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Meeting Number 01
Meeting Date March 30, 1998

Page 2
ITEM DESCRIPTION STATUS | OPENED DUE ACTION FOR:
01 | A genera program overview was given covering progress to date, budgets (siting costs) and schedule.
02 BCC and MW-C presented the designs for PSE and procurement. Detailed information was given for the New
PSE projects, less detail was available for procurement projects
03 CaltransyMW-C noted that the Trapping Catch Basin PSE would be revised to show a standard Caltrans New MW-C
piping system as opposed to the offline system shown at the meeting. The revised plans would be
provided to NRDC on the expected plan check date of 4/15/97. The cost for this redesign will not be
included in the Pilot Program cost accounting.
04 MW-C noted that the Cerritos swale could be shortened. NRDC noted that the desired residence time New MW-C
(minimum) is 9 minutes with a minimum distance of 100 feet. A longer swale, or longer residence time
is OK.
05 NRDC noted that any information transmitted to Rich Horner should also be transmitted to Chris May. New All
06 MW-C noted at the Infiltration Basin site that the basin is ‘ offling’, and that the depth must be controlled New
in the basin to avoid flooding the Cerritos MS. It was also noted that the upstream biofilter swale would
act as a pretreatment system for the infiltration basin.
07 MW-C noted that new drain inlets must be constructed at many locations for the Inserts Pilot to move the New
inlet offline for monitoring purposes
08 BCC noted that two EDBs are to be constructed in District 7. One facility would be concrete lined, and New
the other earth lined to assess the potential advantages and disadvantages rel ative to maintenance
09 BCC noted that there was very littlerelief at the I-5 EDB site. Thisfacility isalso off line. New
010 | BCC noted that pumping would be required at all be one of the mediafilter sites due to alack of New
available head for thefilters.
011 | BCC noted that the oil/water separator would be drained by gravity flow. Design of the MCTT BMPsis New
underway, but lagging the other designs due to adelay in receiving design criteria.
012 | BCC noted that the MCTT designs would be devel oped in consultation with Dr. Pitt of UA. New
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MEETING MINUTES
Meeting Date: July 14, 1998
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

STATUS

OPENED

DUE

ACTION FOR:

01

The Plaintiffs for the Consent Decree noted that the $2.5 million indicated in the Consent Decree should
not be construed as a cap on the construction cost, rather the number and type of projectsindicated in the
Scoping Study should prevail as provided in Paragraph 6.59 of the Consent Decree. It was noted that
Caltrans and the Plaintiff must continue this discussion at ayet to be scheduled District 11 Consent
Decree status meeting.

Plaintiffs/Cdtrans

02

RBF provided a status update presentation providing a progress update the Retrofit Pilot Program
relative to: 1) Design status, 2) Design and construction cost estimates, 3) Bid addenda and change
orders, 4) Construction bidding and schedule, 5) OMM plan preparation, 6) biofilter seed mixture
research, and 7) Project Calendar review.

03

The Plaintiffs requested that costs be broken down for both design and construction to segregate the
monitoring components from the costs strictly with design or construction of the BMP. Furthermore, the
design and construction costs should be  discounted to reflect the unique nature of the pilot program,
economy of scale, overtime to comply with the consent decree time table, etc.

RBF

The Plaintiffs (BayK eeper) indicated that the project at the I-5/SR 78 park and ride should be
constructed this year, but that it should be documented in the Annual Report that thisis an example of
lack of internal Caltrans coordination relative to the expansion of this Park and Ride facility and the
retrofit pilot program. In addition, the Annual Report should identify Caltrans procedural modifications
to avoid similar lack of coordination between expansion of facilities and the follow on retrofit program.

RBF

05

The Plaintiffs also noted that coordination did occur at the Palomar Airport Road Biofilter swale site, and
that this appeared to be a good case where economies were gained through incorporation with an existing
project. Thiswill be documented in the project design report.

RBF

06

Decision Point 1C M eeting

07

District 7, Project 3: NRDC noted that all issues relative to vegetation had been resolved. Sites 3, 4, 5
and 6: Notein record of experience (design report) that there is opportunity at these sites for other
BMPs, or expanded BMPs or aBMP treatment train. NRDC distributed a portion of the King County
Manual relative to dissipation and spreading of flow at swale/strip outlets and inlets respectively. NRDC
requested that it be noted in the design documentation that this information was considered during
design. These sites were approved for construction.

MwWC

08

Site 7: This siteis constrained by an existing sound wall. Issues similar to those noted initem 7 should
be documented. Site approved for construction

MwWC

09

Sites 8-10: Sites approved. It was previously agreed not to switch the monitored and controlled sites
partway through the monitoring program. Site approved for construction.

010

Sites 11, 12: Sites approved for construction.

011

Sites 1 and 2: (Altadena MS): It was noted that apparent design concessions were made for sampling
relative to the amount of space available and the proximity to the existing storage bins. Caltrans noted

MWC
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ITEM
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that the current site configuration and the way the drainage is concentrated significantly constrains the
site design possibilities. It was agreed to document, in the design report, the problems and constraintsin
moving the storage bins to another location on site, and the constraints relative to site grading to obtain
more area for the biofilter strip. Sites approved for construction.

012

District 7, Project No. 4: Site 1: It was agreed to document that sheet flow at maintenance stationsis a
beneficial design relative to treatment through an infiltration trench/biofilter and for Deleware filters. It
was also noted that future M S design should locate potential sources of stormwater contamination in
central (adjacent) areas. It was also agreed that it would be documented that pumping could be avoided
for many of the BMPsiif construction offsite was an option. Offsite construction was precluded for the
pilot program due to the time required to process enchroachment permits with other agencies. Site 1 was
approved for construction.

BCC/MWC/RBF

013

Site 2: It was agreed to document that source controls will be used at the MS, such as covering of the
material storage bins. Site approved for construction.

BCC

014

Site 3 (Temination PR): It was agreed to document that there are opportunities for other BMPs/
expanded projects at this site. Site approved for construction.

BCC

015

Sites 4 through 8 were approved for construction.

016

It was agreed that the time of the next Status Meeting would remain flexible, and probably occur toward
the end of September to ensure that construction of all projects was underway.

RBF
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MEETI

NG MINUTES

Meeting Date: December 8, 1998
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

STATUS

OPENED

DUE

ACTION FOR:

01

Caltrans and the Plaintiffs indicated the desire to keep the Pilot Program an open process between the
two parties, and to continue to devel op effective communication on significant project issues.

FYI

02

It was decided that Caltrans would further develop the cost accounting system for the Pilot Program and
work with the Plaintiff so that the system was consistent with their expectations.

12/8

Ongoing

Cdltrans

03

The Plaintiffsindicated that they did not feel that any pilots are ready to monitor at thistime. There was
agreement that Caltrans could bring each site ‘on line' and begin monitoring as construction was finished
without further field review of the site by the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff noted they may visit the sites as their
schedul e permits over the next few months.

New

12/8

Ongoing

Cdltrans

RBF reviewed the construction status of each of the projectsin both District 11 and District 7.

FYI

05

Plaintiff asked if the filters could be pre-cast for Delaware and Austin units. Caltrans indicated this was
not possible due to the size of the units.

FYI

06

Caltrans reviewed the construction budget for both District 11 and District 7. Currently, construction
costs are projected to be over the original budget in both Districts.

FYI

07

Plaintiff noted that a cost estimate for seed should be developed since we had only devel oped a prototype
cost for sod. Caltrans agreed to develop this cost.

New

12/8

3/99

CdltrandRBF

08

A discussion followed relative to the construction cost of the Pilots. It was noted that on the CBI,s 90%
of costs are for monitoring, construction of new inlets, manholes, etc. However, on other units, such as
detention facilities and filters, the relatively high costs appeared to be due to the retrofit nature of the
work, i.e., single projects not in close proximity to each other, difficult working conditions due to traffic
control and Caltrans operations, unforeseen field conditions.

FYI

09

OMM Plan Comments were distributed by the Plaintiff. Plaintiff indicated that the OMM plan was ready
to be used as the pilot projects were brought on line for monitoring, but that the manuals should be
refined further in accordance with the comments provided. Caltransto review Plaintiff comments and

respond.

12/8

1/99

CdltrandRBF

010

Caltrans provided an update on interface with the Vector Control Districts. San Diego vector control will
now be handled by the County instead of Caltrans at the County’srequest. In LA and San Diego, service
agreements will be signed between the Consultants and the vector agencies rather than an MOU between
Caltrans and the Agencies. It was noted that the timing of the MOU would not fit with the project
schedule.

New

12/8

1/99

BCC/MW-C/KLI

011

The schedul e for the Manchester EDB and the La Costa south Wet pond was discussed. Caltrans
indicated that these projects may not be delivered by the June 30 1999 deadline in the consent decree,
primarily due to regulatory issues, but that every effort was being made to deliver the projects by the
deadline.

FYI

012

A discussion was also held relative to the Palomar Airport Road bioswale. It was noted that construction
of the swale may require the removal of existing trees, which would have to be mitigated at aratio of 5:1

New

12/8

1/99

CdtrandRBF
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Page 3

ITEM DESCRIPTION STATUS OPENED DUE ACTION FOR:

per the project Coastal Development Permit. Caltransis|ooking for alternatives to this since the District
has a commitment with the City of Carlsbad to finish work in the area by 3/99.

013 | Following the meeting, afield trip was held for site review in both District 11 and District 7 over the next FYI
day and a half.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

STATUS

OPENED

DUE

ACTION FOR:

Opening remarks: Caltrans indicated a budget deficit for the Pilot program, but that the program was a
priority with the Department. Plaintiffsindicated some of the information (letters) for the Status Meeting
meeting arrived late, and they were not fully prepared to discuss al items contained therein. The
Plaintiffs also indicated that they feel there have been some elements of the program where excess
expenditures have occurred.

FYI

Item 3a: Background information is under development for the La Costa Infiltration Basin, it was noted
that the report will be ready for Plaintiff review by March 31, 1999. Plaintiffsindicated that the site
should not be unilaterally decomissioned by Caltrans

3/11

3/31

RBF

Item 3b: The problem with the infiltration trench at Carlsbad MS was reviewed. It was noted that the
problem is alack of homogeneous fracturing of the terrace deposit at the site.

3/11

Item 3c: It was noted that the remaining issues with the 1-15/SR78 EDB (sloperrill, ponding in invert,
area drainage) had been resolved. Photos of the site were shown.

