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Las Vegas Valley Storm Water Management Program Audit
Las Vegas, Nevada
September 19-23, 2005

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Staff from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 9, the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection (NDEP), and Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)
conducted an audit of the co-permittees implementing the Las Vegas Valley Storm Water
Management Program (Program). The audit was conducted over September 19 - 23, 2005. The
twofold purpose of the audit was (1) to determine the co-permittees’ compliance with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit (NV0021911) and (2) to evaluate the
current implementation of the co-permittees’ Storm Water Management Program with respect to
EPA storm water regulations. The co-permittees evaluated were the City of Las Vegas, City of
North Las Vegas, City of Henderson, Clark County, and the Clark County Regional Flood
Control District (CCRFCD). The program audit included a comprehensive office and in-field
verification of program implementation.

This program audit report identifies program deficiencies as well as positive attributes and may
indicate potential permit violations; however, this report is not a formal finding of violation.
Program deficiencies are areas of concern for successful program implementation. Positive
attributes indicate progress in implementing the Program.

The following potential permit violations and program deficiencies are considered the most
significant:

»  The SWMP has not been updated to address current activities and has not been updated to
address NDEP’s comments, dated October 21, 2003. (Permit Sections 4.1 and 4.12)

»  The co-permittees have not developed a plan nor developed requirements to reduce the
discharge of pollutants from areas of new development and significant redevelopment.
(Permit Section 4.6.1.2)

»  The co-permittees do not have ordinances that would provide the authority to require
structural as well as nonstructural BMPs for erosion and sediment control at construction
sites. (Permit Section 4.9.1.2)

» Several co-permittees also do not have the authority to conduct inspections of construction
sites. (Permit Section 4.9.1.3)

»  Some co-permittees have not identified the industrial facilities that are contributing a
substantial loading to the MS4 and have not developed an industrial facility monitoring and
control program for those industrial facilities. (Permit Section 4.8.1)

Several positive elements of the co-permittees’ programs were particularly notable:

* The CCRFCD provides a good structural foundation for program oversight, logistics, and
communications among the co-permittees.



* The CCRFCD has developed excellent Public Service Announcements (PSAs) that target
identified areas of concern.

» Industrial inspections are largely conducted by pretreatment inspectors who are
knowledgeable about stormwater.

*  Modifications to the Meadows Detention Basin to incorporate a natural, meandering
waterway will benefit stormwater quality.

* Henderson is considering adopting an “Open Space Plan” that will require developments to
retain more open space and will focus on keeping flood channels natural rather than
concrete-lined.

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Program Audit Purpose

The purpose of the program audit was to determine the co-permittees’ compliance with

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Discharges from
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) No. NV0021911 (Permit) and to evaluate the
current implementation of the Program with respect to EPA’s storm water regulations.

This audit reviewed the practices and permit compliance status of the following five co-
permittees: Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD), Clark County, City of Las
Vegas, City of North Las Vegas, and City of Henderson.

The audit team included William Hahn, Jennifer Legge, Dianne Stewart, and Jerry Whittum of
SAIC; Ellen Blake, Kathi Moore, Andrew Sallach, and John Tinger of EPA Region 9; and Cliff
Lawson, David Lloyd, Darryl Rasner, Larry Rountree, and Chad Schoop of the Nevada Division
of Environmental Protection (NDEP).

1.2 Permit History

The NDEP issued the Permit, effective from June 19, 2003 to June 18, 2008 to the CCRFCD,
Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT). NDOT has since been issued a separate NPDES Permit for Discharges
from MS4s and was not evaluated in this audit.

This current permit, the second issued to the co-permittees, requires implementation of the Las
Vegas Valley Storm Water Management Plan for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System,
dated September 2003 (SWMP) as well as certain modifications to the SWMP required pursuant
to comments from NDEP (dated October 21, 2003).



1.3 Logistics and Program Audit Preparation
Before initiating the on-site program audit, SAIC reviewed the following Program materials:

* NPDES Permit No. NV0021911

*  SWMP (September 2003)

*  2003-2004 Annual Report for Las Vegas Valley NPDES Municipal Storm Water Discharge
Permit (2003-2004 Annual Report)

» The web site http://www.lvstormwater.com/index.html and the co-permittees’ individual web
sites

* Co-permittees’ organizational charts

» Co-permittees’ storm water ordinances and

» Lists of construction sites and industrial sites.

On September 19 - 23, 2005, SAIC, EPA Region 9, and NDEP conducted the MS4 program
audit. Upon completion of the audit, an exit interview was held to discuss the preliminary
findings. During the exit interview, the attendees were informed that the findings were to be
considered preliminary pending further review by the EPA and NDEP.

1.4  Program Areas Evaluated

The following Program areas were evaluated:

Table 1. Program Areas Evaluated

Report Section/Co-Permittee Evaluated

Permit Section 2 3 4 5 6
All Clark Las North Las Henderson
County Vegas Vegas
4.1 Program Management, Reporting & L]
Monitoring
4.2 Legal authority ® ° [ ) )
4.5 Public Outreach and Education, and [ ] ® L [ ] ®

Intergovernmental Coordination

4.6 Best Management Practices ® o ® ® o

4.7 [llicit Discharge and Detection ® L] ° ® o

4.8 Industrial Facility Monitoring and ® ® ® L] ®
Control

4.9 Construction Site BMP Program L] ® (] ° ®



http://www.lvstormwater.com/index.html

1.5  Program Areas Not Evaluated

The following areas were not evaluated in detail as part of the program audit:

» The analytical monitoring program

* Other NPDES permits issued to the co-permittees (e.g., industrial or construction NPDES
storm water permits).

1.6  Program Audit Results

This report identifies program deficiencies as well as positive attributes and may indicate
potential permit violations; however, this report is not a formal finding of violation. Program
deficiencies are areas of concern for successful program implementation. Positive attributes
indicate a co-permittee’s progress in implementing the program. The audit team identified only
positive attributes that were innovative (beyond minimum requirements). Some areas were
found simply to be adequate; that is, they were neither deficient nor particularly innovative.

The audit team did not evaluate all components of each permittee’s program. Therefore, the co-
permittees should not consider the enclosed list of deficiencies to be a comprehensive evaluation
of individual program elements. The most significant potential permit violations, program
deficiencies, and positive attributes identified during the audit are noted in the Executive

Summary and are identified with in the following subsections.

The audit team evaluated requirements as written in the permit; as committed to in the SWMP;
as discussed in NDEP’s comments to the SWMP; or as required under Federal regulations. The
recommended actions are based on programs that are being implemented by other MS4s
throughout the country or on commitments within the co-permittee’s Annual Report. The
recommended actions provided in this report, although in some instances only written in one
Section of this report, may be applicable to more than one co-permittee. The co-permittees
should consider the entire report an evaluation of their combined program and determine
whether the recommended actions apply to each individual co-permittee.

