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D. RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
1. General

a. This Order specifies requirements necessary for the Copermittees to reduce the
discharge of pollutants in storm water to the MEP. However, since MEP is a
dynamic performance standard, which evolves over time as runoff management
knowledge increases, the Copermittees’ runoff management programs must
continually be assessed and modified to incorporate improved programs, control
measures, best management practices (BMPs), etc. in order to achieve the
evolving MEP standard. Absent evidence to the contrary, this continual
assessment, revision, and improvement of runoff management program
implementation is expected to ultimately achieve compliance with water quality
standards in the Region.

b. The Copermittees have generally been implementing the jurisdictional runoff
management programs (JRMPs) required pursuant to Order No. R9-2004-001
since July 14, 2005. Prior to that, the Copermittees were regulated by Order No.
98-02, since May 13, 1998. MS4 discharges, however, continue to cause or
contribute to violations of water quality standards as evidenced by the
Copermittees’ monitoring results.

c. This Order contains new or modified requirements that are necessary to improve
Copermittees’ efforts to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff
to the MEP and achieve water quality standards. Some of the new or modified
requirements, such as the revised Watershed Water Quality Workplan
(Watershed Workplan) section, are designed to specifically address high priority
water quality problems. Other requirements, such as for unpaved roads, are a
result of San Diego Water Board’s identification of water quality problems
through investigations and complaints during the previous permit period. Other
new or modified requirements address program deficiencies that have been
noted during audits, report reviews, and other San Diego Water Board
compliance assessment activities. Additional changes in the monitoring program
provide consistency with the Code of Federal Regulations, USEPA guidance,
State Water Board guidance, and the Southern California Monitoring Coalition
recommendations.

d. Updated individual Storm Water Management Plans (Individual SWMP or
JRMP), and Watershed Stormwater Management Plans (watershed SWMPs or
Watershed Workplans), which, together with references in the DAMP, describe
the Copermittees’ runoff management programs in their entirety, are needed to
guide the Copermittees’ runoff management efforts and aid the Copermittees in
tracking runoff management program implementation. Hereinafter, the individual
SWMP is referred to as the JRMPs and the Watershed SWMP is referred to as
the Watershed Workplan. It is practicable for the Copermittees to update the
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E. STATUTE AND REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS

requires specified responsive action by the Copermittees. This Order describes
what actions the Copermittees must take when an exceedance of an action level is
observed. Exceedances of non-storm water action levels do not alone constitute a
violation of this Order but could indicate non-compliance with the requirement to
effectively prohibit all types of unauthorized non-storm water discharges into the
MS4 or other prohibitions established in this Order. Failure to undertake required
source investigation and elimination action following an exceedance of a non-storm
water action level (NAL or action level) is a violation of this Order. The San Diego
Water Board recognizes that use of action levels will not necessarily result in
detection of all unauthorized sources of non-storm water discharges because there
may be some discharges in which pollutants do not exceed established action
levels. However, establishing NALs at levels appropriate to protect water quality
standards is expected to lead to the identification of significant sources of pollutants
in dry weather non-storm water discharges.

11. In addition to federal regulations cited in the Fact Sheet / Technical Report for the
Order No. R9-2010-0016, monitoring and reporting required under Order No. R9-
2010-0016 is required pursuant to authority under CWC section 13383.

12.With this Order, the San Diego Water Board has completed the re-issuance of the
fourth iteration of the Phase | MS4 NPDES Permits for the Copermittees in the
portions of San Diego County, Orange County, and Riverside County within the San
Diego Region. The NPDES Permit requirements issued to the Copermittees in each
county have substantially the same core requirements such as discharge
prohibitions, receiving water limitations, jurisdictional components, and monitoring.
In addition, the Copermittees cooperate regionally to develop monitoring with the
Southern California Stormwater Monitoring Coalition and to develop program
effectiveness with the California Stormwater Quality Association. Regional
programs could improve the Copermittees’ compliance with other permit
components such as development of the Hydromodification Management Plans and
Retrofitting Existing Development with more consistent implementation and cost
sharing. Re-issuing the NPDES Permit requirements within five years for three
counties under three different permits requires the San Diego Water Board to
expend significant time and resources for issuance of the permits through three
separate public proceedings, thereby greatly reducing the time and resources
available to oversee compliance. Multiple permits also create confusion for
determining compliance among regulated entities, especially the land development
community. The San Diego Water Board recognizes that issuing a single MS4
permit for all Phase | entities in the San Diego Region will provide consistent
implementation, improve communication among agencies within watersheds
crossing multiple jurisdictions, and minimize staff resources spent with each permit
renewal. The San Diego Water Board plans to develop a single regional MS4
permit prior to the expiration of this Order that will transfer the Copermittees’
enrollment to the regional permit upon expiration of this Order.
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C. NON-STORM WATER DRY WEATHER ACTION LEVELS