Closed

Item 3d: The problems to date observed relative to drain inlet inserts were reviewed, principally flow by-
pass and clogging. Caltrans offered that a different type of insert could be substituted for the Foss
Streamguard unit at the Plaintiffs option. Plaintiff indicated that Mike Stenstrom of UCLA should be
consulted for a possible substitute candidate. Caltrans directed MW-C to consult with UCLA and Gary
Minton on this issue.

New

3/11

5/11

MW-C

Item 3e: The problem with the poor quality of the sod was discussed. It was indicated that the sod will
be overseeded and watered to ensure good growth by June. CT indicated full payment would not be
made to the nursery. Theissue of seed vs. sod was also discussed. Caltrans indicated that biofilters must
be ready to accept flow virtually from the day they are installed. Thiswould not be practical with seed.
It was also noted that establishment from seed would require intensive watering, and irrigation is not
available at most highway sites.

3/11

6/30

RBF

Item 3f: The infiltration basin at 1-605/SR 91 was constructed at the wrong grade. MW-C noted that the
contractor will correct as his expense. Plaintiff noted that care must be taken in the regrading processes
to ensure the basin invert is not compacted.

3/11

4/15

Item 3g: Problems with the flow spreading device at Altadena M S were discussed. MW-C noted that a
new weir plate was installed to ensure even sheet flow. MW-C also indicated that some type of splash
device would be installed to ensure that a concentrated flow ‘jet’” would not proceed across the strip
during high flow events.

3/11

4/15

Item 3h: 1-605/1-5 EDB outlet structure and potential erosion problems were discussed. Plaintiff is
concerned that outlet structure may not perform well. BCC noted that thisis a common type design, well
supported in literature, and would be a good opportunity to compare performance with other outlet
design typesin San Diego. Plaintiff concurred and indicated this should be recorded as part of the
project experience. The other issue at this site is potential erosion downstream of basin. CT directed

New

3/11

4/15

BCC
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ITEM
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OPENED

DUE

ACTION FOR:

BCC to study thisissue and propose asolution. CT also directed BCC to install more riprap around the
splitter structure.

10.

Item 3I: Erosionissues. Plaintiff was concerned about the lack of erosion protection at Cerritos M S
swale, 1-605 swale. RBF indicated that the sites were currently being hydroseeded with the project
erosion control mix.

3/11

3/31

MW-C

11

Item 3j: Concrete Spillways. RBF explained that the purposed of the spillways on the project basins was
for emergency overflow only, and that the spillways would likely never experience flow since the riser
outlets were designed in each case to accept the maximum discharge to the basins. Plaintiffs concurred
with explanation.

FYI

12.

Caltrans indicated that it would not sample at the BMP sites but would instead use the remainder of the
season to debug the sampling equipment. Empirical observations at all sites would continue this season
for those sites that are online. Plaintiffs indicated that they would prefer that the monitoring and
sampling be done for this season at those sites that are ready.

13.

Plaintiffs indicated that the Caltrans design storm may be too large, resulting in higher costs for
construction under the pilot program. Caltransindicated that the current department design stormis
consistent with other locations in the southwest, and may be too small from the regulators perspective.
However, Catransis aso currently reviewing SCWRP data and may fine tune the current design stormin
the future.

FYI

14.

Item 4: Thereview of the Caltrans response to the Plaintiff Memo dated February 11, 1999 was
deferred. A response letter was provided to the Plaintiffs later in the meeting for review and comment.

FYI

15.

Item 5: The La Costa Wetpond project is currently under bid through the PSE process. Bid opening will
be on the 24™ of March, start of construction on the 29". Thereis a 60 calendar day work period, 45
working days. The engineer’s estimate is $720,000. Plant stock for the project has been secured from
four nurseries, the contract has 120 days for plant establishment.

The Manchester EDB is being processed as a change-order to the existing PSE contract with Excel
Constructors. Work will start the week of March 22. Completion is scheduled for the end of May. The
Change Order for this site is $350,000.

FYI

16.

Item 6a: Caltransisin the process of developing a statement, as requested by the Plaintiffs, relative to
the use of StormTreat for the current pilot project.

New

3/11

3/19

Cdltrans

17.

Item 6b: The CDS units/sites are currently under design. Caltrans to set a design review meeting with
the Plaintiffs for the week of either March 16 or March 22™. Caltransisinvolving the manufacturer,
CDS with the design of the units.

3/11

3/26

Cdltrans

18.

Item 6¢: The Paxton Park and Ride will be constructed as a sand mediafilter. Plans are currently being
finalized, and no significant changes have been made as compared to the design originally shared with
the Plaintiffs.

FYI
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19.

Item 6d: The MCTT unit at the Metro Maintenance Station is currently under redesign to avoid the
influence area of the bridge column footing. A revised design will be forwarded to the Plaintiffs per the
schedule in the bi-weekly report.

New

3/11

10/1/99

BCC

20.

Item 7: The County of San Diego and the three Vector Districts have agreed to the conditions, and are
placing the consultant service agreements with their Boards as consent items.  Caltrans indicated that
they will request that the Vector Districts document that there will be a stepwise treatment approach,
progressing from non-insecticide related to treatment with chemicals as required to abate the problem.
Theinteragency agreement has been signed with the DHS. There have been two sites reported with
vector problemsto date, in District 7 (Cerritos MS and 1-5/1-605 EDB). VCD’s have been natified.

New

3/11

5/30

LWA

21.

Item 8: Plaintiffsindicated they had forwarded comments on the Maintenance Indicators document, and
that overall it appeared to be comprehensive. RBF distributed manufacturers data for proprietary BMPs.
Caltrans indicated that a bioassessment team had been initiated to pursue a safe harbors agreement with
the FWS. The Plaintiffswill be kept abreast of developments with the FWS.

FYI

22.

The meeting concluded with the Plaintiffs stating that they continue to feel that some of the program
costs are excessive, and that too much detail and structure is being put in the processes, also tending to
increase costs. Caltrans responded that the objective is to run the program professionally, and also fit the
projects into the normal Caltrans delivery process. Caltrans will continue to look for areas where
improvements can be made.

FYI
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DUE
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01

Opening Remarks (CT): . CT indicated the CT statewide permit should be issued in July. The permit
indicates that CT must meet WQ objectives. CT indicated that they may have to deploy BMP devicesto
satisfy the permit. The Pilot Program is very import in this regard.

FYI

02

Opening Remarks (Plaintiff); EPA: Plaintiffs are still very interested in having a second year of
monitoring for the D11 Pilot sites. Plaintiffs may escalate the issue to dispute resolution. NRDC:
Cautioned that the more often that Caltrans delays taking appropriate action in response to Plaintiffs
concerns, the more likely the Plaintiffs will see it necessary to engagein legal battles with CT. SDBK:
They are supportive of EPA position of the monitoring for a second year in D11. NRDC: Would like to
reinforce the idea that issues should be recorded on a site by site basisin the final program
documentation.

FYI

03

Agenda Item 3a: It was noted that the peer review report was mailed on June 28". RBF indicated that a
conference call to discuss the report would be scheduled for early August. SDBK noted that the design
water surface elevations should be plotted on the groundwater graph for the basin. CT indicated a desire
to keep the teleconference on the infiltration basin technically focused.

New

6/29

8/3

Peinado/Taylor

Item 3b: CT indicated that they have agreed to monitor the infiltration trench at the Carlsbad M S per the
Scoping Study.

New

6/29

KLI

05

Item 3c: RBF/CT agreed with the Plaintiff comment that flow entering the Palomar bioswale will be
estimated, and taken into account (the reduced residence time of some of the flow) when evaluating the
swale efficiency. Thisis attributed to the mainline sheet flow runoff entering along the BMP device.

New

6/29

KLI

06

Item 3d: RBF indicated that the final program documentation would include a discussion of providing
ramp access to the filter and sedimentation chambers of Austin type sand filters

New

6/29

RBF

07

Item 3e: RBF indicated that a discussion of the cost of the storm drain system retrofits would be
included in the program documentation at the Manchester EDB, since the storm drain system retrofit
costs were a significant portion of the overall BMP Pilot cost at this site.

New

6/29

RBF

08

Item 3f: A brief overview of the drain inlet inserts alternatives report was given by LAW. Caltrans
requested that further discussion of thisissue be tabled until the Plaintiffs had the opportunity to review
the report. The Plaintiffs also noted that the type of inlet must be considered as a part of the design, and
that the program had proven so far that the installation of the devices into standard CT inletsis not
generic. The Plaintiffs also questioned whether source controls at the sites should be investigated to
further understand the apparent high TSS readings at some locations. After some internal discussion,
CT agreed to two steps: (1) CT indicated that potential source control issues discovered as a part of the
pilot program monitoring would be brought to the attention of the appropriate District staff, and (2) that
the Pilot Program monitoring team would check in with the District staff (monthly) to determineif any
events had occurred in the BMP watershed that could impact the monitoring data. CT also indicated that

New

6/29

MW
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the frequency of inspection by the Pilot Retrofit teams during non-storm events will be increased to
weekly for sites where non stormwater runoff was observed to be a problem.

09

The Plaintiffs noted that a permanent fix for the by-pass problem at the Carlsbad Infiltration Trench must
be completed well before the next rainy season begins (October). RBF indicated that the work would be
completed prior to the next Quarterly Status Meeting.

6/29

KLI

010

Item 4: CT reviewed the status of the construction projectsin D7 and called the Plaintiffs attention to
the revised schedules. The Plaintiffs questioned whether the schedules could be accelerated, and the
Digtrict staff explained that public contracting requirements are largely dictating the schedule.

6/29

011

Item 4 (cont): NRDC and EPA expressed concern about non-stormwater discharge activity, including
from vehicle washing. NRDC noted that the non-stormwater activity impairs the proper functioning of
the retrofit pilot project and is inconsistent with the retrofit requirements. CT claimed that non-
stormwater discharges do occur and may not be aviolation of any requirement. Both EPA and NRDC
took issue with this position, explaining that the Clean Water Act, CT’s permits, and CT’s own plans call
for the elimination of the types of non-stormwater discharges at issue here. The expressed concerns
included that Altadena maintenance station, 1-5/605 Extended Detention Basin and swale, Foothill sand
fitler, and Kearney Mesa maintenance station.

