant with the requirement to include this information in the
Stormwater Mariagement Plan.

e The Section 4,(c),(2),(H) registration requirement to include Best Management Practices
should be deleted. This requirement is redundant with the requirement to include this
information in the Stormwater Management Plan.

Section 6. Development of Stormwater Management Plan

Compared with the Existing GP (Table 1), the Proposed GP adds sixteen new programs to the
Stormwater Management Plan requirements:

. Maintenance plan for pollutant removal efficiency
. Interdepartmental Coordination

. Post-construction

. Maintenance plan for treatment structures

. Training

. Outfall repair/retrofit/upgrade

. Pesticides/herbicides

. Dumpsters/waste management equipment

. Vehicle storage

. Parking lot sweeping

. Deicing product use/handling/storage/disposal
. Snow/ice control

. Sources contributing to pollution

. Turf management

. Bacteria retrofit

16. Geese/waterfowl management
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With regard to the seventeen Department of Correction facilities, it’s my understanding
that a single Stormwater Management Plan can be developed to cover all seventeen
facilities. Please confirm that one Stormwater Management Plan can be developed to
cover all seventeen facilities.

DEEP should consider developing an electronic, fill in the blank Stormwater
Management Plan template that contains all of the required information for each Plan
element. The template could be pre-approved by a PE. The template could then be
modified by each individual permittee so that it is representative of specific site
conditions and the potential sources of pollutants that may reasonable be expected to
affect stormwater quality. A pre-approved template would allow for self-implementation
and relieve the burden of having to hire a PE to complete and certify the Plan. The intent
of the Proposed GP would then be consistent with other DEEP GP requirements that are
self-implementing. It would also ensure that the Proposed GP is consistent with DEEPs
GP program policy regarding self-implementation.

DEEP should consider making available a generic, model Plan that has been approved by
a PE. The model Plan could then be modified by each individual permittee to identify all
activities and materials that may be a source of stormwater pollution at each specific site.
A pre-approved model Plan would allow for self-implementation and relieve the burden
of having to hire a PE to complete and certify the Plan. The intent of the Proposed GP
would then be consistent with other DEEP GP requirements that are self-implementing. It
would also ensure that the Proposed GP is consistent with DEEPs GP program policy
regarding self-implementation.

DEEP should consider recommending and making available any computer software that
would assist the permittee in preparing the Plan. The software could be pre-approved by a
PE. Pre-approved software would allow for self-implementation and relieve the burden of
having to hire a PE to complete and certify the Plan. The intent of the Proposed GP
would then be consistent with other DEEP GP requirements that are self-implementing. It
would also ensure that the Proposed GP is consistent with DEEPs GP program policy
regarding self-implementation.

The requirement to develop a Stormwater Management Plan should be phased-in over the
entire permit term. Phasing in the requirement to develop a Stormwater Management
Plan over the entire permit term will result in a more comprehensive and accurate Plan
and a Plan that is better tailored to appropriate priorities and control measures that will
address identified potential sources of pollutants at each individual site.

The requirement to develop a Stormwater Management Plan should be delayed until one
or two rounds of stormwater monitoring are completed. Delaying the requirement to
develop a Stormwater Management Plan until after one or two rounds of monitoring will
result in a more comprehensive and accurate Plan and a Plan that is better tailored to
appropriate priorities and control measures that will address identified potential sources
of pollutants at each individual site.

With regard to the 6,(a),(1)(A) requirement to implement a public education program,
DEEP should act as a clearinghouse to gather and make available 10 permittees
educational information that is developed and acquired from other MS4s, governmental
agencies, academia, and/or environmental advocacy organizations.

With regard to the 6,(a),(3)(C) requirement to develop a list and map showing all
stormwater discharges from a pipe or conduit located within and owned or operated by



the municipality or institution, DEEP should give the option of developing a list or a
map.

Annual Report

Compared with the Existing GP (Table 2), the Proposed GP adds twenty six new program
elements to the annual report requirements:
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12.
13.
14.

15

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23

24.
25.
26.

. Public education/outreach summary

. Phosphorus/Nitrogen/Bacteria summary

. Low impact development barriers

. Directly Connected Impervious Area program

. Directly Connected Impervious Area program progress

. Nitrogen/Phosphorus/Bacteria problem area retrofits

. Pet waste management program enforcement

. Parking lot number of miles cleaned and volume of material removed

. Snow removal program results
10.

Street sweeping program results

. Catch basin frequency

Catch basin actions/plans to abate persistent sedimentation areas
Turf management program actions and estimate of fertilizer and turf area reduction
Bacteria problem area retrofits

. Geese/waterfow] management program actions

Listing/description of BMPs within each Minimum Control Measure
BMP implementation schedule

BMP implementation status

Discussion of BMPs not completed

Status and effectiveness of Minimum Control Measures

Personnel changes

Description of new BMPs

. Ilicit discharge program progress/status

Impaired waters discharge control measures

Monitoring program status

Planned BMPs

With regard to the 6,(k)(2) requirement to submit an Annual Report, I offer the following
suggestions for consideration:

e DEEP should develop an electronic, fill in the blank template that contains all of the
required Annual Report information. The template could then be modified by each
individual permittee so that it is representative of specific site conditions and the potential
sources of pollutants that may reasonable be expected to affect stormwater quality.

e DEEP should consider replacing certain required elements of the Annual Report with a
certification statement that can be signed by the permittee certifying that all requirements
for authorization under the General Permit are met and that a system is in place to ensure



that all terms and conditions of the General Permit will continue to be met for all
discharges authorized by the General Permit.

[ appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft General Permit for the Discharge of
Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems and I look forward to
continuing to work with the stakeholder group to reach the ultimate goal of preventing and
reducing pollutant runoff. If you have any questions, please contact me at (860) 692-7562.

Sincerely Yours,

/\Z/CL A LU ’Q,c(fi I QEA\_,/O/&

Richard Pease
Environmental Analyst 3

c Oswald Inglese
file



Table i MS4 GGP Stormwater Management Plan Requirements Existing vs. Proposed

Existing GP Stormwater Management Plan
Required Programs

Proposed GP Stormwater Management Plan
Required Programs

1. Public education

2. Public involvement

3. Illicit discharge

4. Non-stormwater discharge plan

5. Construction

6. New development/redevelopment

7. 0&M

8. Street sweeping

9. Catch basin cleaning

10. Conveyance/structure/outfall evaluation

WA =

. Public education

. Illicit discharge

. Development/redevelopment

. Maintenance plan for pollutant removal efficiency
. Inierdeparimenial Coordination

6. Public involvement

7. Construction

8. Post-construction

9. Maintenance plan for treatment structures

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
1s5.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Training

Outfall repair/retrofit/upgrade
Pesticides/herbicides

Dumpsters/waste management equipment
Vehicle storage

Parking lot sweeping

Deicing product use/handling/storage/disposal
Snow/ice control

Street sweeping

Sources contributing to pollution

Turf management

Bacteria retrofit

Geese/waterfowl management

Stormwater Management Plan Due Date

Stormwater Management Plan Due Date

1/8/09

90 days prior to effective date

Stormwater Management Plan Certification

Stormwater Management Plan Certification

None

PE




Table 2 MS4 GP Annual Report Requirements Existing vs. Proposed

Existing GP Annual Report Elements

Proposed GP Annual Report Elements

1. Status of compliance

2. Monitoring data

3. Illicit discharge information
4. Summary of planned next cycle
activities

5. Change in program goais/dates

1. Public education/outreach summary

2. Illicit discharge information

3. Phosphorus/Nitrogen/Bacteria summary

5. Low impact development barriers

6. Directly Connected Impervious Area program

7. Direcily Connecied Impeirvious Area progiaiii progiess
8. Nitrogen/Phosphorus/Bacteria problem area retrofits
9. Pet waste management program enforcement

10. Parking lot number of miles cleaned and volume of
material removed

11. Snow removal program results

12. Street sweeping program results

13. Catch basin frequency

14. Catch basin actions/plans to abate persistent
sedimentation areas

15. Turf management program actions and estimate of
fertilizer and turf area reduction

16. Bacteria problem area retrofits

17. Geese/waterfowl management program actions

18. Listing/description of BMPs within each Minimum
Control Measure

19. BMP implementation scheduie

20. BMP implementation status

21. Discussion of BMPs not completed

22. Status and effectiveness of Minimum Control Measures
22. Personnel changes

23. Description of new BMPs

24. Illicit discharge program progress/status

25. Impaired waters discharge control measures

26. Monitoring program status

27. Planned BMPs

28. Monitoring data










DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
COMMANDER
NAVY REGION MID-ATLANTIC
1510 GILBERT ST.
NORFOLK, VA 235112737
IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
EVN40/09/RE342
SEP & 201

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Dear Mr. Stone:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF TENTATIVE DETERMINATION TO RENEW WITH MODIFICATIONS
THE GENERAL PERMIT FOR THE DISCHARGE OF STORMWATER FROM
SMALL MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS

As the Department of Defense (DoD) Regional Environmental
Coordinator (REC) for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region I,
we are responsible for coordinating DoD responses to environmental
policies and regulatory matters of interest. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide the attached comments on the subject public
notice.

If you have any questions, our point of contact for this matter is Mr.
William Bullard at (757) 341-0429 or E-Mail william.bullardl@navy.mil.

Sincerely, _

i
//f’ |
_,ég’y\g
SEAN S. HEANEY
Director

Environmental Compliance
By direction of the Commander

Enclosure

Copy to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Mid-Atlantic
(Mr. Michael Brown)
U.S. Army REC, Region I (Mr. James Hartman)
U.S. Air Force REC, Regions I, III (Mr. Ron Joyner)



NOTICE OF TENTATIVE DETERMINATION TO RENEW WITH MODIFICATIONS
THE GENERAL PERMIT FOR THE DISCHARGE OF STORMWATER FROM SMALL
MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS

Definition: “means a tidal wetland located outside of coastal
waters”.

Comment: There is no word associated with this definition.

Recommendation: Include the word associated with the
definition.

Section 3(a) (2) states that the permit authorizes the discharge
of "residual street wash water" provided it does not contribute
to a violation of water quality standards, is documented in the
Stormwater Management Plan, and is not a significant contributor
of pollutants to any identified MS4.

Comment: The phrase ”“residual street wash water” or “street
wash water” is not found anywhere else in the draft permit or
Appendices.

Recommendation: Include a definition of both phrases.

Section 3(b) (7) lists requirements for permit coverage under
various circumstances.

Comment: There are no requirements listed for (7) “New or
Increased Discharges to Impaired Waters”.

Recommendation: Either add a requirement or delete (7).

Section 3 (b) (9) stipulates certification requirements for the
Stormwater Management Plan (SMP).

Comment : The requirement in item (A) that the certifying
qualified professional engineer (PE) not engage in preparing the
Plan could place a financial burden on the applicant by
requiring a separate contract specifically for this third party
review.

Recommendation: The credentials necessary to become a qualified
PE for the purpose of the permit should be sufficient assurance
that the plan he prepares would meet the requirements of the
permit.



Section 4 (c) (1) (B) states that the permit fees for
municipalities shall be half those of state and federal agencies
pursuant to section 22a-6(b) of the Connecticut General
Statutes.

Comment: “Sec. 22a-6b. Imposition of civil penalties by the
commissioner.” does not provide authorization for the difference
in permit fees. As a general matter, federal agencies comply

with the Clean Water Act Section 313(a) “in the same manner and
to the same extent as any nongovernmental entity including the
payment of reasonable service charges.”

Recommendation: Provide appropriate legal authorization for the
difference in fees or equalize the associated fee across all
governmental entities - federal, state and local.

Section 4(c) (2) (I) requires the applicant to provide an internet
address where the Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) and Annual
Reports required by the permit are accessible for public review.

Comment: Public, with respect to the MS84, is nct defined. It
is appropriate that availability of permit required documents be
available to the public served by the MS4. 1In the case of a DOD
facility, the public are only the personnel living or stationed
there.

Recommendation: Provide a definition of public or otherwise
clarify that in the case of a DOD facility the public are only
the personnel living or stationed there.

Section 4(d) needs clarification regarding the availability of
the SMP for public review and the associated comment period for
an MS4 newly requiring coverage under the reissued permit. Item
(1) requires DEEP to post a permit registration on its website
within 30 days of receipt, identify the location of the SMP and
give the public 30 days to comment (from registration posting
date) . However, item (2) states that the public has 30 days to
comment on the SMP after the MS4 makes it available and item
(2) (B) states that the SWMP for a regulated small MS4 not
previously permitted shall be made available to the public at
least 90 days prior to the permit effective date.

Comment: Section 3(c) requires registration 180 days prior to
the effective date of the reissued permit. The requirement for
SWMP availability in item (1) could result in SMP availability



90 days from registration for the permit and a 60 day period
where the location of the SWMP has been identified, but the SMP
is not available for review.

Recommendation: Delete the second paragraph in item (1) which
speaks to the public comment period.

Section 4(d) (3) requires the MS4 to make the Annual Report
available to the public for review and comment.

Comment and Recommendation: See for Section 4 (c) (2) (I) above.

Section 6 requires that the SMP address Minimum Control Measures
(MCMs) and that the MCMs be implemented throughout the
boundaries of the municipality or institution.

Comment: Federal law regulates the MS4 system (pipes, ditches,
catch basins, etc.), not the locality.

Recommendation: Clarify that the MCMs be implemented throughout
the areas served by the MS4.

Section 6(a) (1) requires the MS4 to implement a public education
program to distribute educational materials to the community
(1.e. residents, business and commerce, students, staff,
contractors, etc.) and Section 6(a) (2) (A) requires the MS4 to
public notice the availability of the SMP and Annual Report, and
hold an annual public meeting to inform the public.

Comment and Recommendation: See for Section 4 (c) (2) (I) above.

Section 6(a) (3) (B) requires the MS4 to establish a legal
authority and assess fines or penalties and/or recoup costs it
incurred from anyone creating an illicit discharge, spilling, or
dumping into the MS4.

Comment: DoD installations are federal entities that do not
assess fines or penalties against other persons or federal
entities. Hence, DoD will be unable to comply with the
requirement to establish the legal authority to assess fines or
penalties on anyone creating an illicit discharge into the MS4.
However, DoD and its associated environmental policies will
continue to apply, which share the underlying goal of



eliminating illicit discharges through myriad internal controls
and reporting requirements.

Recommendation: Exempt DoD installations from the reguirement
to establish the legal authority to assess fines, penalties,
and/or recoup costs.

Section 6(a) (5) discusses water retention requirements for
development and redevelopment on “sites that are currently
developed” and on “sites”.

Comment: There no definition of “site” (e.g. project boundary,
operational area of which project is a part, or larger area) or
explanation of what constitutes development on a site that is
“currently developed” (e.g. new development resulting in
additional impervious area within the operational area of which
the project is a part.).

Recommendation: Provide definitions or otherwise clarify.
Table 1 - Sweeping Schedule, pg 30 uses terms like “main line

roads”, “arteries to main line roads”, “commercial/business
district” and “public/institutional parking”.