2 PROGRAM-WIDE GENERAL FINDINGS
2.1 Program Management, Reporting & Monitoring

Background: The Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) provides overall
program management, coordinates reporting, and conducts storm water monitoring.

Positive Attributes

. The CCRFCD provides a good structural foundation for program oversight, logistics,
and communications among the co-permittees.




The CCRFCD hosts monthly meetings of the co-permittees, funds consultants to conduct storm
water sampling, oversees/coordinates construction site inspections (except for the City of
Henderson), provides public education outreach, and oversees the SWMP and annual reports.
The CCRFCD has a dedicated funding source from a 1/4 cent sales tax.

*  CCRFCD is developing an integrated GIS system with features such as area photography
and topographic maps that could be used to support storm water programs.

Although not currently being used for storm water activities, the data system being developed by

the CCRFCD has many potential applications for storm water such as tracking maintenance

activities, construction sites, industrial sites, and land use patterns. The permittees should

consider integrating storm water system components into the GIS system for system tracking and

identifying priorities.

Potential Permit Violation

. The SWMP has not been updated to address current activities and has not been
updated to address NDEP’s comments (Permit Sections 4.1 and 4.12).

The co-permittees submitted to NDEP a SWMP dated September 29, 2003. In a letter dated
October 21, 2003, NDEP indicated that the SWMP met the minimum terms of the permit, subject
to certain specific comments and conditions. Although the 2003-2004 Annual Report indicates
that a revised SWMP would be produced responsive to NDEP’s comments and conditions, the
co-permittees had not updated the SWMP to incorporate NDEP’s comments as of the time of the
audit. A summary of NDEP’s comments and the permittees’ responses is included in Appendix
A.

Program Deficiency

*  The co-permittees do not have an inter-jurisdictional agreement or a description in the
SWMP that outlines the responsibilities of each co-permittee with respect to the current
permit.

The co-permittees are sharing responsibility for several components of the SWMP, but these

responsibilities are not described in the SWMP. The tables of measurable goals do not clearly

identify which co-permittee(s) is responsible for the performance of the goal. In its October 21,

2003 letter, NDEP asked for clarification regarding who was performing each measurable goal.

The co-permittees had an inter-jurisdictional agreement that was created during the first permit
term and is no longer representative of current practices. There are separate Memorandums of
Understanding for construction site inspections that do represent current practices.



2.2 Public Outreach and Education (Permit Section 4.5)

Background: CCRFCD conducts most public outreach, although other co-permittees have done
some minor activities as described in Appendices B.1, C.1, D.1, and E.1.
Positive Attributes

C The CCRFCD has developed excellent Public Service Announcements (PSAs) that
target identified areas of concern.

PSAs have been developed for pet waste, car washing, fertilizers, spring cleaning (hazardous
waste disposal), and one general storm water PSA (called “the toy boat”). The PSAs may serve
as a model for other communities. All can be viewed on the Storm Water Quality Management
Committee web site (www.lvstormwater.com).

C The web site is thorough, frequently updated, and provides a good source of information for
the community.

Although the Annual Report indicates that CCRFCD, Las Vegas Valley Water District, and the

Storm Quality Management Committee host, maintain, and update the web site, staff of the Las

Vegas Valley Water District primarily created and maintain the web site. CCRFCD should

consider entering into a formal agreement with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to ensure

that the Storm Water Quality Management Committee web site continues to be maintained.

Program Deficiencies

C  Results from public outreach activities are not being tracked or measured.

CCRFCD has a program for elementary school students and is developing a curriculum for
seventh grade students, which includes either a self-guided curriculum with a six-minute video
or a 35-minute presentation usually to the entire grade level. The teachers complete a survey
regarding the effectiveness of the presentation; however, all survey questions focus on flood
safety and not storm water pollution. CCRFCD should consider adding a question regarding
reduction of storm water pollution to the teacher survey. CCRFCD should also consider tracking
mechanisms to evaluate the effectiveness of the PSAs. For example, the City of Honolulu
conducts annual surveys to measure effectiveness of education and has used focus groups to
determine how to communicate effectively with construction workers.

C  Except for 5,000 inlets initially marked by the City of Las Vegas and inlets marked by the
City of North Las Vegas, the co-permittees do not have an effective inlet stenciling or
marking program.

Storm drain stenciling is an effective and inexpensive way to inform the public about preventing

illicit discharges to the storm drain system. For example, the City of San Francisco includes a

hotline phone number on their stencils for citizens to report illegal dumping. The co-permittees

should consider reinvigorating the stenciling program.


http://www.lvstormwater.com

2.3 New Development Controls

Background: During the audit, the co-permittees indicated that they do not plan to require post-
construction BMPs.

Positive Attribute

C The Meadows Detention Basin is being modified to incorporate a natural, meandering
waterway, and will become part of a regional park.

The modification is expected to achieve water quality benefits for both storm water and dry

weather flows. CCRFCD will be conducting sampling to evaluate these results.

Potential Permit Violations

C The co-permittees have not developed a plan nor developed requirements to reduce
the discharge of pollutants from areas of new development and significant
redevelopment (Permit Section 4.6.1.2).

According to the SWMP, runoff from most areas of new development and significant
redevelopment will be captured by the existing or proposed detention basins. However, these
detention basins are designed specifically to capture runoff from large storm events (typically
designed for the 100-year storm) in order to attenuate flows. The detention basins are not
designed to provide water quality improvements and are not likely to reduce pollutants other
than large debris that may settle out during detention. The co-permittees do not require
additional structural or non-nonstructural controls to mitigate water quality impacts from new
development and significant redevelopment and do not have ordinances or other measures
specifying on-site detention or retention requirements associated with new development or
redevelopment. Pursuant to Section 4.6.1.2 of the Permit, the co-permittees must develop and
implement a plan to reduce the discharge of pollutants from MS4s which receive discharges
from areas of new development and significant redevelopment.

Appendix G of the Annual Report, Chapter 2, contains an evaluation of permanent (post-
construction) BMPs potentially applicable for post-construction in the Las Vegas Valley.
During the audit, co-permittees indicated that many of the BMPs may not be feasible due to soil
conditions in the valley. This discussion should be revised in future Annual Reports to be
reflective of actual conditions and to explain why if they are deemed not feasible. The reports
should include a discussion of and a schedule for a plan to address pollutants from new
development and significant redevelopment.