NRDC had several device specific issuesin District 7: 1. Cerritos MS and Del Amo Swales: Installation
of drain plugsto drain the energy dissipators after storms. CT indicated this work would be completed
during the month of July. 2. 605/91 EDB: Plaintiffs noted there is bare soil at the EDB. RBF responded
that the slopes would be re-seeded per the Maintenance Indicator Document following the scheduled
inspections. Noted that the basin has a detention time problem and there appeared to be tire tracks in the
basin. BC responded that the detention time problem is under review, and that the tire tracksin the basin
were from the mowing equipment. 3. Eastern MS SF: Leak detected in the sump. BC responded that
the sump was constructed of plastic pipe, and that the leak may have occurred between the pipe and the
concrete. The leak has been sealed with a new gasket on the pipe fitting and with pressure grout. 4. 1-
5/1-605 EDB and swale. It was noted that these sites were treated with Golden Bear oil. Plaintiff was
concerned that this was not the correct action to take initially, which should consist of more preventative
measures. LWA responded that the GLV CD was visiting the siteson a 10 day interval, and that the
mosquito breeding situation had escalated rapidly at the site. The VCD will use a biological method for
control in the future, and visit the sites on aweekly interval.

6/29

CT

012

Item 4 (cont): The SDBK noted that the maintenance of the BMPs should be through CT and not via
contract through the Consultants in order to take advantage of economies available to the existing
maintenance forces, and also for CT to gain the experience of the maintenance of these types of devices.
CT responded that the devices are not within the standard maintenance practices and that training would
be required which is not part of the pilot program. Further, CT noted that there are no fiscal resources

New

6/29

RBF
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available to fund the work by CT. The Plaintiff noted that the record of experience should reflect these
i SSUES.

013

Item 5: CT provided an overview of the construction in District 11. It was noted that the construction
was complete at the La Costa Wet Basin, Manchester EDB and Palomar Airport Road on or before June
29" for each site. The Plaintiff asked about change orders for the Wetbasin, $2k for partnering and $5k
for public information. CT indicated that these costs were not incurred at these sites, and are customarily
put in as a contingency for use at the RE' s discretion. Plaintiffs also asked what the plant establishment
CO wasfor at Palomar Airport Road swale. CT noted that this was not a CO that was to be executed,
and that the establishment work would be done by KLI.

6/29

KLI/RBF

014

Item 5 (cont): Plaintiffs noted that they are looking for all District 11 devices to be operational for the
1999-2000 monitoring season. RBF responded that all devices are currently ready. Plaintiff noted that
some of the dates in the tables included in the Quarterly Report should be revised to show readiness as of
October 1, 1999. RBF to forward documentation from the manufacturer indicating that zeolite and
perlite are the preferred filter media s for the Stormfilter at Kearny MesaMS. The Plaintiffs also noted
there appeared to be a non-stormwater source at the KM facility per the OMM reports. The Plaintiffs
also noted the leak in the gate valve at the Escondido M S sand filter, but it was decided after discussion
that corrective action was not required.

New

6/29

RBF

015

Item 6¢: KLI provided an overview of the D11 sampling data/results. The definition of a successfully
sampled storm was discussed. Depends on a number of factorsincluding: 1. Rainfall thresholds
identified in OMM, 2. If thereisflow in and out of the BMP, 3. If chemical analyses are successful per
QA/QC specifications. This definition will be further refined in the OMM revisions.

New

6/29

RBF

016

Item 6¢ (cont): Plaintiffs noted a high degree of capture was evident. The question was raised asto
what is the maximum holding time for a sample, particularly with along event. KLI responded that the
accepted definition of holding time starts from when the sampleis pulled from the collector, therefor
long duration of astorm is not a problem. Further, holding times are constituent specific, and if thereis
an issue with a specific constituent, a grab sample can be collected manually. Plaintiffs requested that
individual storm summaries be provided for the entire 1998-99 sampling season.

New

6/29

KLI/RBF

017

Item 6¢ (cont): Paintiffs expressed concern that the benefit assessment program has not yet been fully
defined. Plaintiffs were also concerned that special effort is made to capture the first storms of the
upcoming monitoring season.

6/29

KLI/RBF

018

Item 6a: BC gave an overview of the District 7 sites they are responsible for, for sampling and
observation/maintenance. Plaintiffs expressed the desire for a uniform reporting format. RBF responded
that the project database would satisfy this request.

6/29

RBF

019

Item 6a (cont): NRDC commented that the reports had possibly intimated that 1osses in the BMPs make
the loading calculations inaccurate or invalid. NRDC pointed out that such losses are alegitimate part of

New

6/29

KLI/BC/IMW
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the BMP removal mechanism, and should be accounted for a such, and all agree with this point

020

Item 6a (cont): NRDC indicated that some of the detection limits indicated in the Quarterly Report are
too high, not consistent with Caltrans requirements. CT indicated that this remains an issue that is under
review by ateam from CSUS. CT to report on thisissue in the next few weeks.

New

6/29

CT

021

Item 6b: Law provided an overview of the projectsthey are responsible for. It was noted that the
Streamguard insert required significant field modification to achieve acceptable operation. Flow by-pass
at all of thedraininlet inserts was discussed.

FYI

6/29

022

Item 6d: The project data base objective was discussed (central repository and report tool for all pilot
project information). It was noted that the database should be populated by mid-September.

6/29

Law/RBF

023

Item 7: RBF reviewed the proposed changes to both Volume | and Volume |1 and asked for Plaintiff
comments by 7 July.

New

6/29

77

Plaintiffs

024

Item 7 (cont): The EPA commented that some of the changes in the Maintenance Indicator Document
(MID) seem to have been made in response to endangered species, specifically the removal of wetland
vegetation from the devices. Plaintiffsto comment specifically on the MID, but would prefer a means of
accommodating endangered species in the project. It was also noted that the MID would differ
depending upon region — subject to various endangered species.

New

6/29

Plaintiffs

025

Item 8: RBF reviewed the biofilter material selection criteria, development of the plants at the nursery,
maintenance of the sites and the general condition of the sites. The Plaintiffs would like areport in the
final record of experience as to recommendations for future plantings (type, timing, seed or sod). A
contingency plan (prepared by Martha Blane, June 28, 1999) for ensuring good coverage for the 1999-
2000 sampling season was also presented to the group for review and comment.

New

6/29

RBF/Pilot Team

026

Item 9: LWA gave an overview of the VCD activities, and a report on the status of the agreement with
the DHS (approved) and their role in the project. Thereis one remaining unexecuted agreement with
LACWVCD. In District 7 atotal of nine sites have been abated to date. Energy dissipators storing water
have been a problem to date.

FYI

6/29

027

Item 10: RBF gave an overview of the biological review and discussed the project biologist role to
evaluate endangered species issues relative to the operation of the pilots.

FYI

6/29

028

Item 11: Closingissues. The next quarterly status meeting was set for September 30™, 1999. The next
bi-weekly conference call was scheduled for July 28", 1999. The meeting was adjourned for field visits
of the sites.

FYI
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01

The Plaintiffs noted that there was some disagreement over the meeting minutes for the last quarterly
status meeting. BayKeeper asked if the primary issues could be summarized at the end of the meeting to
make sure there was agreement. RBF agreed to provide a summary.

FYI

02

BayK eeper asked that the La Costa Infiltration basin be added as an agendaitem (11a). NRDC asked
that the cost estimate issue also be added as an agenda item (11b), and SM BayKeeper asked that the
North Hollywood site be added to the agenda (11c). Agenda Item 11 was taken first at the Plaintiffs
request.

FYI

03

Agenda ltem 11(non-stormwater issues): EPA asked that the table indicating the non-stormwater
inspection results be updated. The EPA also wanted an update from the Districts asto their investigation
into the source of the non-stormwater discharges at each site. Caltrans responded that the reports can be
produced in the timeframe needed by the Plaintiffs (monthly). It was agreed that the format for the
reports would be consistent between the Districts, and the District 7 format would be shared with District
11. Thereportswill be available to coincide with the bi-weekly status calls.

RBF/District
11/Distric 7

Agendaltem 11 (con't): NRDC noted that the OMM manual needs to be updated to include the non-
stormwater inspections. Caltrans agreed. SD BayK eeper requested that all of the maintenance stationsin
District 11 be inspected for non-stormwater discharges similar to that agreed to in District 7. District 11
will respond to BayK eeper on thisissue.

RBF/Caltrans/Plainti
ffs

05

Agendaltem 11 (con't): NRDC described a practice followed at the Rosemead Maintenance Station that
wasinimical to agood test of the drain inlet insert pilot BMP last winter and is contrary to District 7’s
Storm Water Management Plan. District 7 office, Baykeeper, and NRDC personnel learned of this
practice during atour on 9/29/99. When it was observed that some pollutant concentrations measured
last winter were much higher that would be expected under circumstances of good source control, a
station staff member unhesitatingly answered that the reason was likely the practice of the former
superintendent of washing out road sweepers behind the office building and in a direct runoff path to one
of the insert-equipped inlets, instead of at the clarifier.

06

Agendaltem 11 (con't): Caltrans noted that Headquarters will be undertaking compliance (SWMP)
reviewsin District 7 thiswinter at the request of the District. The Plaintiffs requested copies of the
compliance review reports. S. Borroum stated that he would check but “... would like to correct things
before embarrassing people.” He further indicated that, if shared, the reports will be seasonally
summarized and will not focus on individuals. Caltrans and the Plaintiffs to discuss further the timing of
the delivery of the reports to the Plaintiffs.

07

Agendaltem 11a(La Costa Infiltration Basin): Caltrans noted that it is in the process of developing a
formal response to EPAs letter and NRDC' s |etter on this subject. SD BayK eeper asked if the site would
be monitored thiswinter. Caltransindicated this would be addressed in the letter. Further investigation
of the basin will be needed and may require withholding water to perform the investigation. SD

CdtransD 11
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BayK eeper also asked about the notes from the technical conference call held on 8/25/99. Caltrans
indicated that they had discussed the comments from R. Horner and R. Graff and would finalize the
notes. NRDC and EPA requested written response to their letters on thisissue.

08

Agenda Item 11b (Construction Cost Estimates): Caltrans indicated that the Consultants are working on
finalizing the construction costs (raw construction costs for those sites that are complete) and are
expected to be finished within, at most, 4 weeks of this meeting. A conference call to discuss the costs,
the format of the information, and the schedule for the cost workgroup has been set for October 15, at
9am.

All/Cdltrans

09

Agendaltem 11c (North Hollywood site): SM Baykeeper requested to discuss thisissue. Horner
(NRDC) states that thisissueis controversial and that he does not want this site demolished, instead
“tableit.” Caltrans suggested that since thisisaDistrict 7 issue and outside of the pilot program, it
should be discussed separately, Plaintiffs agreed. District 7 to discuss issue with the Plaintiffs. Inthe
meantime, the District will ensure that the facility staysin place.