(e.g. the groundwater dewatering permit), then the Copermittee must report,
within three business days, the findings to the San Diego Water Board including
all pertinent information regarding the discharger and discharge characteristics.

e. If the Copermittee is unable to identify the source of the exceedance after taking
and documenting reasonable steps to do so, then the Copermittee must perform
additional focused sampling. If the results of the additional sampling indicate a
recurring exceedance of NALs with an unidentified source, then the Copermittee
must update its programs within a year to address the common contributing
sources that may be causing such an exceedance. The Copermittee’s annual
report must include these updates to its programs including, where applicable,
updates to their watershed workplans (Section G.2), retrofitting consideration
(Section F.3.d) and program effectiveness work plans (Section J.4).

f. The Copermittees, or any interested party, may evaluate existing NALs and
propose revised NALs for future Board consideration.

3. NALs can help provide an assessment of the effectiveness of the prohibition of non-
storm water discharges and of the appropriateness of exempted non-storm water
discharges. An exceedance of an NAL does not alone constitute a violation of the
provisions of this Order. An exceedance of an NAL may indicate a lack of
compliance with the requirement that Copermittees effectively prohibit all types of
unauthorized non-storm water discharges into the MS4 or other prohibitions set forth
in Sections A and B of this Order. Failure to timely implement required actions
specified in this Order following an exceedance of an NAL constitutes a violation of
this Order. Neither the absence of exceedances of NALs nor compliance with
required actions following observed exceedances, excuses any non-compliance with
the requirement to effectively prohibit all types of unauthorized non-storm water
discharges into the MS4s or any non-compliance with the prohibitions in Sections A
and B of this Order. During any annual reporting period in which one or more
exceedances of NALs have been documented the Copermittee must report in
response to Section C.2 above, a description of whether and how the observed
exceedances did or did not result in a discharge from the MS4 that caused, or
threatened to cause or contribute to a condition of pollution, contamination, or
nuisance in the receiving waters.

4. Monitoring of effluent will occur at the end-of-pipe prior to discharge into the
receiving waters, with a focus on Major Outfalls, as defined in 40 CFR 122.26(B 5-6)
and Attachment E of this Order. The Copermittees must develop their monitoring
plans to sample a representative percentage of major outfalls and identified stations
within each hydrologic subarea. At a minimum, outfalls that exceed any NALs once
during any year must be monitored in the subsequent year. Any station that does
not exceed an NAL, or only has exceedances that are identified as natural in origin
and conveyance into the MS4 pursuant to Section C.2.a, for 3 successive years may
be replaced with a different station.
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d. STANDARD STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SSMPS) — APPROVAL PROCESS

CRITERIA AND REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIORITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS, (10) Post-construction BMP Review

(b) The update must incorporate findings from BMP effectiveness studies
conducted by the Copermittees for projects funded wholly or in part by the
State Water Board or Regional Water Boards.