Comment: These terms don’t neatly fit road, facility area and
parking lot categories on a DOD facility.

Recommendation: Provide clarification for non-locality MS4 and
allow some permittee flexibility with respect to the sweeping
schedule based on permittee knowledge/experience and the overall
intent of this permit condition.

Section 6(j) (1), pages 45-46 discuss in-stream monitoring
requirements. Item (C) states that if an appropriate
watercourse is not located within the corporate boundaries of a
(state/federal) institution that the in-stream monitoring is not

required.

Comment: Our understanding is that in-stream monitoring only
applies if a stream lies within vice borders an institutional
property. In addition, the recommendation to “avoid sampling
in close proximity to a stormwater outfall or any other location
that could alter the representative nature of the in-stream
sample” could preclude sampling in tidal waters.



Recommendation: Further discuss/clarify in-stream monitoring.

Section 6(j) (2), page 46 discusses wet weathering monitoring
reguirements.

Comment: Some institutional MS4 already are already regulated
by industrial stormwater permits. In addition, some of the
outfalls may contain both industrial and MS4 type discharges.
Recommendation: Clarify MS4 wet weather monitoring and other
requirements where there may be overlap for institutions also
regulated by industrial stormwater permits. Avoid duplicative
sampling requirements.

Appendix B specifies the protocol for the Illicit Discharge
Detection and Elimination Program.

Comment: The protocol is very prescriptive requiring specific
actions that might not be necessary, very difficult, or where
another approach may also be effective. For example:

*If evidence of an illicit discharge is observed (A) (4) (£f)
requires a list of nine field parameters for testing regardless
cf operateor knowledge.

* Where currently available (B) (3) (¢) (v) requires roadway
rehabilitation or replacement projects shown on storm sewer
mapping required by the permit regardless of their association
with potential illicit discharges.

* If no dry weather flow is observed but there are other
indications that one occurred (B) (4) (d) (1) requires the operator
to partially dam the outfall regardless of the difficulty.

* Tf dry weather flow is determined to be groundwater at an
outfall (B) (4) (d) (ii)a. requires that after verifying again the
flow is groundwater at the uppermost manhole where flow is
observed, the operator must also check the next upstream
manholes regardless of the usefulness of this last step.

Recommendation: The permit should allow deviations from the
protocol that meet the goal of identifying and eliminating IDDE
within an acceptable time frame.

Appendix B utilizes references to other sections that either do
not exist or are not correct.

Comment: There are more, but some examples include:
* Section (A) (3). pg. 1, references subsection 4(d) (vii). This
subsection cannot be found.



* Section (A) (4) (e), pg. 2, references subparagraph (vi). This

subparagraph cannot be found.
* Section (B) (1), pg3, references subparagraphs (b) and (d).
The correct references may be paragraphs or subparagraphs (2)

and (4).
* Section (B) (1), pg3, references Section 6(D) (1) (a). The

correct reference may be Section 6(a) (3) (A).

Recommendation: Correct the references.



Sowa, Kevin

From: Victor Benni <VBenni@eltownhall.com>
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 3:54 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: Paul Formica; Bill Scheer; Joe Bragaw
Subject: East Lyme - Draft Permit MS4

Chris,

| am emailing you in regards to comments that we for the Draft General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from
Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. As you know, the Town of East Lyme has been involved with the MS4
program since the permit was issued in 2004. We believe that we have made great strides in implementing the six
Minimum Control Measures; i.e. public outreach and education, public participation, illicit discharge detection &
elimination, construction stormwater management, and pollution prevention and good housekeeping.

We have enjoyed great success in recent years with public outreach & education and public participation with our now
annual event of the Outdoor Stormwater/Environmental Classroom at the Hole-in-the-Wall Beach Parking Lot. The
event catered to 10 classes at the 3™ grade level; approximately 189 students and showcased many of the latest
technologies and techniques utilized to treat and reduce stormwater and improve water quality. We had a wide variety
of volunteers that committed their time and resources to this event.

We believe that the information that we have included in our Annual Report submittals demonstrates that we have
made all the necessary efforts to develop and implement our Stormwater Management Plan over the ten year permit
period.

You may remember that our most recent submittal of stormwater monitoring results showed a great reduction in E.coli
levels at the outfall location on Colony Road. We are confident that the Tree Filter Boxes that were installed in
coordination with the Eastern Connecticut Conservation District played an important role in the reduced E.coli levels.

In reviewing the proposed general permit | have noticed that there will be an increase in the number of stormwater
outfall Monitoring locations and an addition of in-stream monitoring locations. We currently monitor 6 stormwater
outfalls once a year during a rain storm. Based on the town’s population, the new permit will require that we monitor 8
wet weather outfall locations once a year 8 in-stream locations once a year during dry and wet weather. This would
increase our annual lab fees for stormwater testing from around $2,300 to about $S6000. In addition it would create a
greater burden for myself and other town employees to gather the samples during regular work hours. We already have
great difficulty in successfully keeping this line item in our annual budget; | do not believe that we would have any luck
in increasing our stormwater testing budget.

The state mandated increases referenced in the Draft Permit that require increased frequency of municipal street
sweeping, leaf collection programs, catch basin cleanings, and new requirements for disposal of snow would also tax our

existing resources in the Public Works and Highway Departments.

In conclusion: We are amenable to modifications in the program that improve the stormwater quality in our and
other towns, but are completely opposed to any of the items that require additional expense to implement.

Please consider the comments and information provided in this email while refining the General Permit

Feel free to call me directly if you have any questions or would like to discuss anything in further detail 860-691-4112.



Best regards,

Victor Benni, P.E.
Town Engineer

Town of East Lyme, CT
PO Box 519

108 Pennsylvania Avenue
Niantic, CT 06357

Ph. (860) 691-4112

Fax (860) 739-6930

vbenni@eltownhall.com




































The Draft Permit Reguirements Are Practically Unachievable

It is clear to all of us that the Draft regulations are comprised of requirements that can only
be classified as taking an approach which involves throwing everything but the kitchen
sink at the water qualily issue and seeing what sticks or does not work. DEEP recognizes
that it does not know if any measurable benefit will come out of these revisions and further
major changes may be required. Taking this approach with taxpayers’ money should be
considered forbidden, especially in these tough economic times, even if the State was to
fund these new mandates. This is the wrong approach and for several different reasons.
The Draft requirement would force municipalities to build new non-existing maintenance
programs or in some cases quadruple maintenance programs such as street sweeping, leaf
pick-up, catchbasin cleaning. Municipalities need to introduce additional engineering staff
for the balance of the reporting. The capital equipment investment along with the
maintenance costs is astounding. All of the equipment used in these programs have a very
short usable life and requires extensive repairs and maintenance with an average of 25% to
30% of the fleet being out of service all of the time due to equipment failure or routine
maintenance. This means that the equipment requirements, to perform the programs,
would have to be increased by 25% to 30%. Once these programs are implemented and
millions of dollars spent on equipment and manpower, revising or eliminating parts of the
program that are not effective at controlling pollutants will add to the waste of taxpayer
dollars. Using this shotgun approach to meeting water quality requirements is just wrong,
A more precise and well thought out phasing approach must be developed as decumented
benefits are achieved. This approach is the core existence of how we write and justify new
programs in not only municipalities, but private business.

Under EPA’s Phase Il rules, they define the use of Best Management Practices (BMP) to
reduce and eliminate the discharge of pollutants through the storm sewer system to the
Maximum Extent Practical (MEP). EPA’s definition of (MEP) is to reduce and/or eliminate
pollutants to the extent achievable using control measures that are technologically
available and economically practicable and achievable in light of best industry practice.

We collectively feel that the revised MSW Permit regulations go against EPA’s own
definition of the MEP since they are not practical, economically unsustainable and simply

not achievable.

Economically Not Practical or Achievable

The street sweeping program in Danbury is done once a year and takes 4 months to
complete with the utilization of overtime. If we did not use overtime, it would take almost &
months to sweep all of the 240 miles of roads within the city. Current cost is $450K for
regular time and an additional $186K for overtime costs for a total of $636K. The cost to
implement the draft regulation requirements would be a staggering $2,862,000 with
additional capital cost of $1,500,000.




Furthermore, for a 5 month period, sweeping must be suspended due to cold weather and
equipment freeze up and damage. It is impossible to meet these requirements based on
best industry practice. In addition and more importantly, after initial sweeping, very little
volume of material would be collected based on our observations. The effectiveness of this
costly procedure is diminished after the first sweeping. If the intended goal of the
additional sweeping is to collect litter or floatables, this program is the wrong approach.

As far as the catchbasin cleaning revised requirements, the City has 6,800 documented
catchbasins. In the past, approximately 1,600 were cleaned per year. Currently due to
equipment issues, we are getting to 1,000 per year. Again, this is a program that cannot be
done in months that below freezing temperatures are expected due to equipment damage
and field restrictions to perform the work. The equipment cost to implement this program,
as the drafted regulations require, is $1,500,000. An additional operating cost is estimated
at $743,000 based on the limited time available to do this work. Again, this program would
be almost impossible to get done based on the limited time available to perform the work.

The Town of Newtown Public Works Director estimated very similar expenses, if not more,
to implement their revised regulations. In summary he states that for “Street
Sweeping/Basin Cleaning: The practical cost of implementing the proposed program just
for street sweeping and basin cleaning is a staggering $4.1Million for Newtown. The capital
costs would exceed $2.6Million. The added annual operation costs including personnel
would be $1.5Million.” Similar shocking estimates have come to light from some of the
other Tier 1 municipalities.

The City of Danbury has a leaf bag pick-up program already which takes us 12 weeks to
complete with heavy manpower usage. Our leaves are composted at no cost from one of
our tenants as part of a lease requirement. The cost for this program is $356,000. This does
not include operating a composting center or managing leaf collection stockpiles.

With several municipalities having no established leaf program, this will be extremely
costly program to implement. Several of my colleagues and I have to ask how a town wide
leaf collection system helps in the fight to improve water quality. Again, this is a poorly
aimed program with the wishful thinking that maybe something good will happen to the
water quality. What will be next, putting nets over all of our streams and water bodies to
collect the leaves before they get into the water? It is the opinion of several of my
colleagues that nutrient loading reduction from this program would be minimal if any, and
not measurable. Some rural towns fear implementing and funding a program like this with
little or no participation from the residents.

In addition, we and several other municipalities envision an entire subdivision of our
Engineering Departments to be created to maintain the revised requirements and keep the
records, perform enforcement and prepare reports with an additional operating cost of
$450,000 per year.

Lastly, | want to just add one last comment as it pertains to snow management practices.
There is no single most important public safety job that Public Works performs than snow
removal and ice control. It is the most challenging job that changes by the hour based on
how a storm approaches and numerous other factors. We balance that safety sensitive
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Sowa, Kevin

From: Hurley, William <WHurley@town.fairfield.ct.us>

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: Michelangelo, Joseph

Subject: Town of Fairfield comments regarding new MS4 requirements

Chris, although the Fairfield Engineering Department can appreciate the intent of the new regulations to improve water
quality and the six control measures of the existing MS4 permits, we feel that some of the new requirements are costly,
cumbersome, confusing and in a few cases unnecessary. Fairfield prides itself in being proactive and has already
established some of the new requirements, unfortunately they differ in intent and in text.

For example, we feel the annual reports are “working” documents. The public is free to review or comment on them at
any time, why would we have to post an expensive legal ad and formally solicit comments. We can understand the intent
of making the annual report more accessible to the public and will continue to move forward on that process.

Public Outreach: Our office has distributed several thousands of brochures and still has a box of them left to distribute-
under new permit we would have to reproduce the brochure to contain “stormwater polluntants of concern”

Other issues of concern are for IDDE protocols which at this time seem unachievable in regards to cost and
manpower. The same can be said for the additional CB cleaning that will cost hundreds of thousands of dollars extra for
the 8000 plus catch basins located in Town.

For post construction stormwater management, Fairfield established a no net increase for ALL construction over 200

sf. With the new regulations we would have to detain ¥2 WQV for new construction and estimate directly connected
impervious areas for the entire watershed or for each site, either way seems cumbersome and confusing. Although we
are trying to reduce impervious surface, this will entail a total reeducation of all developers, contractors, real estate agents
and Engineers, etc...

In conclusion, this seems to be too aggressive of a step up in these still tough economic times.
Thank you for reviewing these comments and for all the help you have provided in the past.

William Hurley
Fairfield Engineering Manager



Farmington River Watershed Association, Inc.
749 Hopmeadow Street, Simsbury, CT 06070
(860) 658-4442 Fax (860) 651-7519 www.frwa.org

September 4, 2014

Chris Stone, Stormwater Section
CT DEEP

79 EIm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Comments on the Draft General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposed changes to MS4 requirements in the
Draft General Permit noted above.

In general, FRWA supports the changes in the Draft as good steps forward for further reducing
stormwater runoff in Connecticut over time. Also, FRWA is willing to help towns comply with
MS4 requirements through its public outreach programs and other stormwater reduction
projects.

One potentially troublesome area in the Draft was brought to my attention by the Town of
Simsbury. FRWA is based in Simsbury and we have a good working relationship with town
officials with respect to water quality issues. The proposed schedules for catch basin inspection
and cleaning, as well as the schedule for street sweeping, have been described to me as
problematic, given town resources. This is especially true of street sweeping, where the
required frequency would be much more costly than at present, and possibly excessive given
the amount of sanding and sedimentation that actually occurs in the town.

In the case of catch basin cleaning, the regulations are written so as to adjust the frequency
over time to reflect actual accumulation times for sediments. It isn’t clear to me that similar
adjustments are built into the street sweeping requirements. In a town where municipal
sanding has been largely replaced by application of salt compounds, is the one-schedule-fits-all
approach appropriate? Even though it may be harder to specify a threshold value for street
sweeping (unlike catch basins, where “"50% full” is easier to estimate), perhaps street sweeping
schedules can be in some way locally adjustable to address actual need.

I understand that some increased cost of compliance with MS4 regulations may be good, if it
provides an incentive to adopt stormwater utilities. Also, that cost can be cited when the real
issue is resistance to change. But on the other hand, it makes sense to avoid regulations that
really waste resources on unnecessary measures, when the funds could be better spent on
other forms of pollution prevention. For that reason, | respectfully suggest re-examining the
street sweeping requirements in this Draft General Permit.