In developing a plan and controls for new developments, the co-permittees should consider the

following:

C adopting requirements for the conservation of pervious surfaces and vegetative buffers along
channels.



C requiring or encouraging on-site Best Management Practice (BMP) controls at new
development sites to control pollutants at the source.

C requiring on-site BMPs for facilities generating pollutants not expected to be removed in a
retrofitted detention basin, such as dissolved pollutants.

C evaluating BMPs applicable for use in the Las Vegas Valley.

Useful Resources on developing a plan include:

C EPA’s web site Post-Construction Storm Water Management in New Development &
Redevelopment (http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/menuofbmps/post.cfm).

C Truckee Meadows Low Impact Development Manual - A program might include:
mechanisms for modifying project densities (e.g., transfer of development rights, planned
unit developments), new site design requirements (e.g., riparian setbacks, calculation of
impervious coverage), land conservation tools (e.g., conservation easements, deed
restrictions), and public outreach methods to encourage land use planning designs that
protect water quality.
http://www.cityofreno.com/gov/pub_works/stormwater/management/land_use/

C The Truckee Meadows Structural Controls Manual (Guidance on Source and Treatment
Controls for Storm Water Quality Management).
http://www.cityofresno.com/gov/pub_works/stormwater/management/controls/

C California Stormwater Quality Association Handbook on new development.
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/

C The City of Poway, California, which converted existing flood control basins to storm water
quality detention basins to meet their MS4 permit requirements for new development.

C  The co-permittees have not evaluated existing structural flood control devices to determine if

retrofitting the device to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is feasible.
The SWMP (at Section 6.5.1) indicated that a desktop study would be conducted to assess the
water quality benefits of existing detention basins and flood control channels in Las Vegas
Valley, in order to demonstrate compliance with Permit Section 4.6.1.4. The District
representative was unable to provide information regarding the status of the desktop study,
although the SWMP committed to a measurable goal of completing the study in the permit year
that was ending at the time of the audit. CCRFCD has begun to evaluate potential pollutant
reductions obtained in the existing detention basins by conducting inflow/outflow monitoring of
three existing detention basins, although no data has been collected to date and it is not clear
how the data will be used to formulate a plan. Pursuant to Section 4.6.1.4 of the Permit, the co-
permittees must evaluate existing structural flood control devices to determine if retrofitting the
devices to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is feasible.

2.4  Illicit Discharge and Detection (Permit Section 4.7)

Background: Each co-permittee conducts its own illicit discharge and detection program, as
discussed in each respective co-permittee section below.


http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/menuofbmps/post.cfm
http://www.cityofreno.com/gov/pub_works/stormwater/management/land_use/
http://www.cityofresno.com/gov/pub_works/stormwater/management/controls/
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/

Program Deficiencies

C  The co-permittees do not generally track or evaluate the effectiveness of illicit discharge and
detection programs.

For example, Republic Silver State Services has an exclusive franchise agreement to manage a

valley-wide household hazardous waste disposal program, but it does not report the quantity of

materials collected by type of material or its efforts to notify the public of hazardous waste drop-

off sites and collection days. This data should be collected and used to evaluate the effectiveness

of the program.

C CCRFCD has published two different phone numbers for the reporting of illegal dumping.
CCRFCD published two brochures which indicate that illegal dumping should be reported to the
Clark County Health District (702-383-1027). Information regarding reporting illegal dumping
is also provided on the Storm Water Quality Management Committee web site
(www.lvstormwater.com). The web site provides a link to an online reporting system and
provides a phone number, which differs from the phone number published in the brochures.
CCRFCD should ensure that the phone numbers provided for reporting of illegal dumping are
accurate.

*  Although co-permittees’ semi-annual Wash Walks proactively detect illicit discharges,
information collected could be improved.
Co-permittees use an innovative strategy to identify problems areas and illicit discharges by
walking alongside the entire wash semi-annually. Visual observations of problems are
addressed. The information collected during Wash Walks could be improved by using field tests
to identify potential pollutant sources in addition to visual observations of water quality. Field
tests may identify illicit connections not visually identifiable. The Illicit Discharge Detection
and Elimination Guidance Manual for Program Development and Technical Assessment by the
Center for Watershed Protection is a good resource. This document is available at
http://www.cwp.org/.

2.5 Industrial Facility Monitoring and Control (Permit Section 4.8)

Background: Each co-permittee conducts its own industrial facility monitoring and control
program, as discussed in each co-permittee section below.

Potential Permit Violation

. The co-permittees have not identified the industrial facilities that are contributing a
substantial loading to the MS4 and have not developed an industrial facility
monitoring and control program for those industrial facilities. (Permit Section 4.8.1)



http://www.cwp.org/
http://www.lvstormwater.com

The Annual Report indicates that co-permittees are meeting the minimum requirement of the
permit to inspect the hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities and SARA Title
IIT Section 313 industries specifically identified in the permit. However, there is no indication
that 313 industries have any relation to storm water, and in fact several Section 313 facilities
inspected during the audit were located entirely indoors. According to the 2003-2004 Annual
Report, the co-permittees considered that gas stations and hotel/casinos might contribute a
substantial pollutant loading to the MS4, but nonetheless determined that these facilities should
not be inspected. The co-permittees should conduct, and the SWMP should be revised to reflect,
an analysis and inspection program of industrial facilities that contribute a substantial load to the
MS4.

Program Deficiencies

*  The program does not track or acknowledge many of the inspection activities being
conducted to control pollutants at industrial facilities.
During the audit, it became apparent that many co-permittees (and other agencies) have an
extensive industrial facility monitoring program. For example, several co-permittees are
conducting industrial storm water inspections at industrial and commercial facilities that are not
Section 313 facilities; however, these inspections are not incorporated into a comprehensive
storm water monitoring program. In addition, the County Health Department (not a co-
permittee) is conducting inspections at restaurant facilities, all of which include an inspection of
outside activities that could contribute pollutants to the MS4. CCRFCD should track and
coordinate these activities to reflect a comprehensive program.

C  The co-permittees and NDEP do not coordinate activities to control discharges from
industrial facilities.
The co-permittees’ inspectors do not verify if the facilities are subject to nor have submitted a
Notice Of Intent (NOI) or developed a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in
compliance with NDEP General Permit NVR050000 for Storm Water Associated with Industrial
Activity (NDEP Industrial General Permit). While the co-permittees are not directly responsible
for implementing the State’s program, the inspectors should be familiar with the State
regulations. This would promote consistency in evaluations by storm water inspectors, which
would benefit the industrial permittees, as well as improve the efficiency of the storm water
program. Further, inspectors should be reviewing SWPPPs, which are required to contain
information that would assist with the inspectors’ evaluations of the site. The co-permittees
should transmit information relating to facility SWPPPs to NDEP.