(c) Each Copermittee must implement a mechanism for annually
incorporating findings from local treatment BMP effectiveness studies
(e.g., ones conducted by, or on-behalf of, public agencies in Riverside
County) into SSMP project reviews and permitting.

e. BMP CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION

Prior to occupancy and/or intended use of any portion of the Priority
Development Project subject to SSMP requirements, each Copermittee must
inspect the constructed site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs
applicable to the constructed portion of the project to verify that they have been
constructed and are operating in compliance with all specifications, plans,
permits, ordinances, and this Order.

f. BMP MAINTENANCE TRACKING

(1) Inventory of SSMP projects: Each Copermittee must develop and maintain a
watershed-based database to track and inventory all projects constructed
within their jurisdiction, that have a final approved SSMP (SSMP projects),
and its structural post-construction BMPs implemented therein since July,
2005. LID BMPs implemented on a lot by lot basis at single family residential
houses, such as rain barrels, are not required to be tracked or inventoried. At
a minimum, the database must include information on BMP type(s), location,
watershed, date of construction, party responsible for maintenance, dates and
findings of maintenance verifications, and corrective actions, including
whether the site was referred to the local vector control agency or
department.

(2) Each Copermittee must verify that approved post-construction BMPs are
operating effectively and have been adequately maintained by implementing
the following measures:

(a) The designation of high priority SSMP Projects must consider the
following:

(i) BMP size,

(i) Recommended maintenance frequency,

(iif)  Likelihood of operational and maintenance issues,
(iv)  Location,

DIRECTIVES F: JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
F.1 DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT
F.1.d. STANDARD STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS
F.1e. BMP CONSTRUCTION VERIFICATION
F.1.f. BMP MAINTENANCE TRACKING
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h. HYDROMODIFICATION — LIMITATIONS ON INCREASES OF RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

AND DURATIONS ) |nclude a protocol to evaluate potential hydrograph change impacts to

downstream watercourses from Priority Development Projects to meet the
range of runoff flows identified under Section F.1.h.(1)(b).

(f) Include other performance criteria (numeric or otherwise) for Priority
Development Projects as necessary to prevent runoff from the projects
from increasing and/or continuing unnatural rates of erosion of channel
beds and banks, silt pollutants generation, or other impacts to beneficial
uses and stream habitat due to increased erosive force.

(9) Include a review of pertinent literature.

(h) Identify areas within the Santa Margarita Hydrologic Unit for potential
opportunities to restore or rehabilitate stream channels with historic
hydromodification of receiving waters that are tributary to documented low
or very low Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) scores.

(i) Include a description of how the Copermittees will incorporate the HMP
requirements into their local approval processes.

() Include criteria on selection and design of management practices and
measures (such as detention, retention, and infiltration) to control flow
rates and durations and address potential hydromodification impacts.

(k) Include technical information, including references, supporting any
standards and criteria proposed.

() Include a description of inspections and maintenance to be conducted for
management practices and measures to control flow rates and durations
and address potential hydromodification impacts.

(m)Include a description of monitoring and other program evaluations to be
conducted to assess the effectiveness of implementation of the HMP.
Monitoring and other program evaluations must include an evaluation of
changes to physical (e.g., cross-section, slope, discharge rate, vegetation,
pervious/impervious area) and biological (e.g., habitat quality, benthic flora
and fauna, IBI scores) conditions of receiving water channels as areas
with Priority Development Projects are constructed (i.e. pre- and post-
project), as appropriate.

(n) Include mechanisms for assessing and addressing cumulative impacts of
Priority Development Projects within a watershed on channel morphology.

DIRECTIVES F: JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
F.1 DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT
F.1.h. HYDROMODIFICATION
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2. CONSTRUCTION COMPONENT, e. INSPECTION OF CONSTRUCTION SITES

(6) Inspections of construction sites must include, but not be limited to:

(a) Check for coverage under the General Construction Permit (Notice of
Intent (NOI) and/or Waste Discharge ldentification No.) during initial
inspections;

(b) Assessment of compliance with Copermittee ordinances and permits
related to runoff, including the implementation and maintenance of
designated minimum BMPs;

(c) Assessment of BMP effectiveness;

(d) Visual observations for non-storm water discharges, potential illicit
connections, and potential discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff;

(e) Review of site monitoring data results, if the site monitors its runoff

(f) Education and outreach on storm water pollution prevention, as needed;
and

(g) Creation of a written or electronic inspection report.