Sincerely,

Eileen Fielding, Executive Director


http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/public_notice_attachments/general_permits/2014july7ms4generalpermit.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/public_notice_attachments/general_permits/2014july7ms4generalpermit.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/public_notice_attachments/general_permits/2014july7ms4generalpermit.pdf

Sowa, Kevin

From: William F Smith <williamfsmith@granby-ct.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 3:11 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: bgara@ctcost.org; Kirk Severance

Subject: New proposed Mandates

To: Chris Stone
Fr: William F. Smith, Jr.
Granby Town Manager
Re: Draft Permit — Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

The newly proposed General Permit requirements appear to be good storm water management practices. However,
prior to any DEEP plan adoption, what is needed are realistic cost estimates in order to accomplish the task. We should
have one from every municipality. This is a practical approach to accomplish what is desired and to identify the costs
associated. Doing so may also avoid encountering future and often wasteful enforcement measures from towns and
DEEP. Such action should assist with compliance concerning any new regulations. All cost estimates should also be
itemized and also approved by DEEP prior to any plan approval. There should also be sample ordinances before
regulations. This is important because it can serve as an assist in educating the public. Its cost too should be included in
the overall cost estimate.

| would also recommend that there be a town by town required timetable for plan implementation. This could be done
by taking into account each town needs and their resources available.

The cleanup of animal waste may also be a good idea. Yet, it should extend to many animals, not just dogs. Animal
waste from sheep, horses, cows and other livestock should be properly considered to protect waste runoff into streams,

ponds, lakes, and rivers.

Thank you for your attention.
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TOWN OF

GREENWICH

Office of First Selectman {203) 622-7710 Fax (203) 622-3793
Town Hall « 101 Field Point Road * Greenwich, CT 06830
E-Mail: ptesei@greenwichct.org

Peter J. Tesei September 3, 2014

First Selectman

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Re: Draft Connecticut General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone:

I am writing to express my support for the comments made by Amy Siebert, P. E. Commissioner
of Public Works, Town of Greenwich and First Selectman William Brennan, Chairman of
SWRMPQ and First Selectman Matt Knickerbocker, Chairman of HVCEO on behalf of the
recently established (WCCOG) in their letters to you regarding the draft Connecticut General
Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems.

It is indeed unfortunate that the comment period on this draft is so constrained. All of our staff
has only just begun to consider the vast implications of these regulations on our communities. [
am sure that more views will be forthcoming but they will not be able to meet the September 4t
deadline.

I am also, disappointed that these new regulations will represent a significant and expensive new
unfunded mandate on the municipalities of the State. In these times of continued economic
stagnation these requirements cannot be easily funded and other important governmental services
will, of necessity, be shortchanged. I urge you to reconsider these draft requirements. There
must be a middle ground that has both efficacy and economy that is required on this important
environmental issue.

Sincerely,

Peter ¥'Tesei
First Selectman

cc:  Amy Siebert, Commissioner of Public Works

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer, M/F/H



Connecticut DEEP MS4 Feedback

The Federal legislation requires mandatory MS4 measures be
implemented only in urbanized areas (UAs). It allows that the State
as the NPDES authority could expand regulatory coverage beyond
this, which is the case with Connecticut through the DEEP. But
since this is not mandatory, why should this be the case? To impose
universal compliance with MS4 requirements in towns with minimal
or no UAs seems a steep burden to bear where not even mandated.

Several of the specific measures (e.g., street sweeping) assume a
need well beyond actual conditions, particularly as applied to
sections of communities outside the UAs. Why would such
measures be so presumptuous, especially when the cost of such
measures is so great? Shouldn’t measures be tailored on the basis of
actual measured observations of need?



September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, PE

Waste Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management & Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy & Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Proposed General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems

The proposed General Permit exceeds the requirements set forth by the United States Department of
Environmental Protection. Under the new regulations, Lyme would be considered a Tier 2 community.
While the EPA authorizes the permitting authority in each state to designate additional MS4s outside
urbanized areas, doing so at this time imposes a considerable burden on Lyme and its taxpayers. The
federal government does not require this step. This appears to be at the discretion of the Commissioner.

Small, rural Tier 2 towns including Lyme will have to comply with numerous mandates including:
conducting annual leaf pick ups, updating land use regulations and adopting new ordinances, conducting
public education and outreach programs, requiring the development of and assigning staff to be
responsible for various BMPs, instituting formal employee training and issuing comprehensive annual
reports.

Unless there is an impaired body of water within its borders, no small towns with low populations and
population densities, no large residential subdivisions in sensitive watershed areas, or significant
commercial and industrial zone coverages should be subjected to this costly, time consuming mandate.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed changes.

Ralph Eno, First Selectman
Town of Lyme



TO: Christopher Stone, CT DEEP
FROM: Peter F Hughes, Planning & Development Director
DATE: 9/4/14

RE: Draft MS4 Revisions

The Town of Marlborough finds, after reviewing these revisions,that implementation will have serious
adverse financial and manpower impacts such as:

This proposal will tax manpower of all smaller communities. The Town of Marlborough currently has
six full-time Highway Maintainers/Operators, a Unit Supervisor, and a Superintendent of Operations
to maintain 63 miles of town roadways. An example of this manpower impact is that one of the six
maintainers would need to be dedicated to the street sweeping program during the warmer months
when road maintenance and repairs are performed. This reduces the available workforce by 16% to
perform essential tasks to maintain public safety. This proposed required sweeping coincides when
the eight employees take the majority of their vacation time. One of the six Public Works employees
is now primarily assigned to summer roadside mowing activities. As it is now, vacation schedules
impact the current road work schedule. With having to dedicate one full-time position throughout
the majority of the year will clearly adversely impact the Town’s ability to perform necessary
maintenance work to maintain public safety.

Additionally, performing mandatory town-wide leaf pick-up in late October to early December
would take two to three of our six maintainers, or one-third to one-half of the workforce, away from
road maintenance and other Public Works functions. During this timeframe it will take these
employees away equipment preparation for the winter season. Then to dedicate an additional
person to inspect2, 500 catch basins and 50 particle separators would dwindle the available
workforce even more. These proposed requirements and the increased demands on employees
would result in less preventative maintenance work from being accomplished yearly. The Town
takes seriously its responsibility to maintain safe roadways.

This proposal will have serious budgetary impacts to all small communities such as Marlborough in
order to meet the requirements of the draft revisions. The cost to buy a sweeper utilizing our
employees or through a vendor service contract to perform the sweeping will have significant
annual costs. The purchase of equipment will be in the $100,000 plus range, not including additional
expenses for maintenance and parts, and the salary of a dedicated full-time position. To contract
out this service will be $50,000 to $75,000 a year. Either option is costly or there are no available
budgeted funds.



The cost to perform town-wide leaf pick-up will be $25,000 to $35,000 a year whether an outside
vendor is hired, or if we utilize half our available work force to perform this task. Plus, the Town
would need to prepare an area within our Transfer Station to store the leaves until they could be
disposed off-site or set up a composting operation. Either scenario, the Town will need to seek all
the necessary permit upgrades from DEEP Solid Waste for the Transfer Station operation. This
translates into additional costs in the tens of thousands of dollars for permitting and yearly
operations. The Transfer Station currently employs one full-time and two part-time employees. It is
only opened 12 hours per week.

The cost to implement and fund the retrofit program changes clearly is an open-ended expense to
all communities. It will be in the tens of thousands dollars each year. When you add up the probable
additional costs to Marlborough and other similar communities as a result of implementation of the
draft revisions, it will be in the neighborhood of $200,000 a year. Marlborough now struggles to get
$400,000 budgeted a year to perform road maintenance and repairs.This increase of $200,000 a
year equates to one third of a mill — not an insignificant amount.

The Town understands the responsibility it has to maintain our roadways and associated drainage
system to the standards that protect public safety, as well as, protecting ground and surface waters
and have implemented many policy (regulatory) and methodologies (stormwater best management
practices) since the inception of the MS4 Program. These draft revisions requirements are
unrealistic and unfeasible for municipalities to implement without cutting other services or
expending large sums of additional funds that are simply not available.

cc: Catherine D. Gaudinski, First Selectman
Environment Committee
COST
CCM



Sowa, Kevin

From: Jon Brayshaw <j_brayshaw@middlefield-ct.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 1:55 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Subject: MS4 Permit

Greetings from Middlefield

| was under the understanding that the State was trying to reduce regulations and mandates.

As a small town we have a 4 man road crew. They cannot accomplish all that needs doing now......

There are 38 homes for sale in Middlefield. People (families) are moving because they cannot afford to live here.
Please try to REDUCE mandates not increase.

Thanks

Jon Brayshaw

First Selectman

Middlefield



TOWN OF MONROE
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

B T e O A e e O v O S —

7 Fan Hill Road Town Engineer: Scott H. Schatzlein, P.E,
Monroe, CT 06468 Phone: (203) 452-8631 « Fax: (203) 432-2963

September 4, 2014

Christopher Stone, P.E.

79 Elm Street

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Hartford, CT 06106

Sent via email: chris.stone(@ct.gov

Re: CT DEEP, Proposed MS4 General Permit amendments

Dear Mr. Stone,

This is in response to recent and pending amendments to the requirements relative to the above referenced general permit.
Based on a review of the pending “Draft” changes, the Public Works Director (Chris Nowacki) and | have a number of
concerns relative to the ability of the Town of Monroe (and assumedly other Towns) to address the new and/or altered
requirements.

In addition to a significant impact on the DPW budget: some of the items appear to be very vague and in need of further
clarification and definition; there appears to be other requirements that may possibly involve legal actions on the Town’s
part in order to meet the stated goals; and a number of the changes may involve considerable time constraints that may
affect the Town’s ability to comply with new requirements.

Accordingly. it is our recommendation that the DEEP have additional workshops with local representation, and possibly
request written input from each Town on estimated costs and projected ability to meet the requirements prior to
proceeding with adoption and implementation,

If you have any questions, or would like to discuss Monroe’s position on this matter in more detail, please call.

Thank you for your anticipated consideration.

Very truly yours;,
<

Scott H. Schatzlein, P. E.
[.and Use Group Director/Town Engineer

c¢: Chris Nowacki, Public Works Director
Steve Vavrek, First Selectman

Page tof' 1



Sowa, Kevin

From: Wade Thomas <WThomas@nlja.com>
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 12:21 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Subject: Draft MS4 Permit Modifications

Chris,

| hope all is well — hard to believe it is mid-late July already!

| received a call from a Highway Foreman with respect to the proposed modifications. What caught his eye on initial
review is the street sweeping requirements. Regarding the proposed street sweeping schedule (Table 1 page 30 of 55) |
would like to ask the following questions:

Will the road definitions (i.e. Main Line and Arterial to the Main Line) be added to the definitions? And will the definition
reference ADT volumes?

Will “Event Gathering Places” be defined?

Relative to population for beach communities (Clinton, Westbrook, Old Saybrook and Old Lyme), what population
should be used? In the instance of beach communities the winter population is below 15,000 while the summer
population is above 15,000. Should the former population sweeping schedule be conducted from November through
April and the latter street sweeping schedule from May through October?

The street sweeping requirements may make purchasing a street sweeper more cost effective as opposed to
subcontracting street sweeping services particularly given the increased workload subcontracted street sweeping would
experience. Will there be any funding to assist municipalities in purchasing street sweepers?

As an aside, | would consider lawn mowing companies to be a major contributor to street pollution as most lawn
mowing contractors blow the driveway clean toward the town street or road. The blown materials include organic
matter and fine grained sediments. Are you aware of an municipalities in CT that have passed an ordinance of this type
and if so haw is it enforced. | would believe that the impact is lessened where the road is not curbed.

Thanks in advance for your time and consideration!
Wade

Wade M. Thomas, Associate

Nathan L. Jacobson & Associates, Inc.
86 Main Street

P.O. Box 337

Chester, Connecticut 06412-0337
Telephone (860) 526-9591

Fax (860) 526-5416



TOWN OF NEW CANAAN

TOWN HALL, 77 MAIN STREET
NEW CANAAN, CT 06840

ROBERT E. MALLOZZI III TEL: (203) 594-3000
FIRST SELECTMAN ' FAX: (203) 594-3123

September 3, 2014

Mr. Robert Klee, Commissioner
Connecticut DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Robert,

The Town of New Canaan takes its role in the good stewardship of our environment very
seriously. A dedicated staff of land use and public works professionals take great pride
in what they do. For the past few years, the Town makes a considerable effort to compile
and send to Stormwater Permit Coordinator Christopher Stone the Town’s MS4
Stormwater Annual Report. The Town demonstrates its commitment to this subject and
is confident that it is in the forefront of pro-active involvement to protect the waterways in
our community and downstream.

To date, the Town has never received any indication or information (positive or negative)
about the Town's effort. | am personally disappointed in learning this as we are now
being asked to accept the DEEP’s proposed Stormwater Regulations without any input
from DEEP in evaluating New Canaan's efforts to date or as it relates to its peers.
-Surely we feel that if there were a benchmark, New Canaan would be considerably
above the medium in terms of what we have already in place. | also note that we do not
have any Impaired waters in our community; these proposed regulations seem to be
geared towards municipalities that do have such within their borders.

On the following pages and for your review, | have asked the appropriate department
heads to compile a list of the top processes they already are performing and the top new
regulations that would be, at a minimum onerous and at a maximum catastrophic, for
them to manage. It is my sincere hope that you will review these thoroughly.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. The Town of New Canaan truly supports
efforts to mitigate issues related to Stormwater discharge, but feel these proposed
regulations would do little to accomplish that worthwhile goal while instead creating a
bureaucracy, economic hardship and reporting structure detrimental to that end.
Sincerely,

7wy #

Robert E. Mallozzi Il

cc: Mr. Christopher Stone



Kathieen Holland, Director
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses

-All construction projects require site development plans by qualified individuals and are typically
engineered. The plans meet or exceed the Soil and Erosion Control Guidelines. The plans are reviewed
by land use staff prior to approvals for any earth disturbing activities. Site visits by Town Staff are on-
going through the course of the construction activities and complaints are addressed typically the same
day.

-All new construction with greater than 1000 s.f. of new impervious areas is required to meet the
Drainage Certification Policy.

-Ch. 79 provides educational outreach just by the airing of the various land use commissions such as
Inland Wetlands and the Planning and Zoning.

-Inland Wetiands has a strong enforcement tool in the issuance of $1000.00 and $500.00 dollar citations
for non-conformance of the wetland regulations and violations.

-Inland Wetland Regulations require the applicant to choose the least impact possible option and also
applicants are required to consider options for low impact design.

-Educational outreach is on-going and strong through the Town's participation in the Silvermine River
Watershed Initiative.

Challenges:
-staff vs. requirements
-all at once new mandates puts significant financial burden on municipalities.

-legal questions as to what Town’s authority is once permit is closed out or a certificate of occupancy is
issued.

-record keeping challenge of on-going inspections, report writing and staff turnover.



Michael Pastore
Director of Public Works

Tiger Mann
Assistant Director of Public Works

NOTES FROM PUBLIC WORKS ON THE PROPOSED DEEP STORMWATER REGULATIONS
What we have done since the program began:

A. Each year, we have filed an annual report to DEP
B. As of 2008, we had completed the implementation of the following requirements:

1. Public education and Outreach
Public Involvement /Participation
lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination {(All outfalls of 12" and larger were mapped in
October of 2005, although the requirement was for outfalls of 18” or larger).