2.6 Construction Site BMP Program (Permit Section 4.9)
Background: CCRFCD contracts with the Clark County Department of Air Quality and
Environmental Management (CCDAQEM) to conduct construction site storm water inspections

concurrent with air quality inspections in Clark County, Las Vegas, and North Las Vegas. The
City of Henderson conducts its own construction site inspections.
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Potential Permit Violations

. The co-permittees do not appear to have the authority to require structural and
nonstructural BMPs for erosion and sediment control at construction sites.
(Permit Section 4.9.1.2)

. Timely and appropriate response to storm water problems at construction sites is not
occurring. (Permit Section 4.9.1.3)

Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson have not adopted ordinances to
require that BMPs be implemented to reduce pollutants in storm water from construction sites.

Under the current construction inspection program for Clark County, Las Vegas, and North Las
Vegas, CCRFCD only requires CCDAQEM to report only actual discharges of sediment,
chemicals, and other pollutants. The CCDAQEM inspectors do not have enforcement authority
for storm water, and CCRFCD only requires referral to the co-permittees of sites with violations
to only the most egregious violations of actual discharges. Thus, Clark County, Las Vegas, and
North Las Vegas are only provided the information to enforce against construction sites with
actual discharges which, due at least in part to slow communications, they have not yet done. In
accordance with Section 4.9.1.3 of the Permit, these co-permittees must enforce “control
measures.”

CCRFCD, Clark County, Las Vegas, and North Las Vegas should require the CCDAQEM
inspectors to communicate directly with the appropriate contact from Clark County, Las Vegas,
and North Las Vegas. Currently the information is sent only to CCRFCD. When the
construction site is located near a jurisdictional boundary, the inspectors could submit evidence
of violations to the contacts for both jurisdictional areas in question and to CCRFCD. All
inspection forms that identify that perimeter BMPs are not observed or that the site has the
potential to impact the public right-of-way should be forwarded immediately so that appropriate
enforcement response can occur.

CCRFCD should instruct its consultants (MWH) to walk through the construction sites during
post-storm inspections (as opposed to the current practice of only observing project perimeters)
and note the condition of storm water controls. Moreover, the co-permittees should then take
appropriate enforcement actions as a result of these post-storm inspections.

See related discussion in Sections 3.6, 4.6, 5.6, and 6.6 for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas, and Henderson, respectively.
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Program Deficiency

C  The co-permittees and the State do not coordinate activities to control discharges from
construction sites.
The co-permittees’ inspectors do not verify if the projects have submitted an NOI or have
developed a SWPPP in compliance with the NDEP General Permit NVR100000 for Stormwater
Associated with Construction Activity (NDEP Construction General Permit). While the co-
permittees are not directly responsible for implementing the State’s program, the inspectors
should be familiar with the State regulations. This would promote consistency in evaluations by
storm water inspectors, which would benefit the regulated community, as well as improve the
efficiency of the storm water program. Further, inspectors should be reviewing SWPPPs, which
are required to contain information that would assist with the inspectors’ evaluation of the site.
The co-permittees should transmit information relating to facility SWPPPs to NDEP.

3 CLARK COUNTY FINDINGS

Detailed information related to the Clark County findings (described in this section) is found in
Appendix B.1 - Clark County Documentation of Findings.

3.1 Adequate Legal Authority (Permit Section 4.2)

Background: The Clark County Storm Water System Discharge Code Title 24.40 prohibits the
discharge of wastewater, pollutants, and solid or viscous material to the storm water system.

Positive Attribute

. The Clark County legal authority provides good description and control of pollutants
and/or materials discharged either intentionally or unintentionally to the storm water
system.

Potential Permit Violation

. Clark County has not required compliance with conditions in ordinances, permits,
contracts or orders. (Permit Section 4.2.1.3) Appropriate storm water enforcement
has not occurred due to a cumbersome and lengthy process of handling construction
site violations and a possible lack of adequate Code Enforcement staff.

As noted above, construction site inspections are conducted by CCDAQEM. CCDAQEM staff
make a limited attempt to contact and inform the site representative of the enforcement concern.
If the site is discharging sediment, construction chemicals, or other pollutants, the inspection
checklist report is forwarded to CCRFCD immediately. A single CCRFCD staff reviews all of
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the reports and determines which will be returned to Clark County for enforcement. The criteria
used to determine which reports will be escalated to enforcement is uncertain. Since one person
is tasked with all reviews, the reports are not reviewed and forwarded to Clark County when that
staff is away from the office (e.g., on vacation, at meetings). Upon receipt of a report from
CCRFCD, Clark County then provides the report to Code Enforcement for follow up and any
enforcement action. The lag time between the CCDAQEM inspection and subsequent site visit
by Code Enforcement to verify a storm water violation typically means that the discharge is not
occurring when Code Enforcement arrives on site, and thus formal enforcement does not occur.
Currently, all violations identified by Code Enforcement have been resolved through violation
documentation, meeting with the site representative, verbal directive, and a follow-up Notice of
Violation that requires correction within 15 days. Due to inadequate record keeping, Code
Enforcement did not know if the construction site enforcement actions were related to storm
water or dust control. Construction site inspection reports with other storm water concerns are
collected by the County, but not reviewed, and then forwarded to CCRFCD quarterly.

Code Enforcement has six staff who are responsible for enforcement of County Code (e.g.,
residential building code, swimming pools, illegal dumping, zoning) for all County departments.
Code Enforcement may not have sufficient staff to adequately and aggressively enforce storm
water violations. Clark County should evaluate the need for either additional or dedicated storm
water Code Enforcement staff to ensure all storm water industrial and construction site violations
are adequately addressed through local enforcement, as appropriate. In addition, Code
Enforcement site activities should ensure that BMPs identified in the SWPPP are being
implemented to retain soil and/or chemicals on the site as committed to in the SWPPP.

The County’s legal authority to require structural and nonstructural BMPs at construction sites
and to inspect construction sites is discussed in Section 3.6.

3.2 Public Outreach and Education, and Intergovernmental Coordination
(Permit Section 4.5)

Background: Clark County has developed and adequately conducts Public Outreach and
Education, and Intergovernmental Coordination. See Appendix B.1 for additional information.