(7) The Copermittees must track the number of inspections for each inventoried
construction site throughout the reporting period to verify that each site is
inspected at the minimum frequencies required.

f. ENFORCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION SITES

(1) Each Copermittee must develop and implement an escalating enforcement
process that achieves prompt corrective actions at construction sites for
violations of the Copermittee’s water quality protection permits, requirements,
and ordinances. This enforcement process must include authorizing the
Copermittee’s construction site inspectors to take immediate enforcement
actions when appropriate and necessary. The enforcement process must
include appropriate sanctions such as stop work orders, non-monetary
penalties, fines, bonding requirements, and/or permit denials for non-
compliance.

(2) Each Copermittee must be able to respond to construction complaints
received from third-parties and to ensure the San Diego Water Board that
corrective actions have been implemented, if warranted.

g. REPORTING OF NON-COMPLIANT SITES

(1) In addition to the notification requirements in Attachment B, each Copermittee
must notify the San Diego Water Board when the Copermittee issues high
level enforcement (as defined in the Copermittee’s JRMP) to a construction
site that poses a significant threat to water quality in its jurisdiction as a result
of violations of its storm water ordinances.

(2) Each Copermittee must annually notify the San Diego Water Board, prior to
the commencement of the rainy season, of all construction sites with alleged
violations that pose a significant threat to water quality. Information may be

DIRECTIVES F: JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
F.2. CONSTRUCTION
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3. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT, b. COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

(4) Inspection of Industrial and Commercial Sites/Sources

Each Copermittee must conduct industrial and commercial site inspections for
compliance with its ordinances, permits, and this Order. Mobile businesses
must be inspected as needed pursuant to section F.3.b.(3).

(a) Inspection Procedures: Inspections must include but not be limited to:

(iv)
(V)
(vi)

(vii)

Review of BMP implementation plans not including SSMPs
required pursuant to section F.1.d, if the site uses or is required to
use such a plan;

Review of facility monitoring data, if the site monitors its runoff;
Check for coverage under the General Industrial Permit (Notice of
Intent (NOI) and/or Waste Discharge Identification Number), if
applicable;

Assessment of compliance with Copermittee ordinances and
Copermittee issued permits related to runoff;

Assessment of the implementation, maintenance and effectiveness
of the designated minimum and/or enhanced BMPs;

Visual observations for non-storm water discharges, potential illicit
connections, and potential discharge of pollutants in storm water
runoff; and

Education and training on storm water pollution prevention, as
conditions warrant.

(b) Frequencies: At a minimum all sites determined to pose a high threat to
water quality must be inspected each year. All inventoried sites must be
inspected at least once during a five year period. In evaluating threat to
water quality, each Copermittee must consider, at a minimum, the
following:

(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
(viii)
(ix)
(x)

(xi)

Type of activity (SIC code);

Materials used at the facility;

Wastes generated,;

Pollutant discharge potential, including whether the facility
generates a pollutant that exceeds an action level,

Non-storm water discharges;

Size of facility;

Proximity to receiving water bodies;

Sensitivity of receiving water bodies;

Whether the facility is subject to the General Industrial Permit or an
individual NPDES permit;

Whether the facility has filed a No Exposure Certification/Notice of
Non-Applicability;

Facility design;

DIRECTIVES F: JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
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3. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT, d. RETROFITTING EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

(d) Areas of development tributary to receiving waters that are significantly
eroded; and
(e) Areas of development tributary to an ASBS or SWQPA.

(2) Each Copermittee must evaluate and rank the inventoried areas of existing
developments to prioritize retrofitting. Criteria for evaluation must include but
is not limited to:

(a) Feasibility;

(b) Cost effectiveness;

(c) Pollutant removal effectiveness, including reducing pollutants exceeding
action level;

d) Tributary area potentially treated;

e) Maintenance requirements;

f) Landowner cooperation;

g) Neighborhood acceptance;

h) Aesthetic qualities;

(i) Efficacy at addressing concern; and

(j) Potential improvements on public health and safety.

(3) Each Copermittee must consider the results of the evaluation in prioritizing
work plans for the following year in accordance with Sections G.1 and J.
Highly feasible projects expected to benefit water quality should be given a
high priority to implement source control and treatment control BMPs. Where
feasible, the retrofit projects may be designed in accordance with the SSMP
requirements within sections F.1.d.(3) through F.1.d.(8) and the
Hydromodification requirements in Section F.1.h.