SM BayK eeper/
Caltrans District 7

010

Agenda ltem 3 ( Design Schedule): Caltrans reviewed design/construction schedule for CDS units and
Paxton and Metro filters. The District noted that the schedule was predicated on not having challenges to
the bid or significant rain delays. The Plaintiffs expressed concern about the schedule, noting that there
isvery little latitude to ensure the new pilots are ready to monitor by the Fall 2000. The Paxton 9/16/99
date has dipped to 10/12/99. D. Failing suggested for both Metro and Paxton that the Notice to
Contractor note the need for Caltrans to get access to the sites early for installation of monitoring
equipment.

FYI

011

Agenda ltem 4 (Vector Issues); LWA reviewed the program, two components: Adult and larval
monitoring. Caltrans and DHS to determine whether adult monitoring will continue after thisyear. To
date there does not appear to be a significant difference between control and study sites for adult
mosquito population. Reviewed abatement that has occurred at existing sites this past summer. Plaintiffs
asked that Bill Walton further discuss the control site and treatment relationship in hisreport. DHS has
completed a study plan which has tentatively been accepted by Caltrans and will be distributed to the
Plaintiffs in the month of October. DHS has also done a survey of BMPs across the country relative to
abatement/breeding issues. This report of findings should be available in December 1999. An attempt
will be made to link the vector and RBF data bases. The field costs for vector work are included in
OM&M costs.

FYI

012

Agendaltem 5 (Biological Issues): RBF/Dudek reviewed the biological reports (July/August). It was
noted that Caltransis preparing aletter to the FWS to note that the biofilters at Palomar Airport Road
and Carlsbad MS may attract the salt marsh skipper, an endangered species. A similar letter will be
prepared if habitat suitable for T& E speciesis noted at the La Costa Wet basin. It was noted that a net
may beinstalled at the La Costa infiltration basin to preclude waterfowl from transferring fairy shrimp to

FYI
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the site. It was decided that biological costs should be kept separate, but not included in the O&M cost
for the pilots at thistime.

013

Agenda Item 6 (Device Specific Issues): MW reviewed the changes to the 605/91 strip monitoring
equipment requested by the CHP, and modifications to energy dissipators at the Cerritos M S, 5/605
605/91 and 605 Del Amo swales to preclude ponding. Drain plugs were not considered since sediment
could accumulate and plug the drain holes, and energy dissipators were grouted instead. The monitoring
equipment at the Los Flores MS was moved to accommodate a request from Caltrans personnel. The
Altadena drain was increased from 2 to 6 inchesin June. Erosion control seeding of bare areas will
occur in November according to the MID. Bare areas on biofiltration swale side slopes will be seeded
with erosion control mix and tackifier. Irrigation will be removed when vegetation becomes dormant.

FYI

014

Agenda ltem 7 (Saltgrass Report): RBF reviewed the status of the saltgrass and indicated that all sites
have achieved the coverage required by the MID and are therefore, ‘ operational’ and ready for
monitoring as of October 1. The Plaintiffs requested that the recommendations contained in the Peer
Review Report be incorporated into the MID. Caltrans indicated the recommendations would be
incorporated, or an explanation given as to why the recommendation is not appropriate. Caltrans noted
that non-native species would not be used for the biofilters.

New

RBF

015

Agendaltem 8 (OMM Update): RBF reviewed the changes to the OMM plan, and noted the revision
schedule. The OMM plan has been updated, and the monitoring consultants have the proper direction to
begin monitoring. Actual reproduction of the Volumes may not occur until about the first of November
to ensure that changes are cross checked and allow time for reproduction. All references to detection
limitsin the OMM plan will be made consistent in terms of reporting limits, which are what the numbers
in the plan represent. Non-stormwater considerations will be included at all appropriate placesin OMM
forms.

New

RBF

016

Agendaltem 8 (con't): The Plaintiffs questioned when the mid term report, noted in Volume 1 of the
OMM would be available. Caltrans responded that the current reporting (data available on the web, the
bi-weekly reports and the quarterly reports) fulfill this purpose. SD BayKeeper indicated that Caltrans
must also evaluate whether and to what extent BMP retrofit is appropriate per the requirements of the
Consent Decree. Caltrans responded that this question was the primary focus of the San Diego Water
Quality Control Control Study (SDWQCS). The Plaintiffs do not feel that they have been a part of the
SDWQCS and are ‘out of theloop’. Caltransindicated that the study has been in a hiatus pending the
appointment of full time staff persons both in the District and at Headquarters. Caltrans agreed to meet
with the Plaintiffs soon on the study. It was agreed that the mid-term report was an annual status report,
presenting the study findings to date, and that a good job had been done of providing this information.

Cdltrans

017

Agendaltem No. 9 (Water Quality Monitoring Preparedness): The monitoring status for each Consultant
(MW and BC in District 7, KLI in District 11) was reviewed. Each consultant confirmed readiness to

FYI
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monitor beginning October 1. SD BayKeeper noted that they take exception to the number of storms
required for each sitein District 11. It was agreed that pending the number of storms that could be
collected this winter, the issue may be moot.

018 | Agendaltem No. 10 (Database): The database was reviewed and demonstrated for the Plaintiffs. Both New RBF
the executable form and the data provided on the internet were reviewed. The suggestion was put forth
to allow sorting on anindividual site. The Plaintiffs noted that the OMM cost in District 7 was
significantly higher than in District 11. They cautioned that construction and monitoring costs not be
billed to O&M. It was agreed to further monitor thistrend. The Plaintiffs further questioned why BMPs
not built yet have O& M costs and were told that they were billed a share of training.

019 | Agendaltem No. 12 (Closing): The next bi-weekly conference call was set for October 21, 1999 at 10 FYI
am. It was agreed that the bi-weekly calls would occur on Thursdays from this point forward. The next
Quarterly Status Meeting was set for December 15™.
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Agenda ltems 1 and 2. EPA indicated that the Pilot study and San Diego Water Quality Control Study
(SDWQCS) may not fulfill the objectives of the consent decree. EPA isin a'wait and see' mode to
determine if the SDWQCS will fulfill the consent decree requirements. If they don’t agree that the final
report meets the requirements of the consent decree, they will seek program revisions and to collect
stipulated penalties.

FYI

12/15

Cdltrans

Caltrans indicated that the SDWQCS is proceeding, but that there are few products to share at thistime.
The study team has completed some monitoring last winter and will monitor again this winter, Caltrans
has aso met with the Regional Board to discuss the study program. Caltrans has also discussed the
study with those parties that may fund the programs. Caltrans has no doubt that the study will
successfully fulfill the requirements of the consent decree.

FYI

12/15

SD BayKeeper inquired about the water quality studiesin San Diego, relative to scope and status, and
when copies would be available for review. Caltrans indicated that the studies were not complete yet
and would not be for about 1 year, the monitoring data needs to be compiled and reviewed in total.
Caltrans is monitoring receiving waters this winter, one location may be changing based on comments
received from the Regional Board.

FYI

12/15

NRDC had three brief comments: 1) Liked the location for the meeting. 2) Inquired about the
availability of Caltrans SWMP. Caltransindicated that the SWMP is out, and that staged mailings, as
copies are available, are occurring. 3) Meeting minutes: Two versions are included in the current Status
report. Caltrans intends to final both versions. NRDC objects to having two final versions. It was
agreed that attorneys from NRDC and Caltrans would discuss this issue.

FYI

12/15

3/15

Cdtrans/§NRDC

Agenda Item 3. Non stormwater discharges — District 7: Non stormwater discharge at Altadena M S,
broken irrigation line from car hitting the line was the cause. In the future, MS staff will test the
sprinklers before they will go home. Began weekly non-stormwater inspections during the week of
November 21<t at the Pilot Maintenance Stations and other MS sitesin the District. The only other
discharge was at the Via Verde park and ride, again dueto the irrigation system. ThisP&R is
maintained by the City of San Dimas, not Caltrans. Caltrans has spoken to the City about correcting the
over-irrigation problem. NRDC inquired about the non-stormwater reports, the District noted that the
NRDC attorney should be receiving the reports through the District 7 legal counsel.

FYI

12/15

District 7

Non-stormwater discharges — District 11: No non-stormwater discharges to report at thistime. Report
forwarded early this week by the District. KLI performed the inspections, no non-stormwater
discharges found. District 11 will track the weekly inspections.

NRDC inquired about the language in the report table, terms are different, i.e., sometimes it says no
water present, sometimes says no evidence of water. Caltrans responded that thisis language is meant
to be equivalent, and that the changed wording was not intentional. Plaintiff noted they are interested in

12/15

3/15

District 11

Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates
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either flow or evidence of flow. NRDC also noted that there are five sites that have had persistent
water. Does Caltrans believe we are seeing the discharges, or that we are missing the discharges during
the inspections? Caltrans responded that the non-stormwater flows appear to have been abated, and that
we are not missing flows between inspections. NRDC further inquired as to how the evidence of flow is
reported. Caltrans indicated that flows are classified as either past or present. The District will try to
coordinate KL I inspections with VCD inspections, so there are not problems with interpretation of what
flow is seen by which inspection team.

Agenda Item 4. Metro/Paxton projects are on track and on schedule for submittal of comments from
HQ back to the District, Caltrans HQ will submit comments back to the District on the 24™ (December)
as previously committed.

NRDC noted that Metro/Paxton projects are more than 6 months behind schedule, and noted concern
relative to being ready for monitoring by next fall.

CDS sites: The District reported there is a problem with the bids relative to areview of the DVBE
material, which was lost in review;;- this adds a week to the award process. No problem in awarding to
the apparent low bidder. NRDC noted that the District has previously agreed to augment the Notice to
Contractor in the specifications to allow the installation of sampling equipment during construction.
The District agreed to follow up on this.

NRDC inquired as to the participation of the CDS manufacturer in assisting during construction. MW-
C noted that the manufacturer will be onsite to assist, but they are not part of the United Pumping Team
(low bidder).

New

12/15

3/15

District 7

Agenda ltem 5. (5a): Lakewood Park and Ride: Voltage problem, too low to start pumps. The cause
was not determined. BC hasinstalled a buck booster, the problem has been corrected. (5b): LaCosta
Infiltration Basin: Caltrans indicated that this will be resolved by legal counsel. District 11 will be
responding to EPA’s letter on thisissue. Caltrans asked if the letter was coordinated between the
Plaintiffs. Region 9 responded that the letter was coordinated, but it was an EPA only letter, not
formally representing any of the other Plaintiffs on the issue. Caltransindicated that Jeff Joseph will be
handling the issue, Jeff has left a message and email with Laurie Kermish at EPA, they will set up a
teleconference.