33 Best Management Practices (Permit Section 4.6)
Background: Clark County conducts various best management practices such as inspection of
washes and detention basins, review and approval of drainage plans prior to site construction,

street sweeping, and standard operating procedures (SOPs) for herbicide and fertilizer
application.
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Potential Permit Violations

. Clark County has not implemented a plan to reduce the discharge of pollutants from
MS4s which receive discharges from areas of new development and significant
redevelopment. (Permit Section 4.6.1.2)

. Clark County has not implemented a program to evaluate and as necessary reduce
pollutants in discharges from MS4s associated with the application of pesticides,
herbicides, and fertilizers. (Permit Section 4.6.1.6)

While in general Clark County does not have a plan to reduce discharges from new development
and significant redevelopment, Clark County Development Services sets standards for public and
private development and requires a drainage plan. Development Services reviews and must
approve the drainage plan prior to site construction. Clark County’s jurisdiction includes large
regional detention basins that are owned by the public and theoretically, new developments can
discharge into these basins. It appears that other departments that are not responsible for the
integrity of regional detention basins allow developers to discharge to the basins without
notifying the Clark County Maintenance Management personnel who hold responsibility for
basin condition, inspection, and maintenance. In accordance with Permit Section 4.6.1.2, Clark
County must implement a plan to reduce the discharge of pollutants from new development and
significant redevelopment to the MS4. For additional information related to a plan and controls
for new development and redevelopment, see Section 2.3.

Clark County applies pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers (PHFs). The Clark County Public
Works has four certified pesticide applicators. Clark County Public Works and Parks and
Recreation Departments respectively apply herbicides to detention basins, channels, and public
parks. Parks and Recreation has Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for herbicide and
fertilizer application and equipment cleanup. The County does not appear to have a program to
evaluate and reduce pollutants in discharges associated with pesticides, herbicides, and
fertilizers. Clark County does not appear to have SOPs for washout and recycle of pesticide
containers (see Appendix B.2). Clark County should develop a SOP for the washout and
recycling of pesticide containers and develop and implement BMPs for use of herbicides in
detention basins and channels.

Program Deficiencies

. Clark County Parks and Recreation staff and many Public Works staff have not
received formal storm water training.

Clark County should implement formal storm water training for all Public Works and Parks and
Recreation employees. The training should be mandatory for all new employees and be required
periodically as a refresher training for all appropriate staff.
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*  Clark County has not used the tools available to ensure implementation of appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) in a timely manner.
Clark County Maintenance Management staft stated that the County has a reporting system to
track the condition of a public detention basin’s embankments, sediment load, maintenance,
maintenance requirements, and water volume during peak storm flows. Although Clark County
has this reporting system, it was not being used for the regional detention basin (i.e., Lower
Duck Creek Detention Basin) inspected by the audit team (See Appendix B.3). Clark County
should immediately repair erosion at the Lower Duck Creek Detention Basin and evaluate,
identify, and implement means to reduce future erosion of the basin walls. In addition, the
County should establish a protocol for notification of appropriate Clark County staff prior to any
non-County personnel entering a detention basin fenced area.

*  Clark County has not evaluated the effectiveness of its street sweeping and catch basin and
inlet cleaning programs.

Clark County Public Works sweeps all streets at least monthly, but generally does not sweep

public parking lots. Nationally, many MS4s track the volume of material collected from street

sweeping and removed from catch basins and annually evaluate the effectiveness of the

programs. Clark County tracks the number of catch basins and inlets cleaned and the number of

street sweeper loads, but not the volumes of materials.

Clark County does not evaluate the effectiveness of the programs. Clark County should:

» track the volume of material collected from catch basins, inlets, and street sweeping and
annually evaluate the effectiveness of the programs.

» evaluate the need and as necessary implement sweeping of public parking lots.

* develop and implement BMPs for street and road maintenance and repairs.

34 Illicit Discharge and Detection (Permit Section 4.7)

Background: Clark County implements Illicit Discharge and Detection program components
such as: mapping (using GIS) of regional piping, drop inlets, and catch basins; inspection of
detention basins and washes; resolution of illegal dumping; and spill response. Various aspects
of the program are implemented by the CCRFCD, the Clark County Fire Department, and Clark
County Water Reclamation District.
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Potential Permit Violations

. Clark County has not implemented a program that includes inspections to implement
and enforce an ordinance, orders or similar means to prevent illicit discharges to the
MS4. \(Permit Section 4.7.1.1)

. Clark County has not implemented procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to
spills that may discharge into the municipal separate storm sewer.
(Permit Section 4.7.1.4)

. Clark County has not conducted an assessment of whether the procedures otherwise
implemented are sufficient to identify instances of exfiltration from the sanitary sewer
to the storm sewers, and if not, additional activities to be undertaken to control
exfiltration. (Permit Section 4.7.1.7)

Clark County staff claimed that non-storm water discharges to the channels are “usually from
swimming pools.” Clark County accepts such discharges as permitted non-storm water, but does
not evaluate whether the swimming pool discharges have been dechlorinated before discharge.

Clark County Public Works responds to spills of less than 25 gallons, and the Fire Department
responds to spills of 25 gallons or greater. Typically, the Fire Department does not inform the
Public Works Department of the spills to which it responds. Thus, Clark County cannot respond
to those spills to ensure the spill is contained and does not discharge to the MS4. Clark County
should establish a protocol to ensure the Fire Department informs Public Works in a timely
manner of every spill response.

Clark County Water Reclamation District (CCWRD) staff stated that the CCWRD is responsible
for the Clark County sanitary sewer system and responds to and corrects sanitary sewer
overflows (SSOs) and cross-connections. Clark County Public Works indicated a lack of
knowledge of the sanitary sewer system and appears not to have conducted an assessment of the
sufficiency of procedures to identify instances of exfiltration (SSOs, cross-connections) from the
sanitary sewer to the storm sewer system. Clark County has not requested the SSO and cross-
connection exfiltration information for inclusion in the Annual Report. Clark County Public
Works should establish a relationship with CCWRD to facilitate the back and forth flow of
necessary information.

Program Deficiencies

. Clark County Public Works appeared to consider storm water to be a low priority as
demonstrated by municipal facilities not addressing basic storm water issues.
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Storm water appeared to be considered a low priority at Clark County Public Works’ facilities
(i.e., basic storm water issues such as spillage and drippage of petroleum products to outside
areas and storage of exposed, uncontained five-gallon pails of petroleum products were not
addressed) (see Appendix B.2). Clark County should inspect and immediately remedy all storm
water concerns identified in Appendix B.2. See additional discussion in Section 3.5.

» The Clark County mapping of facilities does not include structure history and maintenance
(e.g., date constructed, date and type of maintenance, number and cause of blockages).
Clark County should include the structure history and maintenance in its local mapping database.

*  Clark County Public Works staff appeared to lack general storm water knowledge. For
example, a Clark County staff person stated that an incident involving a discharge of a
herbicide to a wash was not a concern.

