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Bhreshold Ouestionsii
reshold Question
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eV S4s.supposed.to.be.subject to. more or less .

Stringe ] it CWA requ1rements than stormwater

=

charges associated with industrial activity? Than
run_.:r“'o' rmwater discharges?

*\« MS4s subject to WQSs?

o/

= "féire MS4s subject to TMDLs?
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~_» Are MS4s subject to additional requirements merely
because they discharge into a § 303(d) listed
waterbody?



[HRPAsMassachusetts MS4 Permit Re
B: sed on LongHsland Sound
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DL

s | ess éharge of a pollutant 1S better than more, even

[ we E)n 't know 1f you are part of the problem?
fVen if TMDL provides you no WLA?

Py

- MA MS4 Permit: Requirements for discharges to
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== ,dmpaued waters with an approved out-of-state TMDL
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== Apphes nitrogen requirements to discharges in
Massachusetts that are tributaries to the Long Island
Sound which has an approved TMDL for nitrogen.
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S licre are 'WLAs for non-stormwater dischargers in
Cont :r:f, ut and New Y ork, but even MS4 dischargers

-

1 ‘Llrg_ states were not subject to a WLA

g; L\ED “Smce at present, there 1s insufficient

-’=r;n Grmatlon to determine the universe of point source
== VS nonpoint source stormwater dischargers anywhere
in the basin, it is reasonable for now to collectively

characterize these sources.”
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S Pro s notice to Massachusetts’ MS4s

o able potential analysis - EPA assumes
7 ly because MS4s discharge into waters
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Now. anced BMPS and
’ddltlonequlrements

e Enhan ed pubhc education and outreach

Stormwater management in new development and
__rf:c lopment

"« Good housekeeping and pollution prevention for

g
i~
. — c
A—— - i '__,
e

g
—c——

=== .perm1ttee owned operations
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= Nltrogen source 1dentification report
-« Structural BMPs



» No WI _,, r LA for MA MS4 dischargers

> [ you \,‘ re a non-SW discharger, would this logic
tr)pL‘ ,

~_;1=e ar concern about 303(d) listed waterbodies —
; = 'FA assumes .
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== f‘No ana1y51s 1f MS4 discharge 1s de minimis or of

—
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: ~ permittee’s site-specific conditions
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Industrial VS.%
‘t,atu 'y Standar -
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CWA & 'CthIl 402(p)(3) Permit requlrements

A) It g, istrial discharges: Permits for discharges
ASSOCI¢ ated with industrial activity shall meet all
~appli 1cable provisions of this section and section 1311

fE’BNA@ 301] of this title.
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Maximum Extent Practlcalﬁe

, (“MEP”)

e

—

B) Municipal discharge: Permits for discharges from
MUNIC! pal storm sewers -

(1) may be issued on a system - or jurisdiction-wide basis;

(1) hall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-

,,-3,:.4-'-—

=== Ormwater discharges into the storm sewers; and

{._r’

:4—""—
e (111) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants
- to the maximum extent practicable, including management

practices, control techniques and system, design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants.



T tlve process
_ ' le standard

* R sgi’e able potential analysis

= ;-' ‘ause or contribute” standard determines need for
= J-.:/- WQBEL or BMP
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l R § 122. 44(d)(1 _.,
Reaso nable“l’%tentlal Analysis

@) L1im: i'* ﬁoﬁs must control all pollutants or pollutant
par ,1. eters . . . which the Director determines are or
ma d1scharged at a level which will cause, have

e»'reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an
"';.53-‘ XCUI'SlOIl above any State water quality standard,

=

== '_.‘mcludmg State narrative criteria for water quality.
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ause and Cotn_tw_;.
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iUrns reasonable potential analys1s to prohibition:

The 1 _f 1ttee shall reduce the discharge of
po [lutants such that the discharges from the MS4

.og.‘_

= ‘e_'o —not cause or contribute to an exceedance of
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=g
*'*s,.'rul L & estlon Do WQSs apply to MS4s?
nce if a TMDL exists?
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Dlaggne Vot

t a water body is subject to a TMDL does
r : hat every MS4 discharger upstream of that
ody is subject to an effluent limitation,
1mplemented through BMPs or otherwise.
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VIS4 pe 'iftees need to pay particular attention to
the I\/I\ permit requirements being imposed and
assure that they will not be put into noncompliance

-._'-

:a_ssumptlons and 1nappropriate permit conditions.

» Immediate compliance with WQS or similar
‘-pI’OhlblthIl 1S problematic.

« MEP is intended to provide FLEXIBILITY'!
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PONTSIT BAGK-

* Addres "lssues with perm1tt1ng authonty

* 'W.A Q O9(b)(2) Actions of the Administrator
Wr ic could have been reviewed “shall not be
= b] ect to judicial review 1n any civil or criminal
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——_proceedlng for enforcement”
= — "’53 484 reasons!
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Dedicated to Protecting Municipal Interests and
Ensuring Good Science and Cost Effective Public Expenditures
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