4. Construction Site Stormwater Controls

5. Post Construction

6. Pollution Prevention / Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations

What we cannot accomplish with our present staff of one engineer, two planners and one wetlands
officer:

A. Monitor long-term maintenance of Site Runoff Controls and bear the cost of potential legal
actions.
a. The proposal Regulations require additional ordinances, procedures, inspections and
reporting requirements for constructions sites. To comply with these requirements the
Town will need additional staff in engineering and/or land use departments.

b. The additionai of this staff will be to comply with the new reporting regulations and not
for achieving actual pollution prevention.

c. Currently we effectively enforce the existing regulations and respond quickly to
violations. We are able to do this currently because of our local knowledge of the sites
under construction and our regular communication with the builders.

d. Post-construction Stormwater Management: Again, extra staff will be required to
comply with the new reporting and enforcement requirements. Private owners of
Stormwater facilities will incur additional costs to comply with the new regulations.

e. The time to process permits will likely be longer with these new regulations.



B. Monitor and enforce testing requirements for the placement of fertilizers.

C. Monitor and enforce requirements for pet waste management and waterfowl management
{Rob, we may be doing this to some extent).

D. Likewise, with or present staff and equipment we cannot accomplish the proposed increases in
street and parking lot sweeping.

E. Proposed regulations require leaf pick up “town wide”. We do not possess the equipment,
manpaower or facilities to expand leaf pick up to the entire town.

F. Impervious Coverage
a. The proposed regulations require us to compile the Impervious Areas that flow to our
outfalls.
b. Itis hard to envision a project of this scale being done in house. An outside contractor
would likely need to be hired top complete this item. The cost of this is unknown, but it
is likely a significant expense.

Mose Saccary
Highway Superintendent
Department of Public Works

What we can continue to do:
1. Every catch basin has been tagged with {No dumping- drains to River) also to help monitor cur

cleaning schedule.
As the catch basins get cleaned the tags get painted a different color.

2. The entire town gets swept once a year the Town center twice a week.

3. We also vacuum {multiple times) the gutter lines on our entire One acre zone during leaf pickup

4. We have a truck mounted blower that blows debris out of the gutters of our wooded sections to
help keep the basins and water ways clean

5. We have started installing Trash Eliminaters in our basins that drain directly to ponds and lakes



What we cannot do:

1 Entire town leaf pick up
We do not have the man power, area to compaost, or equipment to pick up the entire town

2 Weekly sweeping of main line roads
We do not have the man power or equipment

3 Increased catch basin cleaning every six months
We are struggling to keep up with current unfunded mandates. We do not have man power or
equipment

























































DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER

September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, PE

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Re: Draft Connecticut General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone:

On behalf of the City of Norwalk, | am providing comments on the draft document “General Permit for
the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems.” Norwalk is
dedicated to improving water quality and has made significant strides and investment - over the past
decade - in stormwater management, maintenance, illicit detection, and infrastructure repair. The City
has significant concerns about the draft permit — it will be very expensive to implement and we are not
clear how many of its elements will truly improve water quality goals.

Further, the extremely prescriptive, standard “one size fits all” permit appears to limit municipalities’
ability to allocate resources to water quality improvements in the most cost-effective and efficient
manner. We hope, as a mechanism to address this concern, that the Department of Environmental and
Energy Protection (DEEP) will consider adopting a version of the Integrated Municipal Stormwater and
Wastewater Planning Approach presented by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in 2012. Norwalk believes the integrated permit process is a way for communities to achieve water
quality goals in a holistic manner.

Norwalk and the DEEP have similar goals about water quality, but it appears we differ with how to
manage the program. We hope the following comments will be considered prior to finalization of the
permit and that we can collaborate, as we have in the past on projects such as the Stormwater Authority
Pilot Program, on the most practical approach to getting the work done. Mandating an expensive
program to municipalities without providing funding or support will not result in water quality
improvements, but consent orders, legal fees, and time delays.

We have many concerns about the draft permit ranging from maintenance approach to gathering
analytical data; however, for the purposes of this comments letter we are focusing on the identified
additional costs to the City of Norwalk if the permit is adopted as-is and Norwalk is able to comply with
the requirements. Note that we also believe that the Low Impact Development (LID) permit

15 South Smith Street e Norwalk, CT 06855 e Telephone 203-854-3228 o Fax 203-854-3224  norwalkct.org



requirement will be extremely difficult to adopt in Norwalk as well as the long-term maintenance of
retention/detention ponds as it conflicts with the City’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourse Regulations.

Management / Staffing — In addition to consultants, contractors and outside vendors needed for
specific permit tasks, Norwalk will need at least one additional, full-time equivalent manager to meet all
permit requirements, supervise additional work, conduct the broad and far-reaching public outreach
campaign, coordinate reporting requirements across inter-agencies and departments. The cost of this
position including benefits would be in the range of $100,000 to $130,000 for an in-house staff person
or $225,000 to $275,000 for a consultant firm.

Geographic Information System (GIS) Requirements — Through the years, Norwalk has worked on
compiling maps of its stormwater system. The stormwater system in many areas of the city is
undocumented and requires field crews to map and gather attribute data. We currently have mapped
and confirmed 15% of the system. We are continuing to proceed on updating the stormwater GIS
database using in-house resources and expect that the entire system would be completed in 8 years at
no additional cost to the city.

To comply with the permit requirement that the system be mapped prior to the permit’s expected
adoption date of January 2016, the City would need to retain a consultant at an estimated cost of

$1.2MM to $S1.5MM.

Street Sweeping — Norwalk has been monitoring, and documenting, the effectiveness of its street
sweeping program since 2006. We can prove that street sweeping at the levels required in the permit
will have absolutely no impact on water quality for several reasons — Norwalk does not use sand in its
winter snow operations, the tonnage of material (litter) picked up by the street sweepers does not
justify the cost at this frequency, and there are other means used by Norwalk in hot spot areas
(catchbasin filters) to prevent the litter from entering the watercourses .

If the DEEP insists upon this frequency in the permit, Norwalk’s annual street sweeping cost will increase
by $400,000, a 200% increase over the current cost. This amount is for labor and equipment operation
only as we do not anticipate any additional disposal cost since the sweepers will not be picking up
anything.

Catchbasin Cleaning — Norwalk has 16,000 catchbasins. The permit requires that for the first two years
that all catchbasins be cleaned and inspected every six months. This is a huge burden for any
municipality and quite honestly highly unreasonable. Norwalk currently has 3 crews working daily on
maintaining, inspecting, and mapping the stormwater system (including pipes and waterways) and a
fleet of three late-model vacuum trucks and a dedicated stormwater TV camera truck/system.

The City would need to hire an outside contractor — after addressing collective bargaining issues —to
meet the permit’s catchbasin cleaning frequency and continue with our existing programmatic approach
to stormwater system maintenance. A contractor, cleaning and inspecting between 60 to 120
catchbasins per day, twice in one year would cost an additional $3MM annually (including disposal). The
DEEP’s program also does not require the associated pipes to be cleaned and inspected (our existing
program) which would be an additional cost and the appropriate method of maintaining the system.



Leaf Collection — The City of Norwalk provides yard waste collection to certain portions of town as
dictated by ordinance. For the City to undertake town-wide leaf collection, the ordinance would need to
be changed and the additional cost for one collection would be $45,000 annually.

In a time of constricting resources, Norwalk will be hard-pressed to add $5.22MM to its FY16-17
operating budget with unsubstantiated permit requirements and minimal water quality results.

if you have any questions or we can provide further information, please call me at 203/854-7797. We
would all be happy to talk to you and provide further insight to the identified permit constraints. Thank

you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
A/
Lisa Burns, PE

Operations Manager

C: Mayor Harry W. Rilling
Public Works Committee Members of the Common Council
Tom Hamilton, Finance Director
Robert Barron, Budget Director
Richard Linnartz, DPW
Ralph Kolb, DPW
Mike Yeosock, DPW



Sowa, Kevin

From: Carl Fortuna <CFortuna@town.old-saybrook.ct.us>
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:34 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Subject: comments

Chris,

These are my comments to the MS4 General Permit proposals.

1. The town road sweeping requirements have been made more frequent. The proposed sweeping
schedule will require that town main roads, arteries to the main roads, commercial/business
district roads and municipal parking lots be swept monthly from April through October.
Commercial and business district sidewalks must be swept quarterly. Residential streets and roads and
all other streets must be swept annually. Event gathering places must be swept within 48 hours of the
event, or within 24 hours of the event if rain is forecast.

Comment: If the idea is to increase manpower and maintenance costs, this will do it.

2. Four in-stream dry weather monitoring samples are required for the first two years of the permit and
four in-stream wet weather monitoring samples are required for the remaining three years of the permit
for the Tier 1 municipalities with a population of less than 15,000. The costs associated with these
samples include approximately $860 to approximately $950 for laboratory costs. If town staff does not
obtain the samples, sampling costs conducted by outside consultants would be expected to range from a
minimum of approximately $500 to a maximum of approximately $1,000 per sampling round.

Comment: We are burdened with enough testing at the moment. Please do not mandate more.

3. Four wet weather stormwater outfall monitoring samples are required for the Tier 1 towns with a population
of less than 15,000. The costs associated with these samples include approximately $1,210 for laboratory costs.
If town staff does not obtain the samples, sampling costs associated with a consultant would also be expected to
range from a minimum of $500 to a maximum of $1,000 per sampling round.

The sampling requirements per the current MS4 permit requirements for six wet weather stormwater outfalls are
approximately $840 in laboratory costs. If town staff does not obtain the samples, sampling costs associated
with a consultant would also be expected to range from a minimum of $500 to a maximum of $1,000 per
sampling round.

It should also be noted that year one and year two of the permit will require separate sampling trips due to the
dry weather sampling requirement.

Comment: The proposed sampling requirements will result in a laboratory costs increase from approximately
$840 per year to a range from a minimum of approximately $2,070 per year to a maximum of approximately
$2,160 per year. Costs to obtain the in-stream and outfall samples would be doubled.

Towns will have to determine the Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA) that contributes stormwater to
each MS4 outfall, maintain a database and revise the DCIA as needed due to development, redevelopment or
retrofits. This task must be completed by the end of the fourth year of the permit.

The Tier 1 Minimum Control Measures have been made more onerous and the proposed modifications are as
follows:
Minimum Control Measure No. 1 - Public Education and Outreach

1



Additional measures must be implemented by the town for which phosphorus, nitrogen, bacteria and/or mercury
are pollutants of concern. The additional measures shall be specifically tailored and targeted to educate the
public on the sources of pollutants of concern.

Minimum Control Measure No. 2 - Public Involvement/Participation

Public Notice meeting all local, state and freedom of Information requirements, must be implemented prior to
an annual public meeting to inform the public of the Stormwater Management Plan and Annual Report.
Minimum Control Measure No. 3 - lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination

An Illicit Discharge, Detection and Elimination (IDDE) Ordinance was required to have been implemented by
each town by this time.

The proposed modifications require the town to locate the source of the illicit discharge, eliminate the illicit
discharge and implement a screening and tracking program to prevent future illicit discharges. An



Illicit Discharge detection and Elimination (IDDE) Program Protocol is included as Appendix B of the proposed
modifications to the MS4 General Permit.

The town must develop a means for citizen reporting of possible illicit discharges. A summary of the report and
investigative correction actions to address the complaint must be summarized in the Annual Report.

Minimum Control Measure No. 4 - Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control

The town must implement a procedure for receipt and consideration of information submitted by the public
concerning proposed and ongoing land disturbance.

The town must implement a procedure for notifying developers of the obligation to obtain authorization under
the CTDEEP General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering wastewaters Associated with
Construction Activities.

Minimum Control Measure No. 5 - Post-Construction Stormwater Management

The town must incorporate utilization of Low Impact Development (LID) practices into land use regulations
and require retention of one-half of the site Water Quality Volume where impervious surface coverage exceeds
forty percent, and the entire WQV where the impervious surface coverage is less than forty percent.

The town must estimate the Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA) that contributes stormwater to all of
the MS4 outfalls and incorporate implementation of the DCIA status into Annual Reports. The DCIA estimates
must be completed within four years of the effective date of the modified permit. This work will require access
to the CTDEEP mapping at www.ct.gov/deep/stormwater as the DCIA mapping must utilize the website. All
methodology, assumptions and progress shall be included in the Annual Report. The DCIA estimates must be
revised as development in the watershed proceeds.

The town shall implement a maintenance plan which shall provide for a minimum inspection frequency of once
per year for all town owned retention or detention ponds and remove accumulated sediment where the
accumulated sediment is found to exceed one half of the pond design capacity volume.

The town shall implement a maintenance plan which shall provide for a minimum inspection frequency of once
per year for all stormwater treatment structures or measures and to provide for removal of accumulated
sediment where the accumulated sediment is found to exceed fifty percent of the structure design capacity.

All activities must be documented for inclusion in the Annual Report.

Minimum Control Measure No. 6 - Pollution Prevention / Good Housekeeping

All town roads and parking lots in municipalities with a population of less than 15,000 must be swept monthly
from April through November. Other more specific sweeping requirements are also included.

The town shall conduct a town-wide leaf pickup program that must be completed by December 15th of every
year.



The town shall repair and rehabilitate MS4 infrastructure in a timely manner to reduce or eliminate the
discharge of pollutants to receiving waters.

The town must explore means to minimize the application of chloride based or other salts or deicing products.
Exterior containers of liquid deicing materials shall provide for 100 percent secondary containment. The town
shall establish goals for automated deicing application and shall maintain written records of the application of
anti-icing and/or deicing chemicals to document the reduction of chemicals.

The town must identify where inappropriate pet waste management practices are apparent and implement public
education efforts including signage, pet waste baggies and disposal receptacles on municipally owned lands
where dog walking is allowed.

The town must implement public education efforts to educate the public about detrimental impacts of feeding
waterfowl and implement practices to discourage waterfowl congregation or isolate surface drainage from
waterfowl congregation areas to preclude drainage to the MS4.

All activities shall be documented for inclusion in the Annual Report.

As noted above, this memorandum is not intended to review all of the proposed modifications to the MS4
General Permit. If all of the proposed modifications are incorporated in the MS4 permit, | would recommend
that the municipal budget for the MS4 program be increased by 200 to 300 percent.

Comment: There are far too many mandates in this. While the Town of Old Saybrook has done very well in updating its
compliance, now is not the time to burden us with new rules and regulations that will require us to pay consultants or
create new jobs. | thought the Governor was trying to get away from this? Small towns have enough trouble keeping up
with the mandates already in place.

Best Regards,

Carl P Fortuna, Jr.

First Selectman, Town of Old Saybrook
302 Main St.

Old Saybrook CT 06475

Tel: (860) 395-3123

Fax: (860) 395-3125






In conclusion, we believe the General Permit should be reissued without expanding or
revising the current requirements already imposed on Putnam.

Thank you for your consideration to our comments and hope you will work cooperatively
with Connecticut’s small towns to reduce the unfunded mandate imposed by the proposed

General Permit.



