*  Clark County Public Works appeared to lack internal coordination between various county
departments. For example, staff from two County departments stated that they were the
individuals to be notified of a spill at a Public Works location. Signage at the Public Works
Fuel Point directs that spills be reported by calling 911, yet a third option.

Clark County should ensure all appropriate staff receive necessary training to enhance storm

water knowledge and develop SOPs for storm water-related activities such as spill response and

ensure that all appropriate Clark County staff (e.g., those that engage in outdoor maintenance
activities and/or spill response) are familiar with the SOPs.

At a minimum of twice annually, Clark County staff walk the channels and washes that have a
history of discharges. Clark County staff used to maintain a list of every discharge point
(“orifice”) to the channels, but no longer keeps a list. Clark County should resume
documentation of all orifices to the channels to allow better tracking of illicit discharges and
discharge points.

Clark County staff attempt to resolve illegal dumping to the County streets with the person
responsible for the dumping, but often do not have the ability to trace a discharge back to the
source. If staff are unable to resolve the illegal dumping, the incident is referred to Clark County
Code Enforcement. Clark County should pursue additional funding and move forward with local
level mapping to allow better control and tracking of pollutants discharged to the MS4 and to
provide inspectors the ability to determine discharge sources. Clark County should establish a
proactive program for reduction of illicit discharges and illegal dumping. The program may
include, as is common at other MS4s, distribution of door hangers and/or brochures in areas
where illegal dumping has occurred, and informational documents to targeted industrial/
commercial entities. EPA’s web site has some useful compliance assistance materials. For
instance, see the Storm Water Outreach Materials and Reference Documents at
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwatermonth.cfm.
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3.5  Industrial Facility Monitoring and Control (Permit Section 4.8)

Background: Clark County contracts CCWRD to implement the industrial facility program and
relies on Code Enforcement for violation response.

Positive Attribute

. Clark County uses CCWRD for the industrial inspection program. CCWRD staff
conduct very thorough inspections (see Appendix B.4).

Potential Permit Violation

. Clark County has not implemented a program to monitor and control pollutants in
storm water discharges to the MS4 from industrial facilities that are contributing a
substantial pollutant loading to the MS4. (Permit Section 4.8)

The Clark County Industrial Facility Monitoring and Control program is limited to twelve SARA
Title III Section 313 facilities. While Clark County may have other industrial facilities (e.g., car
washes, service stations) that contribute substantial pollutant loading to the MS4, those facilities
have not been included in the Industrial Facility Monitoring and Control program. Clark County
apparently has not conducted an assessment to determine the industrial facilities that may
contribute a substantial pollutant loading to the MS4. As is common at many municipalities,
Clark County may choose to include all pretreatment program industries in its MS4 industrial
facility program until it is determined that each facility does not contribute a substantial pollutant
loading to the MS4. Regarding the identification of industrial facilities that might contribute
substantial pollutant loading to the MS4, see Section 2.5.

Program Deficiencies

*  Clark County does not determine whether the inspected industry has applied for and/or
received the required NPDES Industrial General Permit during inspections. Thus, follow-up
notification to NDEP of non-permitted industries and/or directing non-permitted industries
to contact NDEP to secure the required permit does not occur.

CCDAQEM inspectors do not verify if the facilities are subject to nor have submitted an NOI or

developed a SWPPP in compliance with the NDEP Industrial General Permit. The inspectors

should revise the industrial facility checklist to include a question of NPDES permit coverage.

* Clark County does not include appropriate municipal operations in the industrial program.
The Clark County Public Works Fleet Management, Traffic, Vector Control, and Automotive
facilities are not included in the industrial program. Clark County has not developed or
implemented storm water management plans for the facilities and does not inspect the sites for
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storm water. The audit team observed several Clark County municipal operation sites. Most

sites had significant storm water issues (e.g., petroleum-stained pavement, exposed containers of

petroleum and other products, exposed larvicide, exposed automotive batteries, and fuel spillage)

(see Appendix B.2). Clark County should:
include all municipal operations (e.g., Fleet, Automotive Repair, Vector Control, Traffic)
that have potential to contribute substantial pollutant loading to the MS4 in its industrial
facility program.

» submit NOIs for each of those facilities that are subject to the NDEP General Industrial
Permit.

» develop SWPPPs for all municipal operations included in the County industrial program.

* appoint a storm water representative or responsible person at each municipal operation
included in the industrial facility program. That person should implement the SWPPP,
conduct periodic storm water inspections of the site, and provide liaison with county-wide
storm water management.

* inspect and immediately remedy all storm water concerns identified in Appendix B.2.

3.6 Construction Site BMP Program (Permit Section 4.9)
Background: Clark County uses CCDAQEM staff to conduct construction site storm water
inspections under the authority of the dust permit. Clark County uses the County Code

Enforcement staff for follow up on site noncompliance and subsequent enforcement activities.

Positive Attribute

. The CCDAQEM inspector exhibited a desire to conduct a viable construction site
storm water inspection and ensure control of runoff from the site.
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Potential Permit Violations

. Clark County has not adopted an ordinance that would provide the authority to
require structural and nonstructural BMPs for erosion and sediment control at
construction sites (Permit Section 4.9.1.2)

. Clark County’s inspectors (CCDAQEM) do not have specific authority to enter and
inspect construction sites for storm water and to enforce storm water regulations.
(Permit Sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.9.1.3)

. Clark County has not enforced control measures to reduce pollutants in storm water
runoff from construction sites to the MS4. (Permit Section 4.9.1.3)

. Clark County has not conducted semi-annual inspections of washes and open channels
for the purpose of identifying locations of heavy sediment loads that may be associated
with construction site runoff. (SWMP Section 9.4.c)

Clark County uses CCDAQEM inspectors to conduct storm water inspections under the Clark
County Air Quality Dust Control Permit. Clark County has not adopted an erosion control or
grading ordinance nor does it otherwise require storm water control measures (i.e., BMPs) and is
thus limited to only enforcing for actual discharges from the construction sites and for dust
control BMP noncompliance. The CCDAQEM inspectors do not have the authority to enforce
storm water regulations, unless they overlap with the requirements of the dust permit (e.g.,
trackout control requirements). In accordance with Section 4.9.1.2 of the Permit, Clark County
must establish an ordinance requiring control measures rather than enforcing against only actual
discharges. In accordance with Sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.9.1.3 of the Permit, Clark County must
also establish legal authority for the inspection of construction sites with regard to storm water
requirements.