New

12/15

1/15

Caltrang/Region 9

(5¢): Kearny Mesa M S: RBF explained how the mediawas installed by Stormwater without following
established procedures for a change to the project specifications. It was decided that the perlite/zeolite
mediawould be retained for this year, and reevaluated as to whether to change it for the following
season. Caltrans noted that regardless of the media selection, only one-year of monitoring would be

New

12/15

3/15

Cadltrang/Plaintiffs/
RBF
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completed at the site after this season.

NRDC asked why Caltrans had not shared preliminary data with Stormwater (referring to the
memorandum from the manufacturer in the Quarterly Report). Caltrans responded that this was because
they want the pilot program team to be comfortable with the data before it is released to the general
public. Caltrans further indicated that with the plaintiffs permission, at the time the data is shared with
the pilot team, we would also share it with the public. NRDC responded that no one should get raw
unprocessed data, but that for the present case, last year’'s data could be shared with the manufacturers.
Caltrans agreed to provide last year's data to Stormwater, and with Plaintiff concurrence, will do the
same with other proprietary devices.

The following was agreed to by all parties: 1. Stormwater would be contacted for procedures relative to
‘seasoning’ the mediain thefilter, to ensure it is ready to operate at peak performance. 2. Provide
Stormwater a package with last years data, 3. Meet next summer to decide if the mediawill be changed
to compost; and, 4. The MID would be made consistent with StormFilter’ s recommendations regarding
backflushing. No agreement has been reached to extend the time of the monitoring program. This
decision would be independent of the media change; the Plaintiffs did not agree on this point. Caltrans
indicated that the process as defined is a good faith effort, and any dispute resolution process would
probably view this effort favorably. Caltrans may want to formally amend the Pilot Program study plan,
Caltrans to speak with their Council on thisissue. It was also agreed that at the end of the pilot
program, the media would be sent to Stormwater for their analysis to develop a site-specific estimate as
to the remaining life of the media between major maintenance activities. The OMM plan will be
changed to reflect this final analysis by the manufacturer.

10.

(5d): Manchester Hydroseeding: Re-seeding done as a follow-up to construction, when initial
application did not germinate in June.

FYI

12/15

11

(5€): 605/91 Energy dissipator. The original construction over-grouted the dissipator, resulting in flow
bypassing the basin. The grouting was chipped out and the weir plate raised 30mm. The Contractor
was responsible for the cost of these changes.

FYI

12/15

12.

(5f): Altadena: MW-C explained why the spreader ditch isretaining water. The source of water israin,
and per the MID the spreader ditch drain plug is closed during the winter. The Plaintiffs suggested that
Caltrans consider draining the spreader ditch after each storm to avoid the problems of vector
abatement. Caltrans directed MW-C to work with RBF to change the MID to include this suggestion.
Caltrans also directed MW-C to develop an alternative design for the spreader ditch so that it would not
retain water. This alternative design isto be documented in the Summary Design Report.

FYI

12/15

3/15

MW-C/RBF
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13.

Agenda Item 6. Vector Activities: Vector |ssues Summary: 13 abatement actions this quarter, 12 in
District 7. San Diego had some abatement at a detention basin (1-5/SR 56) since breeding was
occurring on aregular basis. Altosid for abatement. It was noted that the I-5/SR 56 siteis close to a
number of mosquito sources. DHS activities: The U.S. survey report is behind schedule since the
primary author has left DHS employ. The report is scheduled to be completed on Jan 15, 2000. The
report scope will be expanded to include a questionnaire focused on the abatement practices of other
vector districtsin other states. Production study: Underway, collecting datain September. The study
used to incorporate primary sites (DHS) and secondary sites, surveyed by the VCDs. DHS is now
treating every site asa primary site.

Database: DHS s currently working on technical issues with the database. DHS will provide an
updated version of the database to RBF so that it can be included as a part of the Pilot Program
database. DHS s also working to ensure that sampling is consistent between the vector districts. SD
Baykeeper indicated that monitoring should be completed at all District 11 sites through 2001.

The adult mosquito monitoring program is scheduled to terminate in two weeks. Dr. Walton will then
analyze the data set. Caltrans will meet with Dr. Walton to discuss the results of the adult mosquito
study at end of January and determine if it would appear useful to monitor for an additional year. NRDC
asked if there are any findings from the control vs. treatment (BMP sites) pairsin the adult study. LWA
indicated that Dr. Walton does not want to draw conclusions until he has had the opportunity to review
the entire data set. Caltransindicated that the raw data from the adult study would be shared with the
Plaintiffs as soon as possible, with atarget of the next bi-weekly call.

SD BayKeeper noted that the DHS position that the sites should be monitored in San Diego for two
years (for vectors) through 2001 supports the SDBK assertion that accompanying water quality
monitoring should be continued through 2001 at all sites.

New

12/15

120

LWA

14.

Agenda ltem 7: Biology: Gophers and squirrels were the main issues this quarter.

Two survey letters that were forwarded to the Fish and Wildlife Service were distributed and discussed.
Thefirst letter concerns the La Costa Wet Basin and provides a survey protocol for the light footed
clapper rail. The second letter concerns coastal |ocations with saltgrass, and provides a survey protocol
for the salt marsh skipper. The purpose of the lettersisto begin an early consultation with the Service
relative to potential endangered species harborage at the pilot sites. NRDC noted that this appeared to
be afollow-up to the Plaintiffs suggestion from the prior quarterly status meeting. Caltransindicated
that they would keep the Plaintiffsinformed of any response from the service.

FYI

12/15

New

15.

Agenda ltem 8. OMM O&M Cost Data: RBF reviewed the cost data and graphs in the Status Report.
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NRDC asked if backup data was available by task for the summary hours shown on the spreadsheet.
RBF indicated that full backup is available, and could be provided with a bi-weekly report. It was also
suggested that afinal graph by device type be developed at the end of the study, showing average O& M
Ccost.

16.

Agenda Item 9: OMM Activities: Brown and Caldwell Sites: All sites ready for monitoring. Noted
the hydroseed application was completed in November at sites that did not meet MID required coverage
requirement. The hydroseed has not sprouted yet due to lack of rainfall. NRDC asked about an area
adjacent to the BMP at 1-605/SR 91 that appeared disturbed (graded). BC noted that this area was
outside of the pilot project. District 7 indicated they would review this situation. BC has asked DHS
for suggestions to modify the MCTTs to improve inspection for vectors. DHS has yet to provide the
suggested modifications.

LAW sitess NRDC was pleased with the use of a gravel access road rather than asphalt at the 1-605/SR
91 site. The maintenance access was modified due to changesin the site requested by the CHP.

NRDC asked about the storm mobilization criteria. Law explained that the teams use the same forecast
for each site, from the NWS and a private consultant. The teams also look at micro-forecasts. Region 9
asked about the maintenance of the drain inlet inserts and noted that the Rosemead station requires more
maintenance than the other sites (per the OMM information provided in the Status Report).

District 11 Sites: 1-5/SR 56: SD BayK eeper asked to ook into grouting the riprap at the basin inlet to
abate the standing water at thislocation. KLI to review the feasibility of this. Reviewed the
maintenance that has occurred at each site during this quarter.

New

12/15

3/15

KLI

17.

Agenda Item 10: Cost Workgroup Update: Caltrans introduced CDM, the 3rd party consultants for the
pilot cost review. Caltransisworking on packaging the data, including the lingering elements of
construction (change orders). NRDC asked what the timeline for release of the datais. Caltrans
indicated the data should be ready by the first part of the year, or by the first two weeks of January. SD
BayKeeper inquired if Caltransis also putting together costs for deployment of the BMPs. Caltrans
responded that a preliminary estimate would be provided to the cost work group to get the Consultants
perspective on the cost.

12/15

131

Cdltrans

18.

Non Agendaltem: A Memo from Woodward Clyde Consultants responding to NRDC's comments on
the Sod Peer Review report was handed out and discussed.

NRDC saw the Memo as information for future reference, and believes the saltgrass is suitable for the
pilot program.

Caltrans concurred with NRDC on the use of the Woodward Clyde Memo. Caltrans remains concerned

12/15

6/2001

Cdltrans
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about the saltgrass and its survivability over the summer without irrigation. After the pilot project is
completed, thereis aneed to look at the type of plant material used for biofilters. Seed mixture, type of

plant material, and planting method will be a future work item that will be explored in the Pilot Program
Summary Report.

19.

The next meeting was scheduled for March 15, 2000, at RBF. The next bi-weekly conference call was
scheduled for January 13, 10am.

Meeting Adjourned.
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01

Agenda Item 2, Opening Remarks: Opening remarks from Plaintiffs — Plaintiffs inquired if comments
on meeting minutes were addressed (from Q7). CT responded that the minutes were final with Plaintiff
comments incorporated. Plaintiffs asked if Caltrans was updating the master schedule to show that the
final reports would come out (for the Consent Decree) next year. Further discussion was deferred to later
in the mesting.

FYI

3/15

02

Agenda Item 3, Non-Stormwater Discharge Reports: District 7: Only one nonstormwater discharge,
at | 605 Del Amo Bioswale. A rainbird was dripping water, the problem was corrected. Plaintiffs asked
if vehicle washing is being done at designated wash racks per the separate agreement with the District.
CT indicated that the agreement has been communicated to the supervisors at the Maintenance Stations.
The Plaintiffs asked for follow-up to make sure the agreement has been implemented. Caltrans
agreed. Doug Failing suggested that continuing communication on thisissue beincor porated into
Richard Gordon’sregular reviews.

3/15

6/15

Caltrans D7

03

Agenda Item 3, Con’t: District 11: No non-stormwater dischargesin District 11. Plaintiffsrequested
that thereport should indicate that thereis no evidence of non-stormwater discharge, rather
stating that thereisno discharge. CT agreed to change the wording in the report.

3/15

3/30

Cdtrans D7/D11

Agenda Item 4, Design Activitiesin District 7: The status of the CDS pilot construction was briefly
reviewed. Questions were deferred since the MW-C representative was in the field with Plaintiff
representatives. Plaintiffs asked when monitoring equipment would be in place at the sites. Pilot team
to respond at the next bi-weekly conference call.

3/15

3/30

MW-C

05

Agenda Item 4, Con’t: Metro MCTT/Paxton Sand Filter — The new construction schedule was shared
with an additional geotechnical review, the schedule shows construction complete at the end of the year
(12/20). District 7 will look at 'risk listing' of the projects. Risk listing may save up to 4-6 weeks, but it
is unknown if this process can be used for this project. Plaintiffsindicated that it will require an
additional monitoring season to satisfy the program. CT noted that they could still get the required 4
storms even if the pilots are not completed until January 2001. Plaintiffs agreed the decision would be
weather dependent.