Sowa, Kevin

From: Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com

Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 1:38 PM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: rogeremerick@cox.net; Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com
Subject: re3: Renewal of Pollutant Discharge (MS4)

Chris:

Good link. Thanks.
A lot of good changes compared to the version | have.
| see App. C mentions both 'quantity and quality’ & other good words. Good.

My recommendations:
1) At some distant future, you might consider going to a 1.1.1.1. type of numbering system. The
alpha-numeric lai2cv etc gets a little confusing.

2) You require an Exel file for logging all the outlets. | would think the best type of file would allow for
an input of the rainfall, and it predicts the volume outflow. Then you can see the cumulative effect
upon the watershed. Glastonbury procured a watershed study in 1981, which included this type of
computer model. The report stated it was imperative to use this program for future development to
understand cumulative flow. The town never used it.

3) pl: Best Engineering Practices: Should be "to control pollution and limit stormwater" ...

4) p22 & 36: The permittee shall establish an ordinance, bylaw, regulation, or other appropriate legal authority
that requires_or allows the use of runoff reduction and low impact development (“LID”) practices ...
Recommend deleting "or allows".

5) p. 1. Section 1 states: "This general permit is issued under the authority of Section 22a-430b of the
Connecticut General Statutes." This statute, sub para (b)(2) addresses: "(2) specify the manner, nature and
volume of discharge; ". So volume, or quantity of flow should be emphasized along with 'quality’ throughout
the document.

A few Q's (you can put answer after Q)

Thanks again. Roger

p.17: (3) illicit discharges:
Q: Is that only as applies to ‘quality’, i.e. pollutants?
Answer:

p.19: C) Develop a list (spreadsheet or database) and map or series of maps at a minimum scale of 1’=2000’
and maximum scale of 1”=100" showing all stormwater discharges from a pipe or conduit with a diameter of
12” or greater ...

Q: Does that require including the 'quantity’ at the given test condition? Because Page 2 of App B,
(e)(ii) seems to require a Volume flow rate estimate during inspection. Also, would seem logical to
have the GIS system show designed 'flow' rate for a given design condition.

1



Answer:

p23, (i) & (ii).

Q: Should the 1st sentence start the same way? eg:

"For all new development and for redevelopment of sites with" ... then put in part of less/greater than 40%
impervious cover.

Answer:

And to further clarify:

p.23: "(ii) For all new development and for redevelopment of sites with less than forty percent effective
impervious cover, retain the water quality volume for the site. If there are site constraints that would prevent
retention of this volume ...."

Q: Does that mean "all new development” or "all new development w/less than 40% impervious
cover...".

| presume it means the latter one, when considering para. (i) above it.

Answer:
From: "Stone, Chris" <Chris.Stone@ct.gov>
To: "Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com™ <Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com>

Date: 07/10/2014 10:30 AM
Subject: RE: re2: Renewal of Pollutant Discharge (MS4)

Roger,

Go here: http://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?A=2586&Q=548006 and scroll to the end. This is the public
notice and the link is at the end. The general permit you downloaded is the current permit. The public notice
is proposing a new updated permit. The link to that proposed general permit is also at the end of the public
notice.

Chris

From: Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com [mailto:Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 10:17 AM

To: Stone, Chris

Subject: re2: Renewal of Pollutant Discharge (MS4)

Hi Chris,

Thanks for timely response.

1: The link at the end of the notice is: http://ct.qov/deep/adjudications
This does not seem to show the facts.

also | tried to download latest Gen Permit for Discharge SMP at:
http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/Permits and Licenses/Water Discharge General Permits/MS4 gp.

pdf
However ... it does not seem to download the pdf. Just keeps trying and trying, with no results.

2. Pasted below are from my 2011 copy of a Gen Permit for Discharge SMP for MS4, p.15& 16, for

2



(6)(A)(v) [could not find a 6(a)(5) and 6(b)(5) which you noted]. (6)(B) only has a single (i)
subparagraph.

Maybe I'm outdated?

Section 6A(i) below states: "any other innovative measures that will prevent or minimize water quality
impacts".

My Comment: It would be nice, if you are 'amending' documents, to include a ‘quantity’ term, for future 'new'
and upgrading of ‘existing'.

Thanks, Roger



(6)

"ater Management

021

Pollufion prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations.
(A) Requured throughout the mumcipality:

(B)

@

()

()

()

W)

develop and implement an operation and mamntenance program that
includes a tramnmg component for mumucipal employees and contractors
and has the ultimate goal of preventmg or reducmg pollutant nmoff from

muaucipal operations;

using traming materials that are available from the EPA  the State or other
orgamizations, this program shall include employee trammg to prevent and
reduce stormwater pollution from activities such as park and open space
mamtenance, fleet and building mamtenance, new construction and land
disturbances. and stﬂnn}water system maintenance;

develop and implement a program to sweep all streets at least once a year
as soon as possible after snowmelt;

develop and implement a program to evaluate and, 1f necessary, clean
catch basins and other stormwater structures that accumulate sediment at
least once a year, mchuding a provision to identify and prioritize those
structures that may require cleaming more than once a year; and

develop and implement a program to evaluate and, if necessary, priontize
for repamng, refrofitting or upgrading the conveyances, structures and
outfalls of the MS4.

Required witlun the Urbamized Area:

@

develop and implement a program to evaluate and prioritize those streets
that may require sweepmg more than once a year.
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(b) Sharing Responsibility
Qualifymg Local Program

(1)



From: "Stone, Chris" <Chris.Stone@ct.gov>

To: "Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com™ <Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com>
Cc: "RogerEmerick@cox.net™ <RogerEmerick@cox.net>

Date: 07/10/2014 09:32 AM

Subject: RE: Renewal of Pollutant Discharge (MS4)

Roger,

The links to the fact sheet and permit are located at the end of the public notice. The six minimum control
measures are the six categories of BMPs included in the original EPA rule and our permit that form the
foundation of the Stormwater Management Plan for an MS4. The proposed general permit would require
MS4s to include in their land-use regulations the same retention standard that is found in the construction
general permit. You can find it in the post-construction minimum control measures in Sections 6(a)(5) and
6(b)(5). I hope this helps.

Chris

From: Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com [mailto:Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 9:14 AM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: RogerEmerick@cox.net; Roger.Emerick@zodiacaerospace.com

Subject: re: Renewal of Pollutant Discharge (MS4)

Hi Chris.

| came across a 7/7 notice in the Courant regarding an MS4 renewal & changes.
It was expanding the MS4 participants, and noted the ‘facts' could be found on
the FACT sheet at www.ct.gov/deep/publicnotices.

| could not find anything.

Q1: Can you give me a link to the Fact sheet?
Q2: What are the '6' Minimum Control Measures?
Q3: Why is there (still) no concern for quantity, only quality?

My Comments: | believe | spoke about quantity control with you in the past.

My property has suffered terribly from upstream development and increased flow from stormwater.
Significant erosion has destroyed scenery, habitat, and eliminated once abundant wildlife in my
brook.

The "General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from
Construction Activities” now includes quantify discharge. Why does the MS4 not also address it?

Thanks.

Respectfully,

Roger Emerick

580 Hopewell Road

South Glastonbury, CT 06073



860-659-0130 (h)

860-282-5160 (w)
rogeremerick@cox.net
roger.emerick@zodiacaerospace.com




Sowa, Kevin

From: Robert Kulacz <r.kulacz@cityofshelton.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:31 AM

To: Stone, Chris

Cc: Ray Chrzanowski; George Stachowicz; Donna Shea; Rimas Balsys; Paul DiMauro; Paul
DiMauro; Mark Lauretti; Cyndee Burke

Subject: Proposed MS4 General Permit Modifications

Dear Mr. Stone:

The City of Shelton wishes to go on record as being strongly opposed to the Proposed 2014 Modifications
to the MS4 General Permit.

This is a perfect example of government gone wild. It makes no sense to impose more burdensome
unfunded mandates on municipalities that will not result in any significant improvements in water quality.
In this depressed economy, more bureaucratic

regulations and their associated costs are the last thing Connecticut Municipalities need from the DEEP.

Robert F. Kulacz, P.E.
City Engineer

City of Shelton

54 Hill Street

Shelton, CT 06484-3207

Telephone: 203-924-1555 Ext.1347
Fax: 203-924-1136









SCRCO

SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Planning for Our Region’s Fulure

Bethany Branford EastHaven Guilford Hamden Madison Meriden Milford
New Haven North Branford North Haven Orange Wallingford West Haven Woodbridge

Carl J. Amento, Executive Director

Christopher Stone, P.E

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Material Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

RE: Proposed Modifications to the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone:

On behalf of the 15 cities and towns of the South Central Regional Council of Governments
(SCRCOGQG), I wish to express our serious concern regarding the fiscal impact on our
municipalities that would occur from the proposed modifications to the General Permit for the
Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems.

While SCRCOG and our member municipalities recognize the importance of improving surface
water quality throughout our state, surely this laudable goal could be accomplished in a more
gradual, achievable, and less costly manner, and without the state’s municipalities having to
shoulder the entire financial burden. We believe that the process should be expanded and
extended to allow for more input from municipalities, more involvement of state legislators,
more vetting of the issues at public hearings, and a more detailed analysis of the efficacy of the
requirements being imposed, as well as a reasonable cost-benefit analysis of the regulatory
requirements.

Citing a specific example, several rural towns in the SCRCOG region do not conduct municipal
leaf collections. On a practical level, it is difficult to envision how the requirement of an annual
fall leaf collection in such rural towns would further the goal of improving surface water quality.
In such rural towns, which are almost exclusively residential, leaves are stored on large lots and
become, with time, mulch in an environmentally sustainable fashion. This requirement and the
other regulatory requirements, such as the frequency of street sweeping, contained in the
proposed modifications should be analyzed to ensure that they will result in measurable
improvements to the environment and that they are reasonable when subjected to a cost-benefit
analysis. These regulatory requirements should be analyzed in relation to the budget and
operations of actual cities and towns in our state to assess the actual costs that would be involved
in regulatory compliance.

127 Washington Avenue, 4th Floor West, North Haven, CT 06473

www.scrcog.org T (203) 234-7555 F (203) 234-9850 camento@scrcog.org



Because the proposed modifications constitute a huge unfunded mandate for our cities and towns
and ultimately our citizen taxpayers, SCRCOG urges the DEEP to not approve the proposed
modifications as currently drafted. Further involvement of the public, municipalities, state
legislators and other officials will likely result in a more balanced and cost efficient approach for
managing stormwater, and the identification of a funding source to pay for the implementation of
a reasonable and effective program for the protection of Connecticut’s surface waters.

Sincerely,

RONCZN

Carl J. Amento
Executive Director

cc: Honorable Robert Klee
Commissioner of DEEP
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September 3, 2014

Commissioner Robert Klee Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Connecticut Department of Energy Water Permitting and Enforcement Division
and Environmental Protection (DEEP) Bureau of Materials Management and

79 Elm Street Compliance Assurance

Hartford, CT 06106 Connecticut Department of Energy and

Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s Notice Of Tentative
Determination: Intent To Renew A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit with
Modifications (22a-430b)

Dear Commissioner Klee and Mr. Stone:

The South Western Regional Planning Agency (SWRPA) and the Housatonic Valley Council of Elected
Officials (HVCEOQ) have each been operating as part of the original group of regions created by the
Connecticut Legislature in the 1960s. In December, 2013, the State Office of Policy and Management
(OPM) approved our intent to merge as the Western Connecticut Council of Governments (WCCOG),
representing 18 municipalities. This transition will officially occur this fall.

As a result of our interest in environmental protection, we submit this letter to DEEP’s Commissioner as
well as the Water Permitting and Enforcement Division. We strongly urge your consideration of the
potential impacts stemming from the proposed modifications to the “General Permit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Stormwater Systems” as presented in a DEEP document
dated July 8, 2014. The contents of this letter are unanimously supported by all 18 WCCOG
municipalities.



Our region is deeply committed to preserving and enhancing our environment. In addition to promoting
improved water quality statewide, we have prepared four watershed-based plans. Recently, a team of
municipal officials, key stakeholders, and the general public were convened to begin working towards
the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), to spearhead the implementation of these
plans. Currently, we are also supporting the development of a watershed management plan for the Still
River. For many years, we hosted and supported the activities of the regional Water Utility Coordination
Committee (WUCC), a public/private effort to preserve and protect existing and future public drinking
water resources. Our region also takes OPM’s required preparation and maintenance of the Plan of
Conservation and Development (PoCD) very seriously, working with our municipalities to preserve open
space and implement Low Impact Development (LID) best practices where possible. Lastly, leadership in
the region strongly supports natural hazard mitigation and resiliency efforts, which will continue to be
integrated into existing and future work efforts. As demonstrated by the aforementioned work efforts,
we share a motivation and a desire to improve our environment for residents, business, and visitors
alike, keenly aware of the importance of a healthy ecosystem.

With that said, however, the proposed permit modifications have very real and quite dramatic impacts.
The results of which will be felt both regionally, and at the municipal level. Please find below our specific
concerns, with proposed recommendations:

e Timing:

o The timing of the public notice and the deadline for a response are insufficient. To issue
this material during the summer, and to preclude Regional entities from the distribution
list does not adequately provide a true opportunity to review and consider the proposed
modifications.

o Suggestion: remove minimum control measure mandates and instead promote the
same measures as BMPs. Should any mandates persist, please strongly consider a
phased approach with state funding assistance, rather than immediate implementation.

e Funding: any state mandate requiring a municipal response of this magnitude should be
accompanied with supportive state funding in order be realistically implemented. This proposed
unfunded state mandate would create significant additional burdens on our local taxpayers to
achieve desired compliance.

e Public Participation and Outreach - Suggestions:

o Provide municipalities with DEEP supported educational materials and training sessions
(or funding) to convey appropriate types of outreach.

o Eliminate reporting requirements, and allow the posting of DEEP education materials
and other web-based information to be sufficient in satisfying this requirement.

o |llicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDE) — Suggestions:

o Eliminate the proposed GIS mapping mandate, or, phase-in the mapping mandate with
adequate state funding assistance to support this initiative. Our municipalities range
from no GIS staff, software and data, to limited and overwhelmed GIS staff serving
multiple departments. Either way, they would all require substantial assistance to
achieve compliance here.

o Increased tracking and testing: Eliminate the proposed reporting requirement, and
rather, encourage reporting. Provide municipal guidance and state funding to help
encourage municipal reporting.




o Ordinance to Enforce IDDE Program: as a condition of the MS4 permit program, which is
administered by the state, enforcement should consequently be a state responsibility.

e Construction Site Runoff Control - Suggestion: responsibility of permit obligations should lie
with DEEP. The municipal notification of construction general permit obligations to
developers/contractors should be encouraged, but not enforced (this is a state permit, not a
municipal permit).

e Post-Construction Stormwater Management

o As with other sections, remove the mandate and present this as a Best Management
Practice. Should this proposed mandate materialize, work with municipalities to phase-
in certain measures over time and provide concurrent funding assistance. Calculating
impervious cover and developing/implementing long-term maintenance plans take time
and significant resources. This cannot be achieved overnight.

e Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping
o The proposed requirements create significant cause for concern and potential adverse
municipal impacts, the extent of which is so great it is too much to list in this letter. As
previously stated, our municipalities take environmental health and protection of water

quality extremely seriously. We urge you to remove proposed mandates such as:
mandatory street sweeping at specific time intervals; annual leaf pick up; pet waste and
de-icing management and reporting, among others; and rather, work with the
municipalities to develop feasible and fiscally constrained alternatives which will stilt
serve towards the enhancement and protection of area water quality.

e State-owned Roads: who is responsible for the maintenance and compliance of Tier-1 Control
Measures for the State Roads? Should these proposed permit modifications become law, the
state should also be subject to the same mandates imposed on the municipalities, and thus
should assume responsibility for all state-owned roads.