Clark County staff inspect the washes and open channels, but appear to primarily look for
discharges entering via outfalls. It was unclear if sediment loads due to overland construction
site runoff, whether from private or public construction sites, were of concern to Clark County.
In accordance with SWMP Section 9.4.c, Clark County must conduct semi-annual inspections of
washes and open channels for the purpose of identifying locations of heavy sediment loads that
may be associated with construction site runoff.
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Program Deficiencies

. Clark County does not handle storm water discharge noncompliance reports in an
effective and expeditious manner and does not proactively take actions to ensure
timely correction of storm water noncompliance.

. Clark County does not adequately regulate its own construction sites.

Clark County’s process of addressing construction site storm water noncompliance issues is
particularly inefficient. When a discharge is observed, the CCDAQEM inspectors report their
findings to CCRFCD, who review the findings and then direct the findings back to the Clark
County Planning Manager. The Clark County Planning Manager then provides the findings to
Clark County Code Enforcement for follow up. CCDAQEM simply files the reports that only
contain potential to discharge or other non-discharge issues. The reports are forwarded to
CCRFCD quarterly, but not reviewed. When a potential problem is observed, CCDAQEM
makes a limited effort to contact the site supervisor to discuss the issue. The CCDAQEM
inspectors determine if a follow- up inspection will be conducted to verify correction of a
compliance issue. Clark County should:

» direct CCDAQEM to simultaneously provide their findings to CCRFCD, the Clark County
Planning Manager, and Clark County Code Enforcement. This should improve the response
time for follow up on construction site noncompliance by several days.

» ensure the site supervisor is notified of all noncompliance with the regulations to include
failure to implement and maintain all storm water BMPs. Many MS4s send informal letters
to the site supervisors. The letters inform site supervisors who were unavailable during the
inspection of the problems found on site and document a history of noncompliance if
enforcement becomes necessary in the future.

» develop a SOP to ensure all CCDAQEM inspectors conduct a follow-up inspection of sites
with more than minor violations.

Clark County Department of Real Property Management conducts contract management for all
county departments and is responsible for all public-owned property that is not in a street right-
of-way. Real Property Management has construction inspectors to ensure public sites meet
erosion and grading plan requirements and comply with NPDES Permit and SWPPP
requirements. This was inconsistent with other information provided to the audit team by Clark
County that the County does not have requirements for erosion and sediment control at
construction sites.

The audit team inspected a public construction site and noted numerous NPDES Permit
noncompliance issues (see Appendix B.5). In addition, it appeared that the public construction
site did not have NPDES permit coverage. Clark County should ensure that its public
construction sites have NPDES permit coverage as appropriate.
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* The CCDAQEM inspectors do not verify whether the construction site has a NPDES permit.
CCDAQEM requires a dust permit and Dust Mitigation Plan before building permit approval.
The Dust Mitigation Plan must at a minimum include BMP 10 (disturbed soil) and BMP 20
(trackout control). While accessing a construction site to conduct an air quality inspection under
the dust permit, CCDAQEM inspectors also conduct storm water BMP inspections based on the
Construction Site SWPPP Inspection form. The form does not include questions related to
whether the construction site has a NPDES permit. When conducting storm water inspections in
Clark County (as well as in Las Vegas and North Las Vegas), CCDAQEM inspectors should:

+ verify whether a NPDES Permit has been obtained.

» ensure that construction sites not only specify construction storm water BMPs in the dust
control permit, but that those BMPs are implemented during the construction project
duration.

In addition, the County’s ordinance specifies that there shall be no discharge without

authorization under a permit, and that the discharger must be in compliance with such permit.

(See Section 3.1 in Appendix B.1.) The County should be evaluating construction sites for

compliance with the NDEP Construction General Permit.

*  Clark County neither provides formal training for construction site operators, nor directs
them to periodic training held by NDEP.

Clark County has distributed a presentation titled “Storm Water Quality Management in Las

Vegas Valley.” Clark County should develop and implement training for construction operators

or direct construction operators to NDEP training.

4 CITY OF LAS VEGAS FINDINGS

Detailed information related to the City of Las Vegas findings (described in this section) is found
in Appendix C.1 - City of Las Vegas Documentation of Findings.

4.1 Adequate Legal Authority (Permit Section 4.2)

Background: Chapter 14.17 (Wastewater Collection and Treatment) of the Las Vegas Municipal
Code contains the legal authority for the Las Vegas storm water program.

Potential Permit Violation

C The Las Vegas Municipal Code does not appear to contain the legal authority to
require compliance, monitor, inspect, or take enforcement action against an illicit
discharge by a person or entity that does not meet the definition of an industrial user.
(Permit Sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.3.

Chapter 14.17 related to prohibition of illicit discharges is Las Vegas’ pretreatment ordinance,
therefore many provisions specifically refer to “industrial users” as defined in the ordinance.
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This would exclude many facilities, such as construction sites, that have the potential to
discharge storm water but are not industrial users. It should be noted that the city may use its
nuisance code or fire code to clean up sites that are not directly discharging to the storm drain
system, although this may not provide clear storm water legal authority necessary for the
program. In accordance with Section 4.2.1.1 of the Permit, Las Vegas must revise its ordinance
to clarify that it has the legal authority to require compliance, monitor, inspect, and take
enforcement action against any person, in addition to industrial users. In accordance with
Section 4.2.1.3 of the Permit, Las Vegas must require compliance with (i.e., enforce) conditions
in the above ordinances.

The City’s legal authority to require structural and nonstructural BMPs at construction sites and
to inspect construction sites is discussed in Section 4.6.

4.2 Public Outreach and Education, and Intergovernmental Coordination
(Permit Section 4.5)

Background: Las Vegas primarily relies on CCRFCD’s public outreach and education program.
See Appendix C.1 for additional information.

Positive Attribute

C Las Vegas has good interagency coordination that benefits program implementation.
Staff and management from numerous city departments were generally aware of storm water
issues and were observed to coordinate responses quickly to issues and violations observed
during the audit.

4.3 Best Management Practices (Permit Section 4.6)

Background: Las Vegas’ best management practices include street sweeping, inspection and
maintenance of washes and detention basins, and SOPs for herbicide and fertilizer application.

Positive Attribute

. Las Vegas has developed an excellent spreadsheet for basin maintenance that may
serve as a model to other co-permittees.

Potential Permit Violation

C Las Vegas has not developed a plan nor developed requirements to reduce the
discharge of pollutants from areas of new development and significant redevelopment.
(Permit Section 4.6.1.2)
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Las Vegas staff indicated that runoff from most areas of new development and significant
redevelopment will be captured by the existing or proposed detention basins. For further
information, see Section 2.3.

Program Deficiencies

* Las Vegas does not evaluate the effectiveness of its street sweeping and catch basin
programs.