(4) The Copermittees must cooperate with private landowners to encourage site
specific retrofitting projects. The Copermittee must consider the following
practices in cooperating and encouraging private landowners to retrofit their
existing development:

(a) Demonstration retrofit projects;

(b) Retrofits on public land and easements that treat runoff from private
developments;

(c) Education and outreach;

(d) Subsidies for retrofit projects;

(e) Requiring retrofit projects as enforcement, mitigation or ordinance
compliance;

(f) Public and private partnerships; and

(g) Fees for existing discharges to the MS4 and reduction of fees for retrofit
implementation.

DIRECTIVES F: JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
F.3 EXISTING DEVELOPMENT
F.3.d. RETROFITTING
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5. Watershed Workplan Review and Updates

Watershed Copermittees must review and update the Watershed Workplan annually
to identify needed changes to the prioritized water quality problem(s) listed in the
workplan. All updates to the Watershed Workplan must be presented during an
Annual Watershed Review Meeting. Annual Watershed Review Meetings must
occur once every calendar year and be conducted by the Watershed Copermittees.
Annual Watershed Review Meetings must be open to the public and adequately
noticed. Individual Watershed Copermittees must also review and modify their
jurisdictional programs and JRMP Annual Reports, as necessary, so that they are
consistent with the updated Watershed Workplan.

6. Pyrethroid Toxicity Reduction Evaluation

The Watershed Copermittees must incorporate the pyrethroid pollutant reduction
program’® into the Watershed Workplan. The pyrethroid pollutant reduction program
must include the following elements:

a. Pursue state and federal regulatory change;

b. Implement a set of source controls targeted specifically at urban pyrethroid use;

c. Through the annual reporting process, monitor the implementation of those
controls, assess effectiveness, and identify sources or areas where additional
effort is needed;

d. Implement additional controls as needed; and

e. Continue to monitor implementation, as well as conditions within the target
receiving waters, assess effectiveness, and re-evaluate control programs.

H. FISCAL ANALYSIS

1. Secure Resources: Each Copermittee must exercise its full authority to secure the
resources necessary to meet all requirements of this Order.

2. Annual Analysis: Each Copermittee must conduct an annual fiscal analysis of the
necessary capital and operation and maintenance expenditures necessary to
accomplish the activities of the programs required by this Order. The analysis must
include estimated expenditures for the current reporting period, the preceding
period, and the next reporting period.

a. Each analysis must include a description of the source of funds that are
proposed to meet the necessary expenditures.

b. Each analysis must include a narrative description of circumstances resulting in a
25 percent or greater annual change for any budget line items.

'® The pyrethroid pollutant reduction program is described in the “Riverside County — Santa Margarita
Region Pyrethroid Source Identification Toxicity Reduction Evaluation, Final Phase Il Report”, January
2009 by MACTEC.

DIRECTIVES G: WATERSHED WATER QUALITY WORKPLAN
DIRECTIVES H. FISCAL ANALYSIS
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3. Annual Reporting: Each Copermittee must submit its annual fiscal analysis with the
annual JRMP report.

. TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS

1. The waste load allocations (WLAs) of fully approved and adopted TMDLs are
incorporated as Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations on a pollutant by pollutant,
watershed by watershed basis. Early TMDL requirements, including monitoring,
may be required and inserted into this Order pursuant to Finding E.10.

2. The Cities of Wildomar and Murrieta must comply with the requirements and WLAs
assigned to the discharges from their MS4s contributing to the Lake
Elsinore/Canyon Lake (San Jacinto Watershed) Nutrient TMDLs as specified in
Section VI.D.2 of the Santa Ana Water Board’s Order R8-2010-0033, including
relevant sections of the fact sheet and findings, and subsequent revisions thereto.

J. PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING

Beginning with the Annual Report due in 2013, each Copermittee must annually assess
and report upon the effectiveness of its JRMP and Watershed Workplan implementation
to (1) reduce the discharge of storm water pollutants from its MS4 to the MEP; (2)
prohibit non-stormwater discharges; and (3) prevent runoff discharges from the MS4
from causing or contributing to a violation of water quality standards.