While the specific impacts vary, the common thread is significant adverse capital and operational
impacts felt region-wide. The resources consumed by these mandates also create the potential to create
other environmental and health concerns, as most municipal staff will need to be diverted to these
efforts on a full-time basis, removing them from other environmental efforts such as the preservation of
watershed health and drinking water, as well as focusing on potential drought concerns or natural
hazard resiliency. The resources required to achieve the proposed compliance are unsustainable.

We support and commend your initiative to improve pollution associated with stormwater runoff and
the subsequent benefits to water quality, however we firmly and steadfastly believe that such measures
can be accomplished without such daunting mandates. We strongly urge you to consider revising your
proposed mandates and timeline, and work cooperatively with municipalities to find better and more
realistic solutions to deliver our shared interest in improving environmental conditions.



In closing and given the importance of these proposed impacts, we cordially invite the Commissioner to

a future meeting of our elected officials. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not
hesitate to reach out. We trust you will take our recommendations seriously and we anxiously look
forward to jointly working on a better solution.

William Brennan
Chairman, SWRMPO
First Selectman, Wilton

Jayme Stevenson
First Selectman, Darien

Peter Tesei
First Selectman, Greenwich

Robert Mallozzi, Il
First Selectman, New Canaan

Harry Rilling
Mayor, Norwalk

David Martin
Mayor, Stamford

James Marpe
First Selectman, Westport

Gayle Weinstein
First Selectman, Weston

Sincerely,

On behalf of:

Matt Knickerbocker
Chairman, HVCEO
First Selectman, Bethel

Curtis Read
First Selectman, Bridgewater

Bill Tinsley
First Selectman, Brookfield

Mark Boughton
Mayor, Danbury

Susan Chapman
First Selectman, New Fairfield

Patricia Murphy
First Selectman, New Milford

E. Patricia Llodra
First Selectman, Newtown

Julia Pemberton
First Selectman, Redding

Rudy Marconi
First Selectman, Ridgefield

Clay Cope
First Selectman, Sherman



1540 SULLIWVAN AVENUE « SOUTH WINDSOR, CT 06074
TELEPHONE (860) 644-2511

September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.
Connecticut DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Dréft new MS4 General Permit
Dear Mr. Stone,

The Town of South Windsor staff have done a preliminary review of the draft new
MS4 General Permit issued by the Connecticut DEEP in early July 2014 and our
initial general comments and concerns are as follows:

While more can be done to clean up storm water in the State of Connecticut, there
are many expanded requirements under the new draft permit that will require much
more work be done in all areas of storm water management, monitoring, sampling,
education, pollution prevention, and reporting. The effort and cost of these
requirements will be significant and the effectiveness of many of these requirements
is unsure.

If compliance with old permit was only 25%, as stated in the information meeting on
August 6 at DEEP offices, why include more requirements with a new permit? How
can municipalities comply with more requirements, if they could not comply with old
permit requirements? A new permit should focus on getting better compliance with
the measures that are most effective in managing storm water and not create an
undue burden on Municipalities. '

| think it could take an extra full time Town staff person to administer and comply
with all the requirements of this permit, in addition to extra time and cost for a P.E. to
certify the Town’s SMP, a consultant to perform monitoring and sampling and the
extra tasks required of public works to comply with this permit such as drainage
repairs, and more frequent catch basin cleaning and street sweeping.

The additional costs for a consultant and laboratory to perform IDDE screening,
monitoring and sampling (wet weather and dry weather) required in the draft permit
are likely to be $30,000-$70,000 per year for our Town. Why require additional
monitoring and sampling across the board? Do the results of the sampling under the
. old permit show this was effective?



The time frames for IDDE screening and elimination are not realistic. How does a
Town eliminate any ID (from private entity) in only 6 months? This will take much
longer and could be very difficult to achieve.

The Street sweeping schedule should be modified to use common road
classifications such as arterials, collectors and local roads and common Zoning
terms such as commercial and industrial areas. The Sweeping frequency is too
often to be realistic or practical. Sweeping should not be needed on any roads more
often than semi annually, especially given that many Towns no longer use sand for
winter ice and show treatment. Sweeping more often would be very costly and not
necessarily more effective. Why sweep sidewalks, is this necessary or effective? It
will also be very costly.

The Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping section has several items that will
require significant extra funding, manpower and equipment in the Public Works
budget, such as repairing retrofitting or upgrading the conveyances, structures and
outfalls of the MS4, soil testing with fertilizing and increased requirements for
sweeping and catch basin cleaning. South Windsor already has a leaf collection
program and is leading the way in the use of salt for snow and ice management in
the State. The Town Public Works budget for equipment and drainage repairs has
been cut in recent years, and staffing is at 1970's levels.

A new permit should include a requirement for a public report to be issued by the CT
DEEP annually on the previous years storm water management program statewide,
that summarizes the municipal reports, sampling and monitoring results, states what
is working well and what is not working well in the storm water program and includes
suggestions for improvements or modifications to make the program more
successful for all.

The requirements of a new MS4 permit need to focus on what is effective in storm
water management and what can be implemented without undue burden on
Municipalities and their residents. The Municipalities need assistance from State in
the form of grants and resources, such as educational material, guidance, software,
etc., to help implement requirements of a new permit.

| expect we will have more comprehensive comments on the new draft MS4 General
Permit at a later date when a public hearing is scheduled.

Sincerely,

JGMOIITUG P.E., Town Engineer

Cc:  Matthew Galligan, Town Manager
Michael Gantick, P.E., Director of Public Works
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September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, PE

Water permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

RE: Comments to Draft Changes to MS-4 General Permit
Dear Mr. Stone:

We have reviewed the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater From Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems and have attended the informational hearing
on August 6, 2014. Based on population, the Town of Southington will be required to
collect 8 in-stream (surface water) samples and 8 discharge outfall samples each year.
During the first two years, the in-stream samples are to be collected during dry weather.
During the next three years, they are to be collected during rain events. The proposed
changes would impose new mandates involving increased frequency of municipal street
sweeping, including municipal parking lots and sidewalks, mandate of catch basin
cleaning town-wide, and new requirements for snow management practices.

While we recognize the proposed changes are to protect waters of the State from urban
stormwater runoff through municipal separate storm sewer systems, we feel these new
changes will burden our community. The additional labor and sampling costs for the
changes are in excess of $20,000. In addition to stormwater sampling, you are putting
more emphasis on communities following through with lllicit Discharge Detection and
Elimination programs (IDDE). The draft MS-4 journal permit requires that 25% of the
Town’s MS-4 systems be screened for IDDE within two years and that 50% of the MS-4
systems be screened within 5 years. In addition to the screening, the IDDE must also
be implemented in these areas. These requirements will require additional manpower
to achieve.

"@Tity of Progress"

75 Main Street : P.O. Box 610 Southington, CT 06489



In summary, these additional requirements will place a financial and labor burden on the
Town. The road and sidewalk sweeping requirements are excessive and not
achievable with current budgets and staffing levels. The wet weather and dry weather
in-stream sampling does not give a clear indication of the contribution from Southington.
The in-stream sample only indicates the cumulative effect from all upstream outfalls and

overland flows.

We respectfully request that you do not increase the unfunded mandates on Towns and
keep the permit testing and maintenance requirements at the existing levels.
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September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5 127

Dear Mr: Stone

o T LT .‘ NN S fEg el s i
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The Town of Sprague is opposed to the proposed changes to the General Permit for the

Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems and

emphatically opposed to-the classification of Sprague as a “Tier'1” munlclpahty ‘Our

small town does not have the resources to comply with this unnecessary unfunded

mandate. A town as rural as Sprague should not be held to the same testing and

enforcement standards as large cities. Compliance is beyond our resources.” We ,
welcome the opportunity to share these and other concerns at a Public Hearing. !

Sprague, along with 7 other small towns, has been deemed a “Tier 1” municipality
because of a classified Urbanized Area (UA) in Sprague. Urbanized Areas are defined by
the Census Bureau and “consist of densely populated areas surrounding urban centers.”
By any other measure, ALL of Sprague would be considered “rural” as we do not have a
traditional urban center and most of the land throughout town is rural.

If the MS4 permit must change, the Town of Sprague respectfully requests that DEEP
consider making the following changes/provisions:

( 1) Use alternaté’ measures for determlnlng urbamzed areas” such as the amount of
1mperv10us surface 111 a square mlle Co '

(2) If the. census definition is used, use the entire definition of “Urbanized Area”
~ (including the part about “surrounding an urban center”) when classifying towns
as Tier 1 or Tier 2.

1 Main Street P.O. Box 677 Baltic, CT 06330 Phone (860) 822-3000x202 Fax (860 822-3013)
www.ctsprague.org
The Town of Sprague is an Equal Opportunity Employer
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(3) Instead of considering an entire town with an “urbanized area” to be “Tier 17,
limit the area for compliance within the town to be just the “urbanized area”.

(4) Offer additional waiver options. If Towns have extenuating circumstances, such
as ours, we should be given the opportunity to demonstrate why we should be

exempt.

(5) Add a provision for towns that will fall under “Tier 1” for the first time to request
time extensions.

(6) Funding should be made available to all towns to comply with this regulation.
Otherwise, this is a major unfunded mandate.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kjindegt Regards, ﬂ m

Catherine A. Osten
First Selectman
Town of Sprague

Cec: K. Kowalyshym, Selectman, Town of Willington
J. Blessington, Selectman, Town of Willington
R. Ives, First Selectman; T. Rukstela; Public works Director; Town of Brooklyn
M. Schlag, First Selectman, P. Goff, Asst. Public Works Dir.; Town of Haddam
S. Hendricks, Town Manager, T. Shippee, Hwy Superintendent; Town of Killingly
M. Hart, Town Manager, J. Carrington, P.W. Director; Town of Mansfield
D. Jerram,First Selectman,D. Spencer,Hwy Superintendent; Twn of New Hartford
P. Sweet, First Selectman, J. Tetrault, Hwy Superintendent; Town of Plainfield







Frank Smeriglio, PE TOWN OF TRUMBULL Town? Hall
Town Engineer 5866 Main Street

CON NECTICUT Trumbull, Connecticut 06611
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September 3, 2014

Christopher Stone P.E.

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division
Department of Environmental and Energy Protection
Sent via e-mail:chris.stone@ct.gov

RE: CTDEEP Proposed MS4 General Permit
Dear Mr. Stone,

This is written in regards to the Proposed MS4 General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater
from Small Municipal Separate Storm Systems. It is our understanding that the current permit expires
on January 8" 2015 and additional requirements are proposed for the new permit.

Based on my review of the draft changes, it is my opinion that these items will have a significant
impact on departmental budgets. Additional testing, tracking, inspecting catch basins every six months,
monthly roadway and sidewalk sweeping, etc., can potentially cause budgets to double and/or triple in
size. Many Towns will not have the resources to comply and will not be compliant.

It is my opinion that the State should consider having additional work-shops with the local
towns. These work-shops should occur in order for the Small Towns to provide assistance in reviewing
the current water quality results, evaluate current requirements and assist with potentially different ideas
for the new permit.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,

L7

Frank Smeriglio, PE.
Town Engineer
Town of Trumbull



September 2, 2014

Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting & Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Dear Mr. Stone:

The Town of Wallingford has significant concerns regarding the adverse fiscal
impact of the proposed MS4 General Permit regulations. The new requirements
will necessitate significant increases in operational costs. The proposed
regulations should not be imposed until such time as funding is available from
State of Connecticut and/or Federal government agencies.

Wallingford is a Tier 1 community subject to the State of Connecticut General
Permit for our stormwater systems since the 1990’s. Authority for the regulatory
jurisdiction is found in the Clean Water Act adopted by Congress. The Federal
Environmental Protection Agency requires the states to regulate stormwater
discharges. The financial issues arise out of standards such as “MEP” or
“Maximum Extent Practicable”, a technology based standard with no precise
definition. (Page 2 Definitions General Permit for Discharge of storm-
water....Connecticut DEEP). As the proposed definition states, “If a covered
entity chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is likely that MEP has
not been met”.

Section 5 (a) (3) of the regulations prohibits all “distinctly visible floating scum, oil
or other matter contained in the stormwater discharge.” Subsection (a) (4)
states that “stormwater discharge shall not result in pollution which may cause or
contribute to acute or chronic toxicity to aquatic life, impair the biological
integrity of aquatic or marine ecosystems...”. How are these standards to be
scientifically measured and at what cost?



Section 6 requires the development of a Stormwater Management Plan with
Minimum Control Measures and desighate a person and job title responsible for
each BMP (best management practice). The Minimum Control Measures
include: Public Education (in considerable detail), creation by ordinance of an
enforcement legal authority for llicit Discharge Detection and Enforcement
(IDDE Section 5(a)(3)(page 17), implementation by ordinance of a Construction
Site Stormwater Runoff Control program which extends to privately owned
retention ponds (subsection 5 (4)(A)(d), establishment of standards by ordinance
for development that require LID (low impact development) which among other
mandates states at Section 5(D)() “The permittee shall implement a
maintenance plan for ensuring the long term effectiveness of retention or
detention ponds....shall annually inspect all such.... ponds and remove
accumulated sediment....where found to be in excess of 50% design capacity”,
pursuant to Section 5 (6)(C) maintenance of parks and other facilities in a
manner to minimize discharge of pollutants including soil testing related to
fertilizer use, identification of community locations with visible pet waste and
enforce BMP and “shall install educational sighage, pet waste baggies....and
shall document in its annual reports....the scope and extent of its education,
compliance, and enforcement efforts (including the number of violations
pursued and fines levied)” Section 5 (6)(C)(i) and (ii),(See Section (5) (6)(C)(iii) for
targeting of waterfowl congregating areas and discouragement of same), the
cleaning of catch basins with a possible frequency of every 6 months (Section
5(6)(C)(x), sweeping of main line roads monthly (arterials quarterly) as shown on
the Table 1 - Sweeping Schedule page 30.

Tier 1 MS4 municipalities shall conduct dry and wet weather in stream monitoring
both remote from and proximate to outfalls. There is a $325 review fee to be
paid to the State of Connecticut.