FYI

3/15

06

Agenda Item 5, Monitoring Discussion: There has been intense monitoring activity in February.
Mobilization Criteria: Missed at |east one event that did not meet the threshold criteria. The minimum
criteriafor mobilization was lowered for the remainder of the 99/00 season from 50 % chance of 0.25
inch to 25% chance of 0.25 inch. Thiswas accepted by the various parties in a bi-weekly call on
2/17/00, and the criteria was changed accordingly at that time. Discussed some of the issues surrounding
the effort for, and problems of mobilization, and time required to mobilize. Plaintiffs noted that if there
isan event and it is not monitored because it does not meet the threshold, then the next event, even if not
spaced by 48 hrs, may be monitorable from an OMM rainfall criteria perspective. The Plaintiffs want to
consider setting a maximum rainfall depth, or other suitable criteriathat will initiate the 48 hr waiting

3/15

4/15

Cdltrans

Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates

14725 Alton Parkwav - P.O. Box 57057 - Irvine. CA 92619-7057 - 714-472-3505 -

FAX 714-472-8373
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period. Otherwise, the 48 hour minimum interevent time may not be needed. CT was open to this
approach. CT to confer with the consultant teams and get back to the Plaintiffs with a proposal to
modify the 48 hr interevent criteria. On arelated note, CT indicated that they are doing afirst flush
study, the study results are about 1-year out, also corresponding with SCCWRP on their work in this
area.

07

Agenda Item 5, Con’t: Sample Aliquots/use of previous events: A minimum of 12 aliquotsis required
per storm (OMM), an aiquot is a sample, taken each time the pump in the sampling unit is activated.
The goa is 12 aiquots per storm and a 75 percent overall storm capture, so that the sampleis
representative of the event. The samplers are generally set to 78 samples (aliquots) for an event, and the
spacing islonger or shorter between the samples depending on the length of the hydrograph. Dueto
infiltration and storm time, some effluent samples at some sites did not get the required number of
aliquots. It was agreed to keep an asterisk by this data, and see, after the end of the monitoring season, if
the data should be incorporated into the final efficiency calculations for the device. It was agreed that
CT will bring a proposal to the Plaintiffs discussing aliquots and per cent of storm capturerelative
toinclusion of data that does not meet the current criteria (as stated in the OMM) in thefinal
device efficiency calculations.

New

3/15

6/15

Cadltrans/Consultants

08

Agenda Item 6, OMM Presentations: District 7: BC Sites: BMPs operating well, some |ocations have
gone into bypass mode during the three storms covered in this report. The January 25th event was not
sampled, however, empirical observations were made. Sampling occurred on the other two eventsin
February. Experienced bypass at all BMPs except the 1-605/SR 91 EDB and AlamedaMS OWS on
February 20" event. Overall percent capture is near 100 %, the lowest is 66%. No events had less
than12 aliquots. Minor problems were experienced: a battery failure, flow meter failure (I 605/SR 91
EDB, 2/20), storm lost at this location due to the equipment problems. Thereis aso aproblem at some
sites with a high head loss on the influent side of the sampler, causing premature equipment wear. BC
inspecting the equipment now to ensure it remains serviceable. It was further clarified that there were
two bypass storm events at most sitesin LA. Plaintiffs noted that the lack of effluent at biofiltersis OK,
since they are then performing at 100% effectiveness. A practicethat is evolving at WSDOT isto
manage roadside ditches according to water quality considerations, as long as they can till perform their
conveyance function effectively, including among various techniques soil aeration to promote infiltration,
followed by stabilizing with vegetation. CT noted that disturbing the soil could lead to erosion and
discharge of sediment. Plaintiffs noted if stabilization is done after disturbance, erosion should not be a
problem. CT believesthat the jury is still out on the technical feasibility of bioswales, and noted that
maintaining the vegetation will be an issue, specifically in dealing with potentia fire hazard that biofilters
may develop in dry summer conditions.

New

3/15

9/15

BC
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BC OMM inspections: Replacing pumps at a number of sites because of current draw problems, and
pumps failing to operate at certain times. Some media filters are building up sediment, resulting in
longer detention on the filter. DHS is assessing optionsfor MCTT vector monitoring. Hydroseed is
doing well at all sites. Via Verde sedimentation chamber isleaking, the cause will be found and
fixed in the dry season.

09 | Agendaltem 6, Con't: District 7. MW/LC sites: All percent storm captures were above 75% for the New 3/15 4/15 Cdltrans

storms monitored during this period. The number of aliquotsis greater than 12 with the exception of 6
samples. It was noted that we had yet to get a successful sample from the lysimeters. The Plaintiffs
noted that it is a problematic form of monitoring, but has worked on some occasions in the past. In
particular, the Plaintiffs asked if the vacuum is applied for an extended time, or only around the sampling
time. When informed the latter is true, the Plaintiffs noted that other applications in their experience
applied the vacuum continuously for an extended time before sampling; and they assumed that procedure
was being used in this study, asit should be. We have met the four-storm goal for most Drain Inlet insert
sites, except Las Flores and Rosemead (2 locations). It was stated that there is not much effluent out of

the biofilters. The Plaintiffs noted a similar experience in monitoring a bioswale in the Pacific northwest.

Additional discussion occurred relative to percent storm capture at biofilter devices.

The analytical cost for sampling is about $6000 per year per site. The Fossil Filter must be cleaned
during events, the crews are seeing bypass because the capacity of the filter is exceeded. The absorbent
in the Fossil Filters does not need to be replaced per the guidance in the MID. The Plaintiffs asked why
trash and debris accumulating more in the Fossil Filters than the Streamguard inserts. Law indicated that
this was due to the number of trees and size of drainage areatributary to the Streamguard devices.
Generadly, the Fossil Filters are in watersheds that have more debris production. The Plaintiffs asked
when bypass of the filtersis occurring. Bypass occurs regularly at the sites for most storms for the Fossil
Filter units. For Streamguard there have been observed bypass events also, and some ponded water in
the inserts, and flooding at the inlet has occurred. The Vendor (Foss) indicates that these are not
uncommon issues with the Streamguard. The maintenance threshold may need to be changed for the
Streamguard to reduce bypass/flooding problems. Streamguard did fall into the drain during one event,
at onelocation. It fell due to weight of water and debris (mostly leaves) in the filter bag. Shimswere
added to hold the bag in place, this ‘fix’ is beyond the normal installation practice.

The flow in the bioswale is being distributed uniformly. Trash/debrisis building up at the upstream
energy dissipator for most bioswales. Gophers are a continuing problem, with implications for the type
of materia that is planted for the biofilters. The Plaintiffs suggested that it be noted in the record of
experiencethat it is preferable for swalesto bein cut rather than fill. The Plaintiffs noted that the
burrowing owl! should not be driving maintenance issues for the pilots with respect to the trapping of
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gophers. Caltrans agreed to take thisidea under advisement, and will suggest some changesto
Plaintiffs with respect to the current trapping protocol for gopherslisted in the MID. CT noted
that we don’t want to create a false environment for the pilot operation, but we must also be sensitive to
the burrowing owl problem as well since their presence could limit maintenance of the device. It was
clarified that trapping of gophersisan OM cost, not a pilot/monitoring cost.

Traffic problems at the | 605/SR 91 infiltration basin were discussed. It was noted that flow bypassis
occurring through the splitter/junction because the flow rate istoo great. The weir plate can not be raised
further because Cerritos Maintenance Station would flood from the resulting backwater. Thisis aretrofit
problem due to limited head, and should be noted in the record of experience. MW to comment on this
item in the next bi-weekly conference call. It was noted that at Rosemead M S, thereis alot of wind blow
trash from adjacent railroad.

010

Agenda ltem 6, Con’t: District 11 sitesKLI: Monitored five events during this quarter. Four sites with
less than the 12 aliquots during first storm event, two sites with less than the required aliquots on second
storm event. All sites got the required aliquots on February 20th. Successful residence time calculations
were completed at the Palomar Airport Road swale. Sediment from the I-5/SR78 mediafilter site
(possibly from the surrounding slopes) continues to be an issue. The Plaintiffs indicated that the slope
planting should be checked to see if coverage is adequate. There was a problem with influent bypassing
the swale at Palomar. Sandbags were installed and this stopped the problem.

The Paintiffs asked that the Consultants try to give the OMM information in a uniform way and manner.
CT responded that the goal is to organize the data similarly, but time constraints are often a problem.
The Paintiffsindicated that it is not a big issue and they can live with some variety in the presentation.

The Paintiffs asked about the sampling on January 16, empirical observations were apparently made but
no sampling occurred. Law indicated that the storm did not meet the established mobilization criteria.
The Paintiffs also inquired why the February 20th percent capture was apparently low at the | 605/SR 91
biofilter site. Law responded that the percent capture on the effluent was low (due to infiltration) and did
not meet the OMM criteria. The Plaintiffs also asked why there was no deployment on February 10th,
with 0.41 inchin LA, and why samples collected on January 4™ exceeded holding times. Law responded
that the deployment criteria were not met by the February 10" storm, except at one site. The January 4™
event exceeded the holding time because the rain fell on the January 1%, a blackout date, the sample
water was discarded. The Plaintiffs asked that the date the sampling team mobilization criteria was
changed be documented. (see ltem No. 6 above for date)

New

3/15

3/30

RBF

011

Agendaltem 8, MID: (Note, Agenda ltem 7 deferred to later in meeting): The proposed changes to the

New

3/15

6/15

RBF/Caltrans
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MID were briefly summarized: A more detailed maintenance protocol for the District 11 wet basin, and
the changes requested by the Plaintiffs over the preceding quarter. It was also noted that the separate
bound copy of the MID distributed at the meeting was the MID version to be reviewed by the group, as
opposed to the version included in the Quarterly report. It was agreed that CT would develop a
maintenance item for pumping the MCTT dry during the summer season, and review thiswith the

group.

012

Agenda ltem 9, Vector Report: Thereis a continuing problem with mosquito inspection and breeding
at the MCTTs. Minor problems at other sites. Adult monitoring report: Bill Walton will give hisfinal
presentation after adult monitoring is concluded in June of thisyear. The Plaintiffs asked why the adult
monitoring study was extended. LWA responded that we wanted to capture a second wet season. The
final report will be available in late summer. The Plaintiffs asked that Bill Walton document why he
chose the monitoring stations within CT right-of-way only. Requested BW to include mosquito
flight adjacent to BMPs, i.e. right-of-way effects.