Las Vegas sweeps all public streets twice monthly. Nationally, many MS4s track the volume of

material collected from street sweeping and removed from catch basins and annually evaluate the

effectiveness of the programs. Las Vegas should track and report the amount of material

collected from street sweeping and catch basin cleaning and evaluate their effectiveness.

* Las Vegas does not have a data management system for its storm drain structures.

Storm drain structures are cleaned based on historical problems and as needed, based on
complaints. Las Vegas should consider developing and implementing a comprehensive
electronic scheduling and maintenance management system for its storm drain structures. A data
management system could potentially reduce pollutants entering the MS4 through better
identification, scheduling, and tracking of problem areas.

» Trash containers are located within detention basins that are used for additional purposes
(e.g., playing fields).

Trash containers should be located outside of areas where storm water would flow through the

detention basin.

4.4  Illicit Discharge and Detection (Permit Section 4.7)
Background: Las Vegas implements Illicit Discharge and Detection program components such

as: mapping (using GIS) of regional piping, drop inlets, and catch basins; inspection of detention
basins and washes; resolution of illegal dumping; and spill response.

Positive Attribute
C Las Vegas was observed to respond appropriately when an illicit discharge was
observed.

The primary method of detecting illicit discharges to the visible areas of the storm drain system
is through the twice annual Wash Walks, which are documented in the 2003-2004 Annual
Report. The audit team observed Las Vegas inspectors on a simulated Wash Walk (documented
in Appendix C.3). In conducting the Wash Walks, the inspector looks for dry weather flow,
heavy sediment loads, and any significant obstructions in the wash. When the Wash Walk crew
finds a potential illicit discharge, they notify appropriate Las Vegas or other agency staff who
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can investigate the situation. Based on an initial evaluation, the Wash Walk crew refers flows
thought to be from construction sites to NDEP and flows from permitted industrial users to Las
Vegas’ Industrial Waste Section.

During the simulated Wash Walk, an illicit discharge was observed taking place. The City
inspectors documented the event, coordinated with appropriate agencies, and assessed a fine in a

timely manner.

Program Deficiencies

C A Hazmat team responding to a spill may flush the material to a storm drain if it determines
there might be danger from fumes.

According to Section 1.3.1.1 of the Permit, discharges of non-storm water are not permitted

discharges. Except when health and safety is of serious concern, and there is no other reasonable

option, spill responders should vacuum or absorb spilled materials rather than flushing them to

the storm drain. Dangerous fumes can be conveyed to other areas via the storm sewer system.

»  The City should track 911 calls that involve events that could impact the MS4.
4.5 Industrial Facility Monitoring and Control (Permit Section 4.8)

Background: Pretreatment inspectors implement the Las Vegas industrial facility monitoring and
control program.

Positive Attributes

. City pretreatment inspectors inspect and report on City-owned sites the same as all
other industrial permitted sites [including the Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(POTW)].

A City pretreatment inspector was observed to conduct inspections of city-owned facilities
required to have pretreatment permits. The inspection was done exactly the same as industrial
facilities. Because the POTW has a laboratory facility, it is also required to have a pretreatment
permit. Storm water inspections are conducted at the POTW as part of the pretreatment
program.

» Experienced pretreatment inspectors include storm water evaluations in their pretreatment
inspections for a comprehensive list of industrial facilities.

Las Vegas conducts inspections of nine Significant Industrial Users (SIUs), also known as Class

I facilities two times per year, and about one thousand Class II facilities (e.g., photo processors,

dry cleaners, and dentists) a minimum of once every five years. The audit team observed

inspections at Anderson Dairy, a site (operating as a bottler, not a Concentrated Animal Feeding

Operation) found to have several storm water violations. The City inspector documented these
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issues on a standard storm water form. The City assessed a fine in a timely manner and also sent
a letter to the owner of the dumpster that was leaking at the Anderson Dairy site.

Potential Permit Violation

»  Las Vegas must provide a summary of storm water inspections performed for inclusion in
the Annual Report. (Permit Section 5.3.4)

In accordance with Section 5.3.4 of the Permit, Las Vegas must summarize and provide a

summary of the industrial inspections performed for inclusion in the Annual Report.

Program Deficiencies

» Las Vegas does not determine whether the inspected industry has applied for and/or received
the required NPDES industrial storm water permit during inspections. Thus, follow-up
notification to NDEP of non-permitted industries and/or directing non-permitted industries
to contact NDEP to secure the required permit does not occur.

Las Vegas does not coordinate with the State to determine which industrial facilities have a

NDEP Industrial General Permit. Las Vegas should obtain lists of facilities that have NDEP

Industrial Storm Water General Permits and compare these against the facilities within their

service area to determine whether all facilities required to have such permits actually do have

them.

C  The City Maintenance East yard had not filed a NOI and did not have a SWPPP on site as
required by the NDEP Industrial Storm Water General Permit.

Las Vegas should file NOIs and develop SWPPPs for all City-owned facilities that are subject to

the requirements of the NDEP Industrial General Permit.

C  Minor City yard violations were observed, but were corrected promptly.

A mobile car washer in the East Maintenance Yard was directed by City staff to only wash
vehicles over a drain that flows to a sand/oil interceptor. Filter fabric over the only storm drain
from the facility should be checked more often than twice annually. Waste fungicides and other
materials were left improperly outside a storage area. The responsible department removed these
at the request of City staff.

4.6 Construction Site BMP Program (Permit Section 4.9)
Background: CCDAQEM conducts construction site storm water inspections concurrent with air

quality inspections in Las Vegas. The City reviews Drainage Plans to determine whether erosion
control is required.
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Potential Permit Violations

. Las Vegas does not have an ordinance that would provide the authority to require
structural and nonstructural BMPs for erosion and sediment control at construction
sites. (Permit Section 4.9.1.2)

. Las Vegas does not have the legal authority to conduct inspections of construction sites.
(Permit Sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.9.1.3)

Las Vegas has not developed, adopted, and implemented an ordinance to allow appropriate
regulation and control of erosion from construction sites. The City of Las Vegas has relied on
the existing Clark County Dust Control permit as a means to regulate storm water from
construction sites. City staff indicated that runoff from construction sites were causing
problems, noting that a significant effort is dedicated to cleaning out inlets and streets clogged
with sediment, amounting to $80,000 in overtime costs last year. In accordance with Section
4.9.1.2 of the Permit, Las Vegas must develop and implement a program to require structural and
non-structural BMPs on construction sites. In accordance with Section 4.9.1.3 of the Permit, Las
Vegas must have the authority to inspect sites and enforce control measures.

Program Deficiency

C Inefficiencies in the transfer of information regarding problems found by CCDAQEM
in