This is a far from exhaustive study of the proposed regulations. While well
intentioned, the regulations in their present form represent a significantly high
operational cost to the municipality and its citizens and businesses. If these
regulations and their mandates are the highest priority, in order to afford them



we request either annual operations funding or relief from other mandates with
similar cost impact. At a minimum, the regulations as proposed will require
Wallingford to hire consultants, conduct tests, write reports, hire staff, acquire or
rent heavy equipment. These will be annual new costs. Given our economy,
foreclosures, business closures, unemployment, and the struggle of every family
to pay bills, it is not justified to impose these cost increases on them.

Sincerely,

William W. Dickinson, Jr.
Mayor

jms



PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
THE CITY OF WATERBURY
CONNECTICUT

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

September 9, 2014

Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Dear Mr. Stone:

The City of Waterbury’s Public Works Department respectfully requests that you consider the
following concerns regarding the tentative modifications to the General Permit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Strom Sewer Systems. Based on our staff review
the permit modifications will require a significant increase of municipal resources.

The proposed detailed Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDE) tracking and
testing program poses significant financial impacts and staffing concerns. The tracking portion of
the program will require either additional staff or re-allocation of staff to complete the
requirements as specified. With our reduced staff currently, this will result in additional
departmental strain to complete the IDDE requirements in addition to our other infrastructure
projects.

The proposed catch basin cleaning requirement also poses financial impacts because the City of
Waterbury has approximately 7000 catch basins. Tracking each catch basin and maintaining an
inventory will require substantial employee resources. In addition, the proposed requirement is
based on cleaning sumps that are 50% full; however, some of the City of Waterbury’s catch
basins are technically referred to as “inlets” and do not have sumps. It appears that this cleaning
requirement would not apply to these particular drainage structures.

The City of Waterbury currently sweeps its 320 miles of roadways annually in the spring starting
in March and ending in June or early July. Downtown areas and select streets are swept on a
monthly basis, when temperatures are above freezing. Sweeping all 320 miles of road at least
quarterly over a 9-month period of time will result in each street being swept approximately every
10 weeks. Additionally, many of the City of Waterbury’s streets have little debris build-up due to
steep grades that result in self-cleaning flow velocities. Prior to finalizing the street sweeping
frequency requirement, perhaps the slope of the roadway should be considered and a cost-benefit
analysis performed to determine if the proposed sweeping schedule would result in a substantial
improvement in water quality.

F:\Engineering\06 Regulatory\D.E.P. Permits\MS4\MS4 - New Permit\Proposed MS4 Permit - Comments.doc
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Proposed MS4 Permit — Comments
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We thank you for this opportunity to provide input on the proposed changes to the MS4
requirements. Please be assured that the City of Waterbury’s Public Works Department is
concerned with reducing the amount of pollutants that enter the waterways and it is our hope that
our comments will be taken into consideration prior to the implementation of the final permit
modifications. Please contact me should you have any questions or require additional input.

Respectfully Sdbpritted,

David B. Simpson
Deputy Director of Public Works
City of Waterbury

ce: Neil O’Leary, Mayor
Mark J. Pronovost, P.E., City Engineer
Willetta Capelle, P.E., Civil Engineer
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TOWN OF WATERTOWN Town of Watertown

Public Works Department

61 Echo Lake Road
WATERTOWN, CONNECTICUT CONNECTICUT Watertown, CT 06795
A\ W= (860) 945-5240
Fax (860) 945-2707

06795

~

- www.watertownct.org
KT rdo |

July 22,2014

Mr. Chris Stone, P.E.
Water Permitting and Enforcement Division
Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
~ Hartford, CT 06106

RE: Notice of Tentative Determination Intent to Renew a National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit

Dear Mr. Stone,

This correspondence is to express the serious reservations of the town
of Watertown about the draft of the proposed tentative determination to
renew with modifications the General Permit for the Discharge of
Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (general
permit) under Section 22a-430b of the Connecticut General Statutes into the
waters of the state.

As presented, this permit imposes significant unfunded mandates
upon the town and would require a significant reallocation of scarce
resources that would potentially have a serious adverse impact upon the
quality of life of the residents of Watertown. The permit would take the
flexibility and judgment of the professionals and elected officials out of the
program and implement one size fits all solutions for both the program
implementation and the allocation of resources serving the public.
Complying with the permit terms will be extremely difficult to achieve. In
fact, at this time there is a real and valid concern that the town would be
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unable to comply with the terms of the permit and would thus be exposed to
fines of up to $25,000 per violation per day.

The town of Watertown would also like to know if there has been a
cost benefit analysis performed on the various terms and conditions of the

permit.

The town of Watertown respectfully requests that a public hearing be
held on this proposed General Permit or preferably, that it be withdrawn and
substantially revised to be more cost effective or that sufficient state funds
be allocated to assist the town in complying with the program.

The following additional comments are also provided:

1.

Sample and analysis costs would increase from the
currently budgeted $2,300 per year for 6 samples to an
estimated $10,000 according to our contract laboratory.

In 2014, the cost to sweep all of the streets in town once
was $116,836 and sidewalk sweeping was $12,447. Under
the terms of the permit, these costs could reasonably
expect to be doubled. It should be noted, that over 30
teaching positions have been lost in town in the last few
years. The town may be faced with the very real
possibility of cutting teachers to comply with the permit
terms. It has been our experience that redoing areas after
the initial sweeping does not result in obtaining the same
volume of material. In short, there is a point of
diminishing returns for the additional work and it is not
cost effective. The cost of subcontracting this work out
has not been estimated but is certain to be substantial.

The town has over 3,000 documented catch basins. The
best cleaning effort over the last 6 years has been
approximately 400 per year. Based upon the historical
work records, it will take approximately 100 crew days at a
total cost of $193,960 for labor, equipment and materials
to clean 1500 catch basins. The cost of subcontracting this
work out has not been estimated but is certain to be
substantial. :

The current operations consume approximately 5.35% of
the total man-hours available to the town for Highway
operations. This percentage is estimated to increase to
11.57%, for sweeping and catch basin cleaning to the
detriment of the other tasks required by the citizens of
Watertown.
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The town does not currently have a leaf collection
program. It is my professional opinion that instituting such
a program would be both time consuming, expensive and
would result in a minimal reduction in the nutrient loading.
In short, it would not be cost effective even aside from the
redefinition of falling leaves, a natural event, to a
“pollutant”. This designation, if taken to a logical, albeit
absurd conclusion would require measures be eventually
implemented to catch the leaves before they fall directly
into our streams, lakes and other water bodies.

The allocation of Engineering staff time and resultant
consultant expenses to the town citizens for the other terms
and conditions of the permit have not been quantified at
this time, but it would be reasonable to conclude that it
would be significant.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

F

avanaugh, P.E.
Director of Public Works

Roy E.

File: General Storm Water Permit Program
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OFFICE OF THE
TOWN MANAGER

September 3, 2014

Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Eim Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Dear Mr. Stone:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft General Permit for the Discharge of
Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Sewer Systems (MS4) as proposed by the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP).

The Town of West Hartford has serious concerns with many of the proposed and expanded MS4
mandates which will likely result in the need to increase taxes and reduce critical services. We
understand the importance and need to improve stormwater management practices and water
quality, but believe that many of the new regulations could be phased in over a longer period of
time to lessen the significant financial burden that will be required to comply.

Some of our initial concerns about the draft MS4, include but are not limited to:

e The increased frequency of required road sweeping. The proposed schedule would
require that (1) main roads, arteries to the main roads, commercial/business district roads
and municipal parking lots be swept monthly from April through October, (2) commercial
and business district sidewalks must be swept quarterly, (3) residential streets and roads
and all other streets must be swept annually and, (4) event gathering places must be
swept within 48 hours of the event, or within 24 hours of the event if rain is forecast.
With 217 miles of roads in West Hartford and extensive park and public school systems,
we would be required to expend approximately $200,000 for new capital equipment and
the annual, recurring operating cost would be approximately $275,000.

e The increased frequency of cleaning catch basins, like sweeping, would add both capital
and operating expenses. We estimate that a vacuum truck would cost approximately
$400,000 and recurring manpower costs could reach $200,000 per year.

e Additional sampling and testing of dry and wet weather storm fall monitoring will require
increased municipal resources in our Community Services Department and the West
Hartford-Bloomfield Health District, necessitate the hiring of outside vendors for storm
water sampling, and result in increased laboratory costs required to analyze the samples.
These activities could reach upwards of $50,000 per year.

TOWN OF WEST HARTFORD 50 SOUTH MAIN STREET
WEST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06107-2431
(860) 561-7440 FAX: (860) 561-7429
http://www.west-hartford.com
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e The Town’s land use regulations would need to be updated in the areas of zoning,
inland/wetlands, subdivisions, and an extensive updating of Town’s GIS mapping system
would be required. Consultant assistance would be necessary for many of these tasks, a
cost that could exceed $250,000 given our built out environment.

e The proposed permit includes significant Public Outreach and Education requirements.
FOI requirements regarding the noticing of meetings and publication of the Stormwater
Management Plan and Annual Report will impact our Planning and Zoning and Town
Clerk offices, in particular.

e The Town would be required to implement extensive storm water controls related to
construction sites, privately owned retention/detention ponds and other stormwater
treatment structures, at a significant cost. This would include the inspection of private
facilities to determine compliance with maintenance requirements.

e The costs associated with the expansion and implementation of lllicit Discharge
Detection and Elimination (IDDE) ordinance, the requirement to track and locate the
source of illicit discharges, and the implementation of program to prevent future IDDEs
are perhaps the greatest challenges of the proposed permit as towns and cities will
become environmental enforcement agencies under this proposal.

The Town of West Hartford joins the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities in requesting
that DEEP conduct a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of the requirements and costs within
the proposed permit to ensure that any increased costs result in measurable improvements to
the environment and at reasonable costs to local tax payers.

Furthermore, we agree with CCM that DEEP should establish a collaborative process to fully vet
the issues and costs associated with stormwater management- identifying and agreeing on the
best scientific approach, viable options for compliance, timeframe for compliance, etc. We are
confident that a cooperative process between the State and municipalities will lead to an
effective and cost efficient process for managing stormwater and ensuring the continued health
of local and state water bodies.

Due to the increased requirements and unfunded mandates contained within the draft MS4
permit, which include upfront capital and consultant expenditures, as well as recurring
operating expenses for years to come, the Town of West Hartford urges the Department of
Energy and Environmental Protection to not approve the proposed draft General Permit for the
Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems as currently
drafted.

The Town of West Hartford looks forward to working with CCM, DEEP and other municipalities
to improve our stormwater management practices while recognizing the fiscal demands being
placed on Connecticut towns and cities.



If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact Mark K. McGovern, Director of
Community Services, at (860) 561-7535 or mark.mcgovern@westhartford.org.

Sincerely, M/

Ronald F. Van Winkle
Town Manager

cc: Mark K. McGovern, Director of Community Services
John Phillips, Director of Public Works
Todd Dumais, Town Planner
Duane Martin, Town Engineer
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Incorporated 1787

Office of the First Selectman

September 4, 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dr. Mr. Stone,

Thank you for allowing the Town of Weston to offer comments on the proposed changes to the
General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer

Systems (MS4).

The Town of Weston is a small municipality, both in size (20.7 square miles) and population
(10,200). We rate second to last in the State with regard to economic development. Protected
open space comprises 25% of our land area and according to the UCONN College of Agriculture,
less than 20% of Weston is considered developed.

While we believe strongly in improving water quality, we have major concerns as to the
proposed changes. These standards may be appropriate for a city like Stamford, we do not feel
they are appropriate for a small town with very limited commercial development and
residential development limited by two-acre zoning. Geographic location should not dictate the
applicable stormwater management standards; rather, the community’s character, the
geographic characteristics of its landscape, and its natural resources should be the defining
factors.

56 Norfield Road, P.O. Box 1007, Weston, CT 06883 Tel. (203) 222-2656 FAX (203) 222-8871



Weston has a long history of commitment to the protection of the Town’s and region’s natural
resources, including water quality, as documented in the Town’s Plans of Conservation and
Development prepared since 1967. The Town has been engaged in environmental and water
quality planning since the 1970’s. New subdivisions have been required to achieve zero
incremental stormwater runoff since 1984. Both the Planning & Zoning Commission and the
Conservation Commission have further refined their regulations and enforcement programs in
recent years to focus on stormwater management and to encourage residents to adopt Low
Impact Development methods into their construction projects. The P&Z revised its Soil
Disturbance Permit requirements in 2011 to address any site disturbance over 2,500 s.f. Our
Town Engineer works diligently with our consulting engineer to implement our MS4 General
Permit Program.

Given its minute level of development, Weston’s Land Use needs are well met with its current
combination of part time staff and volunteer Land Use Boards. However, compliance with these
new mandates would force the Town to essentially double the size of its Land Use and Public
Works Departments. Implementation of the MS4 General Permit proposal as written would
increase the Town’s operating budget by over 10%.

As an example, the new requirements for our Department of Public Works, which include
stricter de-icing management, and additional street sweeping, leaf collection, and catch basin
cleaning, would cause an operating budget increase of close to $300,000, a 17% increase.
Capital costs necessary to meet the new would approach $500,000. Our part-time Land Use
Department staff would now be responsible for monitoring of outfalls, updating at least 2 sets
of land use regulations for 2 land use boards, revising development permit applications and
monitoring construction sites and private stormwater facilities. We do not even have any staff
at all to undertake the public education and outreach campaigns, the employee training
programs and/or the new enforcement requirements of the IDDE program and the inspection
of on-site water retention control measures. Nor does the Town have a GIS system in place,
much less staffing to manage the mapping and onerous reporting requirements. Our part-time
Land Use staff of 3 would need to become a full time staff of 5. In order to meet these
requirements, we would need to reduce funding to critical areas, such as Education and Social
Services.

While we applaud the intentions of this regulation, the General Permit should include a Tier |
waiver provision for towns such as Weston, which have fewer than 15,000 people and are
located on the edge of and only partially in an Urbanized Area. At a minimum, DEEP should
adopt model land use ordinances, enforcement guidance and a best practices manual for the
post-construction stormwater management program and the IDDE program BEFORE the
proposed MS4 General Permit goes into effect.



The proposed MS4 General Permit requirements are excessive and exceed even those
requirements established by US EPA for Tier 2 Towns. This” one size fits all” approach places
an unfair financial burden particularly on smaller municipalities lacking the resources to meet
these onerous requirements. We ask that you reconsider and amend the requirements for
smaller municipalities. Further, this significant burden will at best provide only minimal
environmental benefit, given the paucity of development in these communities.