DHS reported that they are working with local agencies on monitoring consistency. DHS Sampling is
continuing on a bi-weekly schedule, transitioning to weekly in late spring or summer. DHS has
substantially completed their database, and it should be ready by April for review. Update on survey of
other agencies/experience with BMPs; Sent out the survey at the beginning of January, 2000. Over 200
surveys were sent, about 20-30 percent were returned. DHS will make some telephone follow-up calls.
DHS istrying to recruit an engineer to help develop recommendations relative to vector control at BMPs,
and concurs that the MCTT is a problem device. Proper methodology and sampling techniques are a
problem at the MCTT due to limited access. Protocolswill evolve over the next several months, and
there will most likely remain the necessity for abatement action at this device.

Relative to the La Costa wet basin, the County priorities are to maintain access, and maintain vegetation
density at alevel that does not inhibit vector abatement.

3/15

9/15

LWA/Bill Walton

013

Agenda Item 7, Comments from Manufacturers: Plaintiffs asked why the whole data report wasn't
given to Stormwater Management. KLI responded that there was general discussion that was not sent to
them, but that analytical data was provided. The entire report was not forwarded to Stormwater
Management so they would not have to cull through all of the other sites/data to find the StormFilter
information. The Plaintiffs emphasized that once the entire team has reviewed the sampling data, it
should be shared with the appropriate manufacturer.

The Plaintiffs asked about the KL I response to Stormwater Management on TPH sampling. KLI

New

3/15

Open

Plaintiffs/Cdtrans




MEETING MINUTES
Meeting Date: March 15, 2000

Page 8

ITEM

DESCRIPTION

STATUS

OPENED

DUE

ACTION FOR:

responded that we are not evaluating TPH as a part of the program, since a grab procedure is required.

Comments on Dr. Pitt’s letter: A more detailed discussion of the responsesto Dr. Pitt’s letter will be
conducted at the next bi-weekly conference call, since the lead person from BC was unavailable on a
field trip with the Plaintiffs. The primary problem is vector sampling and the fact that water is retained
year round inthe MCTT. The Plaintiffs asked if acover could be installed, and an opening in the cover
provided (sealable) to do the sampling. DHS responded that several locations are needed to sample
effectively, and a cover may be unworkable. It was agreed that pumping the MCTT dry for the summer
isfeasible and will be done.

The Plaintiffs asked about the pickup of two drums of sediment at the Altadena Maintenance Station, and
how long it took to accumulate the sediment. The sediment is from the spreader ditch, removed per the
MID, accumulated over about the previous 9 months. The Plaintiffs asked if the MSis swept. CT
responded that parts of the station are swept daily. The Plaintiffs believe the housekeeping practices can
be improved to cut down on the amount of material through source control. The Plaintiffs noted that the
devices [BMPs] we have installed are imperfect, and thisis known, but the goal isto get source control
to the point that the devices are unnecessary. CT will continue to pursue source control, and has elevated
effortsin this regard, but there may not be alot more that can be done without fundamental changesin
the facilities themselves (i.e., reconstruct the yards). The Plaintiffs disagreed with this assessment and
would like to follow up on the issue of doing a better job through source control. CT District 7 was
willing to work with the Plaintiffs on developing additional source control BMPs.

014

Agenda Item 10, Environmental (Biological) Report: In the January monthly report thereis a
recommendation that we deploy a net to restrict access to the infiltration basin in District 11 so that the
waterfowl would not carry in San Diego fairy shrimp.

The letter from the Fish and Wildlife Service was briefly reviewed, the Service had concerns about the
type of monitoring being proposed for the Clapper Rail, the protocol was modified to forego tape
playback type monitoring at their request. The Plaintiffs offered to go with CT to talk with the Service
about endangered speciesissues. CT noted that the Service said they will only talk when we have a
species of concern present. CT will continue to pursue a proactive dialogue with the Service. Caltrans
invited the Plaintiffs to also dial ogue with the Service.

FYI

3/15

Open

015

Agendaltem 11, Cost Workgroup: A cost summary document was previously forwarded to the
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Plaintiffs. Thisdocument isasummary of datareflecting the cost for each BMP as it was constructed.
This was devel oped so the cost workgroup would have something in hand as a starting point. The raw
datais being collected, and it will be centralized at each District to facilitate review. Caltrans proposed
to start the cost workgroup meeting ASAP, maybe during the week of March 27th.  The Plaintiffs
referred to two letters from them on this subject, dated February 28" and February 29th. One letter deals
with the technical issues and problems. Caltransis responding point by point to thisletter. The response
letter (on the technical points) will be transmitted by first of next week. The Plaintiffs noted that the data
had a significant number of errors, and took several months to compile. CT responded that the data came
from some contracts that had not been closed out, causing delay. CT agreed that the report contained
errors, these will be corrected and an updated report forwarded to the Plaintiffsin mid-April. CT noted
that the time built into the Stipulation amendment for the cost issue is probably not realistic.

The Plaintiffs also noted that the stipulation requires that there be no pre-judgement of the study
outcome, and putting together a final report, or part of the final report would fal into that category. CT
indicated that to date, only a report outline has been started, and that the outline will be provided
to the Plaintiffs.

016

Agenda Item 12, Infiltration Opportunities Study in District 11: The Plaintiffs asked about the study
plan for infiltration in District 11. RBF noted that a report should be to the Plaintiffs by early summer.
The Paintiffs talked about the need for aworkplan for the study. District 11 to call Jeremy Johnstone
and Rich Horner to discussthe study further.

New

3/15

6/15

District 11/RBF

017

Miscellaneous Agenda Additions: The Plaintiffsinquired about updating the overall Pilot Program
Schedule, to bring it in agreement with the estimated completion date for the program. CT responded
that they would look at the existing schedule in the Scoping Study and respond on thisissue.

Aninitial field report (as aresult of the field visit by NRDC rep during the meeting) noted aflaw in the
installation of the CDS unit at one of the sites. A construction report on thisitem will be provided at the
next biweekly meeting.

Caltrans noted that the Consultant contracts have very limited remaining authority, and that the contracts
are up for renewal at the end of June. There may be a change in the Consultant teams as a result of new
contracts being let.

New

3/15

4/15

Cdltrans

018

Next Meeting: June 14, 2000 at RBF at 9:30am. Next Bi-Weekly call, March 30" at 10 am.

FYI
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01

Agenda ltems1and 2: Introductions were made. Plaintiff remarks: Cautioned that the Plaintiff
representative’ stime is limited, and that schedules must be anticipated to the extent possible to efficiently
usetime. When comments are submitted by the Plaintiffs, they need to be evaluated and appropriate
responses provided. It was noted that the Plaintiffs were not contacted about the infiltration basin siting
study in D11 to discuss the Work plan before the study was done.

02

Agenda Item 3: District 7 non-stormwater discharges. None to report.

District 11 non-stormwater discharges. 1ce machine malfunction at Carlsbad M'S was primary problem
this quarter. Plaintiffs. There were non stormwater discharges for about a month and a half, why were
these not solved? Caltrans: The discharges were not arepeat of the same source. A report was
developed by District 11 on June 7, describing each discharge. CT aso noted that the table in the
quarterly report is developed by the Consultant, District personnel follow up on the report within a day,
and the discharge may no longer be evident. Plaintiffs: perhaps CT should take a closer look at the
Carlsbad M S since ther e appear sto be more problems at thislocation. CT: agreed

6/14

9/20

Cdtrans D11

03

Agenda Item 4: Design/construction in D7: CDSsites: Contractor is replacing hardware that was not
per specification (was not galvanized). Construction to be completed this week, monitoring equipment to
be installed next week. Estimated costs (Construction) were presented.

Metro/Paxton MCTT and Media Filter: Geotechnical comments with Headquarters are the last item to
resolve. Construction scheduled to be completed next spring. Monitoring to start September 2001.
Plaintiffs; This schedule has continuously slipped from the original. If it slips further, the monitoring
may not be ready for the start of the 2001-2002 wet season. Caltrans/Consultants: It appears the design
issues are very closeto resolution. Plaintiffs: What are the problems, why are these pilots taking so
much longer for approval? CT: Metro/Paxton have some more technical issues than some of the other
sites due to closer proximity to existing structures.

old

9/20

BCC

04

Agenda ltem 5: The pilot program is to be completed by Sept. 2002 per the stipulation. It would not
appear that the requisite storms could be obtained in one winter for Metro/Paxton sites. Caltrans:
address on a device by device basis, the MCTT devices would not be wrapped up with the rest of the
pilot program sites. Austin Sand Filters could be completed preliminarily pending completion of the
Paxton monitoring, since there are several other examples currently being piloted, but not the MCTT
since there are fewer of those sitesin operation. Plaintiffs: We need to start looking at the conclusions
we are going to be drawing from this study. Set up a meeting to discuss the final report, and this will
help with how Metro/Paxton should be handled. Caltrans: We must keep in mind there is a Consent
Decree and Stipulation, each with separate requirements. Target August for the first meeting to discuss
the final report, and how to summarize the study, general approach to reports. CT to contact Plaintiffs to
set ameeting. Mike Barrett suggested unified reports by BMP covering the whole retrofit study (both
districts). Steve Borroum could not commit to that approach because of the differing reporting

6/14

9/20

Cdltrans
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requirements and timing in each district.

05

Agenda Item 6: Specific Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Issues: Gopher abatement letters.
No more trapping, this has been memorialized in letter to the Plaintiffs. Wet Basin Maintenance:
Conferred with the plant and vector specialists, a harvest plan for plant materials was devel oped and
distributed (at the meeting). Thisitem will be discussed at the next bi-weekly call. Caltrans noted that
the plan has not been shared with FWS yet. It was agreed that the plan would be shared with the Service
prior to finalizing with the Plaintiffs. RBF noted that we were going to notify the Service that we have
seen a species of concern utilizing the wetbasin. A least tern was seen foraging briefly. The opinion of
the biological consultantsisthat nesting would affect basin maintenance but not foraging. The Service
will be notified of the Least tern siting, and also transmitted a copy of the wetbasin maintenance plan.
Plaintiffsrequested that the DOJ receive a copy of the maintenance plan and be copied on
correspondence.

Cerritos M S Swale gopher damage: Recommendation from Consultant isto leave as-is. Discussion
followed: asingle vertical barrier on the maintenance station side was agreed to be the best option. The
final configuration/approach to the single barrier will be discussed at the next bi-weekly call. Doug
Failing recommended recording in “lessons learned” that when a swaleis built with aberm, avertical
gopher barrier should be placed starting at the top of the berm slope and extended below the bed of the
swale.