1. Program Effectiveness Assessments
a. IDENTIFY EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENTS

With the JRMP and Watershed Workplan submittal, each Copermittee must
establish assessment measures or methods for each of the six outcome levels
described by CASQA', using data from each JRMP program component, the
MRP, and the Watershed Workplan.

(1) Assessment interval: For each established assessment measure or method,
an assessment interval must be established as appropriate to the measure or
method.

(2) Projected Timeframe: For each established assessment measure or method,
each Copermittee must identify the projected timeframe within which the
associated outcome level can adequately assess change.

"9 Effectiveness assessment outcome levels as defined by CASQA are defined in Attachment C of this
Order. See “Municipal Stormwater Program Effectiveness Assessment Guidance” (CASQA, May 2007)
for guidance for assessing program activities at the various outcome levels.

DIRECTIVES |: TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS
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b. PERFORM ASSESSMENTS

(1) Annually: Each year, the Copermittee must perform each applicable
assessment based on the associated assessment interval, and determine
whether the desired outcome has been met.

(2) With the submittal of the Report of Waste Discharge, the Copermittees must
determine whether their program implementation is resulting in the protection
and/or improvement of water quality through an Integrated Assessment.

2. Respond to Assessments

a. Where the assessments indicate that the desired outcome level has not been
achieved at the end of the projected timeframe, the Copermittee must review its
applicable activities and BMPs to identify any modifications and improvements
needed to maximize effectiveness, as necessary to comply with this Order. If the
Copermittee determines that the existing activities/BMPs are adequate, or that
the projected timeframe should be extended, justification and an updated
timeframe for attainment of the outcome level must be provided in the Annual
Report.

b. Each Copermittee must develop and implement a work plan and schedule to
address any program modifications and improvements in response to the
findings of its assessment. The work plan and schedule must be provided and
updated with the applicable Annual Report. The work plan must include, at a
minimum, the following:

(1) The problems and priorities identified during the assessment;

(2) A list of priority pollutants and known or suspected sources;

(3) A brief description of the strategy employed to reduce, eliminate or mitigate
the negative impacts;

(4) A description and schedule for new and/or modified BMPs. The schedule is
to include dates for significant milestones;

(5) A description of how the selected activities will address an identified high
priority problem. This will include a description of the expected effectiveness
and benefits of the new and/or modified BMPs;

(6) A description of implementation effectiveness metrics;

(7) A description of how efficacy results will be used to modify priorities and
implementation; and

(8) A review of past activities implemented, progress in meeting water quality
standards, and planned program adjustments.

DIRECTIVES J: PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING
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3. Assessment and Response Reporting

Each Copermittee must include a summary of its effectiveness assessments within
each Annual Report. Beginning with the FY 2012-2013 Annual Report, the Program
Effectiveness reporting must include:

a. The results of each of the effectiveness assessments performed pursuant to
J.1.b, including the demonstrated CASQA effectiveness level(s);

b. Responses to effectiveness assessments: A description of any program
modifications planned in accordance with section J.2, including the work plan and
identified schedule for implementation. The description must include the basis
for determining that each modified activity and/or BMP represents an
improvement expected to result in improved water quality; and

c. A description of any steps to be implemented to improve the Copermittee’s ability
to assess program effectiveness.

K. REPORTING

The Copermittees may propose alternate reporting criteria and schedules, as part of
their updated JRMP, for the Executive Officer’'s acceptance.

1. Runoff Management Plans
a. JURISDICTIONAL RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLANS

(1) The written account of the overall program to be conducted by each
Copermittee to meet the jurisdictional requirements of section F of this Order
is referred to as the Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan (JRMP). Each
Copermittee must revise and update its existing JRMP so that it describes all
activities the Copermittee will undertake to implement the requirements of this
Order. Each Copermittee must submit its updated and revised JRMP to the
San Diego Water Board no later than June 30, 2012.

(2) At a minimum, each Copermittee’s JRMP must be updated and revised to
demonstrate compliance with each applicable section of this Order.

DIRECTIVES J: PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING
DIRECTIVES K. REPORTING
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