Sincerely,

for

Gayle Weinstein, First Selectman



Town of Weston

Draft MS4 Permit - Person Hour/Budget Estimate

Total

Tasks Hours

1 Stormwater Management Plan (Section 6 - page 15)
Data Collection and Review
Internal Draft SMP - for Town Review
Draft SMP (address Town comments & prepare for DEEP review)
Final SMP (address DEEP comments & submittal to DEEP)
PM & Coordination (based on 6 month duration to prepare SMP)
Plan Undates (16 hrs annualy x 4 vears)
SMP Total 202
2 Implementation of Control Measures (Section 6 - p. 10)
1. Public Education and Outreach
Preparation of flyer annually (17 hrs per yr)
Preparation of flyer annually to target audience (17 hrs per yr)
SMP Public meeting 201
2. Public Involvement/Participation
Annual Public Meeting
Public Notice 187
3. Hlicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDE) - Appendix B
Quitfall Prioritization and ranking (200 outfalls)
IDDP protocol development/evaluation
Outfall Screening & Field Testing
GIS mapping of drainage system (using SWRPA GIS base)
Drainage system investigation (assume 5 per yr)
PM & Coordination 1969
4. Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control
Developer - regulation development and ordinance evaluation
Town Cooordination (board meetings - assume 3)
Interdepartmental Coordination
Site review & Inspection (Town)
Public Involvement Procedure
State Permit Notification Procedure 143
5. Post-Construction Stormwater Management
Regulation eval, ordinance, pond evaluation, regulations
LID adoption ordinance & Land use evaluation
Town Cooordination (assumes 2 board meetings)
DCIA evaluation and annual review of changes
Site review & Inspection (Town) 261
6. Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping
Employee training - asume 1 powerpoint given 3 times
Maintenance (Town - 6.B & 6.C page 25 - 32)
Annual PM & Coordination (20 hrs annually) 152
implementation of Control Measures Total 2913
3 Monitoring (Section 6 j - p. 45)
Monitoring Plan (means, methods, schedule, prioritization, etc)
Wet weather storm tracking (2 hrs per month)
In-stream Monitoring (p.45)
Dry weather sampling - 4 locations - years 1 & 2
Wet weather sampling - 4 locations - years 3,4 & 5
Outfall Monitoring (4 outfalls per year)
Wet weather sampling - 4 locations - 5 years (12 hr days)
Annual evaluation of sampling results - trends (40 hrs per year)
PM & Coordination
Monitorina Total 818
4 Annual Report
Meeting to review work within each year (8 hrs per yr)
Stormwater Monitoring Report (16 hrs annually)
Annual Report (41 hrs annuallv)
Annual Report Total 327

SMP TOTAL 4260

Town provided services (No cost included in this estimate)

G:\Weston, CT\CT DEEP MS4 permit\MS4 Permit hour estimate xls

Year 1 Year 2

$18.111 $2,038

$9.379 $4.550

$5.273 $5.273

$59 226  $43.539

$4,251 $4,251

$5.699 $5.699

$11.496 $3.798
$95.324  $67.110

$31.710  $25.405

$9.676 $9.676

$154,820 $104.228 $109.303

Year 3

$2.038

$4.550

$5.273

$43.539

$4,251

$10.773

$3.798
$72,184

$25.405

$9.676

9/3/2014

Plan
Year 4 Year § Total

$2.038 $2.038 $26.264

$4.550 $4.550 $27,579

$5.273 $5.273 $26.363

$43.539  $43,539 $233.384

$4.251  $4.251 _ $21,256

$10.,773 $32.943

$3,798 $3.798 $26.688
$72,184  $61.411 $368.213

$25.405  $25.405 $133.328

$9.676 $9.676 $48.,378

$109.303 $98.530 $576.183



Connecticut DEEP Draft MS4 Permit Summary

9/3/2014

Tasks

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3 Year 4

Year 5

Stormwater Management Plan (SMP)
Final SMP
Plan Updates

Implementation of Control Measures

1. Public Education and Outreach
Public Outreach Document
Public Outreach Document - target audience

2. Public Involvement/Participation
Posting of SMP, Annual Report, Sampling Results, etc.
Website Maintenance
Annual Public meeting

3. lllicit Discharge Detection Elimination (IDDE) Program
IDDE Ordinace
Outfall GIS Mapping
System GIS Mapping (infrastructure, resources, O&M, etc.)
Outfall Ranking
Outfall Screening & Sampling
IDDE Program

4. Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control
Stormwater Regulations
Enforcement of ordinance
Site Plan Review & Inspection Program
Program Inspections & Enforcement

5. Post-Construction Stormwater Management

Land Use Evaluation
LID Ordinance Development & Adoption
Site Review & Inspection
Site Plan Notification
DCIA Evaluation
DCIA Annual Review

6. Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping
Catchbasin Cleaning
Street Sweeping
Parking Lot Sweeping
Parks & Open Space Fertilizer Management
Pet Waste & Waterfowl Management
Town Buildings & Facilities Evaluation and Maintenance
Snow Management Practices
Spill Prevention and Response Plan
Municipal SOP for maintenance activities
Leaf Collection Program
Employee training
Infrastructure Maintenance

Evaluation of Regulations, Ordinances, Pond Inspections, etc.

Monitoring
Monitoring Plan {(methods, QA/QC, schedule, protocols, etc)
In-stream Monitoring
Dry and wet weather sampling (4 locations annually)
Qutfall Monitoring - Wet weather sampling (4 locations annually)
Evaluation of Sampling Results

Annual f-ieport
Stormwater Monitoring Report
Annual Report

Key: Existing permit requirements
New permit requirements

Draft MS4 Permit - Weston Summary.xls Page 1
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3 September 2014

Mr. Christopher Stone, P.E.

Water Permitting and Enforcement Division

Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Re: Draft Connecticut General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Dear Mr. Stone:

I am taking the opportunity to provide comments regarding the draft document “General Permit for the
Discharge of Stormwater from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems.” | attended the
public information session the CTDEEP conducted on August 6, 2014, and have read the draft permit.

The Town of Westport is proud of its environmental awareness and has been active for decades in an
ongoing effort to reduce our environmental footprint. Our sanitary sewer system was completely
separated from the stormwater system in the early 1980’s and we participate actively with the
Westport/Weston Health District to identify failed septic systems and bring them into compliance or
connection to the sewer system. We also partner with Earthplace, a local environmental organization,
to monitor our numerous waterways. The recent $35 million dollar up-grade to our treatment plant is
just an example of our commitment to the environment. However, with this noted, we have grave
concerns regarding our ability to comply with the proposed stormwater permit. These are outlined
below in general and followed by specific comments.

e Same permit — just more detail? During the public information session, we understood that the
permit was similar to the prior permit — just with more detail to help explain the requirements of
each practice and provide more guidance. The new permit, as proposed, however, contains
significant changes and is highly prescriptive in terms of what municipalities must do — from its
requirements to implement leaf pickup programs regardless of need to dictating street sweeping
frequency, again, without a clear link to practicality and need in all cases.

e Link to real water quality improvement? Implementing this permit as written will be very
expensive, and it is not completely clear to us how many of its elements will truly improve water
quality goals. It does not appear to give municipalities the leeway to dedicate resources to
investigate potential problem areas.

e Timing and ability to meet the permit requirements: It will take longer than the five year
permit period to fully meet the permit requirements.

e Public education and outreach: This new permit requires a significant expansion of public
education and outreach. This is a very onerous task that is extremely ineffective on a town-by-

Page 1 of 4



town basis. Our experience on recycling education has shown that regional educational efforts run
by a focused organization are much more cost effective than individual shotgun efforts by each
community.

o \Water quality goals and TMDLs: Westport has three major water courses, Saugatuck River,
Aspetuck River, and Sasco Creek, that all originate north of us and pass through our borders to
Long Island Sound. How are TMDL’s going to be assigned to these extensive watersheds. We do
have existing study/watershed groups that are actively attempting to identify sources of pollution
and develop control strategies. Wouldn’t it be more effective to recognize these groups and
support their efforts rather than requiring a municipality to develop new programs to generate
more data that will most likely just sit on a shelf?

e Interstate and interagency cooperation: Westport is bifurcated by three major roadways (1-95,
RT15 and RT1) as well as Metro North. How will CTDOT be addressing its facilities to help
municipalities meet these standards? What will be required of them and are they funded for this?

o Recordkeeping, documentation, certifications, etc.: The proposed permit contains a host of
new recordkeeping, documentation, reporting, and certification requirements. In particular, we are
perplexed by the need to have a third party engineer certify our own work, which is overseen by
professional engineers, who are bound by a code of ethics with regard to their work.

o Costs: If we were to attempt to implement this program as written, preliminary estimates on the
costs associated with the street sweeping and catch basin requirements alone would require
approximately $500K in additional equipment, and some $250K / year in labor. This does not
include any additional efforts related to other aspects of the program.

Specific Comments:

The following specific comments are being raised at this time. Since we were told at the information
meeting that a public hearing would be forthcoming, | anticipate that | will be able to coordinate more
fully with my peers in the area for a more detailed review at a later date.

Section 2 Definitions: “Qualified professional engineer”: Has the definition of a professional
engineer as contained in this permit been approved and agreed upon with the State’s Professional
Engineers and Land Surveyors Licensing Board? How did CTDEEP establish that 8 years and 4 years
were appropriate? Why is this definition necessary?

Section 3(b) (9) — Stormwater Management Plan Certification: Does this mean that the qualified
professional engineer that submits the written certification must not have any involvement in the
creation of the general permit? Why is this a requirement? Professional engineers operate under a
code of ethics regarding their work, and requiring towns to pay a third party to oversee their work and
sign a certification regarding same will prove costly. We find it difficult to imagine that a third party
uninvolved in day to day operation of a municipality would want to sign the certification required
under this section.

Section 5(a) — Conditions Applicable for Certain Discharges: It is recommended that a list be
developed by DEEP that clearly states each of the pollutants and waters that must be managed since
the list in Appendix D is not clear (Item No. 7). In addition, the overall requirements in this section
are quite broad — for example, large storms which occur during saturated conditions can lead to natural
erosion — could such a discharge be considered an exceedance and are municipalities expected to
prevent any and all changes in discharge quantity and quality under all storm conditions? If leaves are
considered natural in this section, why are municipalities asked to have town-wide leaf pickup
programs (understanding that we are all trying to avoid residents clogging waterways and drainage
networks with organic material).
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Section 5(b): We estimate that DPW will require at least a minimum of one new full time employee to
manage the entire program to meet the requirements of the general permit. Since this is an un-funded
mandate, one has to expect that you will force an economic non-compliance consistent with your
existing 25% compliance rate. We comment on the additional staffing requirements in other sections.
Furthermore, the section notes that re-registrants stormwater management plan must be prepared 180
days in advance of the new permit — somewhat perplexing and difficult to comply with depending on
when the final permit is actually promulgated and what form it takes. Will the municipalities existing
stormwater plans be considered as applicable?

Section 6(a)(1) — Public Education and Outreach will require much more development of
educational materials to meet the expectation of the BMP, and such materials are required to be ready
in a very short time frame. The necessary summarization needed for the report will require monthly
updates so the report can meet the required submission dates set by the permit, which will require
more staff time. As noted in our general comments, given the significant overlap in issues for the state
(septic systems, fertilizer use, pet waste, etc.) and the desire for the message to be clear and consistent
across the state, we strongly suggest that the CTDEEP lead this effort with a more professional,
statewide media campaign. Given experience to date with participation rates in the numerous public
education opportunities which have occurred in town, it is unclear how much return we are receiving
for efforts in this area.

Section 6(a) (2) (A) Page 17 — Public Involvement/Participation: It is unclear to us why a public
meeting is being required in addition to the public comment period. Our experience with public
meetings is that they are attended by very few people and are expensive and time consuming to hold,
even for issues where a particular neighborhood has a vested interest in a specific project.

Section 6(a)(3) — lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination: This will require all outfalls to be
field inspected and the complete drainage network will need to be verified in the field to determine the
watershed that contributes to each outfall. While the Town has good stormwater mapping on its GIS,
this will be a major effort. This BMP will require Town staff and possibly consultants to meet the
mapping and inspection requirements. Since most of the drainage basins meander through private
property one can also expect legal challenges when access is desired for mapping and testing purposes.

Section 6(a) (4) — Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control: We have many questions
regarding this section. Do the inspections, surveillance, and monitoring have to be done by Town staff
or can the property owners site design engineer handle the inspections? Do the retention ponds,
detention ponds and other stormwater basins only include large surface basins or does this also include
rain gardens, bioretention areas, permeable driveways, underground retention/detention systems and
other BMP’s? A permit will need to be created since all development (including re-development)
activities that disturb one half acre or more will require site plan review and construction inspection.
To meet this requirement additional Town staff will be needed. What does the DEEP want the
financial assurance to be? Does the Town staff have to perform the post construction inspections or
can the property owner’s site design engineer perform this work?

Section 6(a)(5)(A)(i) Page 22 - Post-Construction Stormwater Management: Is the
implementation of LID only for projects that disturb one half acre or more or is it for all projects no
matter the disturbance area?

Section 6(a) (5) (C) (i) Page 24 — Post-Construction Stormwater Management: Can the Town GIS

mapping be used to estimate the Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)? Can the changes from
development be added when the Town GIS map is updated or is it required that an Improvement
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Location Surveys depicting ‘As-Built” conditions for all development projects be submitted prior to a
Certificate of Occupancy which would then be used to update the DCIA for each reporting year?

Section 6(a) (6) (C) (viii) Page 29 — Sweeping: Based on the required sweeping the Town of
Westport would need to purchase an additional sweeper and operator.

Section 6(C) (vii) Page 28 — Snow Management Practices, (a) Deicing Material Management: Do
we have to develop written Snow & Ice Control Standard Operating Procedures or can we follow State
of Connecticut — DOT Standard Operating Procedures? What flexibility will be allowed for the larger
storms?

Section 6(C) (vii) Page 28 — Snow Management Practices, (b) Snow Removal: What are the
established goals for reduction of de-icing or anti-icing chemicals? Who is certified to train de-icing
and anti-icing?

Section 6(C) (viii) Page 29, Table 1 — Page 30 — Sweeping: What is the definition of “Main Roads”
in Table 1? What is the definition of “Arteries” in Table 1? Proposed sweeping plan will require a
minimum increase in staff and equipment.

Section 6(ix) Page 29, Table 1 — Page 30 — Leaf Collection: The Town of Westport has an effective
town-wide leaf pickup program but has to question the efficacy of making this a program requirement.

Section 6(x) Page 29, Table 1 — Page 30 — Catch Basin Cleaning: To meet proposed catch basin
cleaning guidelines, an increase of staff and equipment will be required to include an additional
Vactors, with 2 additional personnel at a cost of $100K in yearly salaries and $250k in equipment.

Since the inception of the MS4 program the Town of Westport has attempted to comply with the
requirements of the permits but has been continually challenged to fulfill the requirements. At the
informational meeting you referenced the low percentage of compliance and attributed it to a lack of
detailed targets and information. | would have to take exception to your interpretation of these results.
Most Connecticut towns are just now digging out of the most serious recession that | have encountered
in my 30 years as Public Works Director. Budgets have been reduced to a point where essential
maintenance and capital purchases have been deferred. It is my opinion that your poor compliance is
based on the economics of the program, not a lack of detail.

If you have any questions or if you would like additional information, please call me at 203-341-1125.
Very truly yours,

Stephen J. Edwards

Director of Public Works

cc: James S. Marpe, First Selectman
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