New

6/14

6/29

MW

06

Plaintiffs noted that the District 11 infiltration basin study was not on the agenda, and needed to be
discussed. Caltrans suggested that this should be the topic of a separate meeting, Plaintiffs agreed

6/14

7/15

Cdtrans D11

07

Agenda Item 7a: Vector Report for Quarter: District 7, ten sites breeding, 21 abatement actions, 13
wereat MCTTs, and 4 at CDS units. District 11: 4 sites breeding: Wet basin and infiltration basin were
greater than 90% of the observed breeding in District 11 sites, 1 abatement action at the La Costa IB.
Abatement actions. Applied atosid liquid, juvenile hormone. One treatment of golden bear at a D7
EDB, treating pupae washed into the detention basin, not as a result of breeding in the basin. Plaintiffs
noted that the subject basin drainswithin 72 hrs. Rich noted that this breeding was not a function of the
basin’s presence and that there are substantial existing breeding opportunities elsewhere in the storm
drain and sewer systems, that are not subject to the same level of scrutiny as the Pilot Program. Caltrans:
We are not in aposition to draw conclusions at this time as to the relative significance of sources. If we
were to deploy MCTTs or CDS devices on awidespread basis, we would be creating quite a bit of
additional breeding opportunity.

Adult monitoring: Scheduled to end at the end of this month, with areport in September.

New

6/14

08

Agenda Item 7c: DHS provided an update on the out of state survey: DHS was interested in knowing
the status of BMPs around the country with respect to vector problems. Sent 338 surveys out, received
62, only 39 had comments on BMPs., DHS isin the process of setting trips to visit some of the more

New

6/14

8/15

DHS
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interesting sites outside of the state for evaluation. The DHS database has been updated, and is available
through RBF on the website. DHS started a weekly sampling (mosquito production study) this week.
Method: Water quality sampling parameters (pH, TDS, Temp) to determine favorable conditions for
BMP/mosquito production, and working with the vector districts doing larval sampling, no adult
sampling as a part of thisstudy. A report isexpected in August. Plaintiffs: Isthisoriginal work for
BMPs or has other similar work been done previously? DHS: Quite a bit of research has been
completed in storm drains, less on BMPs. Caltrans: Only 39 responded to survey on BMPs, why isthe
response so low? DHS: Districts did not seem to have any awareness of stormwater systems. DHS
plans to follow-up by telephone to non-respondents. DHS is concerned that underground structures
would create additional habitat, covering or undergrounding would be a problem if BMPs were
congtructed thisway. Thisis a separate issue from covering above ground structures. Surveillance and
inspection would be complicated for underground structures. DHS would want strict design criteria such
as no standing water greater than 72 hrsetc. Plaintiffs; How widespread of a vector problem isthere
with respect to current underground sources/problems. DHS: Thereis very little ‘publicity’ on thisissue,
but the problems are very real, and very acute in some areas. Surveillance and control is very difficult on
underground systems, but they (underground systems) are easily the biggest source of mosquitoesin an
urban area. Plaintiffs: Where specifically does this occur underground? DHS: anywhere mosquitoes can
find a suitable location (still ponded water, such as utility vaults and pipes). Plaintiffs: It would seem
like the existing breeding capacity isimmense, so what kind of treatment can reasonably be
accomplished? DHS: Best that can be doneisto prevent more breeding areas from being constructed,
and try to control what breeding areas currently exist. Prevention isthe key, treatment is alosing battle,
vector tolerance is building to the chemical controls. For example, DHS has worked with utility
companies to design underground vaults that do not 'breed' (trap water). One techniques uses restrictions
to vector entry, such as a pressure-sensitive flap. This has been fairly successful.

09

Agenda ltem 7d: MCTT cover proposal: BC submitted a proposal for a hinged cover on the portion of
the MCTT that retains the water. Coverswould be constructed of aluminum or mesh fabric. DHS:
Believes the covers may work, but need a safety system for their workers. The proposed net bag needsto
be designed so that it can be inserted and removed easily. Cover on the main sedimentation chamber isa
possible solution, except there are concerns where there are penetrations through the cover. Need to
have surveillance doors on corners of the cover for vector personnel access. Gaskets on the aluminum
cover must be replaced when needed. Caltransinquired if the covers will substantially abate the
mosquito problems, as they are very expensive and should not be constructed unless there is a good
chance of success. DHS: It ishard to know if the problem will be solved, but should be a solution that at
aminimum reduces the problem. The covers should be piloted at alocation to understand the problems
and benefits. The covers appear to be well manufactured as applied in wastewater applications. Caltrans
noted there may be a problem with the mosquitoes washing in from the upstream catchbasin chamber on

New

6/14

9/15

BC/Law
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the MCTT, rendering the cover ineffective. A pressure-sensitive flap should be deployed to alleviate this
problem. DHS likes the aluminum better than the fabric cover because of longevity. Agreement was
reached to deploy the coversto evaluate their efficacy. Coversto beinstalled at the two existing MCTTs,
the filter to be constructed at Metro will remain uncovered, as a control site. DHS indicated that arat
and roach problem may be exacerbated with the installation of the covers.

010

Agenda Item 7e: CDS Units mosquito proofing: It was agreed that the units would be operated without
special effort made to drain the sump, which retains water. 1f mosqguito breeding occurs, this will be
addressed on a case by case basis. Since the units have not been in operation yet, there isinsufficient
evidence to declare aproblem. Law noted that the manufacturer requires that the units be filled with
‘clean’ water prior to the start of the storm season for proper operation.

Caltrans asked Law to document in writing from the manufacturer that the unit needs to be filled with
water prior to the first storm. Law will request the documentation from CDS, and copy the plaintiffs
on all correspondencein thismatter. The manufacturer’s response will be discussed in the next status
call in connection with deciding how to operate the units.

6/14

9/15

Law

011

Agenda Item 8: Environmental Report. Environmental and biological reports are provided in Appendix
G of the Quarterly Report, which includes the February, March and April surveys. A Least tern was
observed foraging in District 11 wet basin site. RBF to send a letter to the Service which will include:
a boilerplate species observation notice, and the revised wet basin maintenance plan review by the
Service. Netting wasinstaled at the La Costainfiltration basin to prevent habitation by Fairy shrimp.
Netting was placed over the sand beds at the I-5/SR 78 and La Costa park and ride Austin Sand Filtersto
preclude nesting of L east terns.

New

6/14

7/1

RBF

012

Agendaltem 9a: OMM for District 7 (Law): Thiswas adryer than normal wet season. Six of the
samples did not meet aliquot goals specified in the OMM and as agreed with the Plaintiffs. Law
recommends that the 6 samples that did not meet the aliquots be considered as valid data since the
aliquots are representative of the hydrographs.

Biofilters

There was no biofilter effluent during the first part of season since most flow infiltrated in the biofilter.
Design hydraulic residence time measurement: Had unsteady flow conditions, infiltration and
nonuniform flow, further, turbidity impacted absorbance measurements. The sites generally met the
design residence time per the dye testing/measurement.

Design removal efficiencies: Biofilters, reductionin TSS and metals, increase in nutrients.
Operation/maintenance: 605/91 biostrip, errant drivers resulted in some turf damage and gophers aso
resulted in some damage. At Altadena MS, it was necessary to drain the spreader ditch after each event.
Cerritos M S, had the gopher problem that resulted in aflow bypass. Other swales functioned well and as
intended in District 7. Law noted a significant amount of leaves accumulating at the 1-605/Carson & Del

New

6/14

9/15

Law/Cdltrans
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Amo biofilter, and had been removing the leaves. It was agreed to discontinue this practice.

Drain Inlet Inserts

Streamguard: Had flow bypass and flooding problems. Inserts tend to pond/retain water after the storm
event. Attention was directed to the memorandum from the Streamguard manufacturer in the quarterly
report. All Streamguard filters will have differing permeability, there is no suggested solution for
specific inserts that appear to bypass flow too easily. Fossil Filter: Required pre-storm and post-storm
cleaning. Plaintiffs: why were sand bags placed around inlets at some of the maintenance stations?
Caltrans responded that thisis done as a routine maintenance BMP by the station. Richard Gordon will
investigate the specific reason for the L as Flores placement.

Infiltration Devices

Functioned as designed, some flow bypass for larger events, drained within 72 hrs. The weir plate at the
1-605/SR 91 IB was raised to maximum height possible. Some erosion on north slope of the basin
previously, however, hydroseed has germinated and mitigated the problem. AltadenaMSIT: Had
bypass when design capacity of the trench was exceeded. Drained within 36 hrs maximum.

Plaintiffs asked about Lysimeter sampling: The ideawas to have the vacuum applied continuously,
rather than for 24 hours. Caltrans noted that the vacuum does not hold after the initial application, so the
pump would have to run continuously (District 7). It may be possible to keep avacuum in D11, and this
will betried. Plaintiffs noted that the device efficiencies will be computed on a mass loading level.
Caltrans concurred. The Plaintiffs noted that having the reporting limit shown in the tables where non-
detect occurred is misleading. It was agreed that ‘ND’ would be specified where this occurs.

013

Agendaltem 9b: District 11 OMM: Had avariety of depths of rainstorms, but overall adry year:
Rain depths varied from 4.9in to 8.7in, mean is usually about 10 inches. Low aliquot sample events are
recommended to be included as valid data since they are representative of the hydrograph. Plaintiffs
noted for the record they did not agree with the Maximum Storms Required column in the table on page
75 of the Quarterly Status Report as it does not include all required storms per the Scoping Study. In
addition, the column should be updated to include an additional year of monitoring in District 11
per agreement with Caltrans.

Removal Efficiency

Extended Detention Basins: Good particulate removal, relatively poor dissolved constituent removal.
Stormfilter: Midpack dissolved removal and particulate removal, there is an improvement as compared
tolast year. Plaintiffs want to discuss a possible change in the filter mediafor the Stormfilter. It was
agreed to release the data to the manufacturer (Stormwater Management) for this season. Caltransto
forward the stormfilter monitoring data from thisyear and last year to the Plaintiffsto help with
the evaluation of the media and the decision to possibly switch the media, which will be considered in the
next status call.

Austin Sand Filters. Do well on particulate removal, fair removals with respect to dissolved constituents.

New

6/14

9/15

KLI/RBF
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Wet Basin: Doing very well on removals across the board.
Samples were collected from the wells at the infiltration devices.

Hydraulic residence time at Palomar Airport Road swale was measured: Calculated timeis53 min. The
Carlsbad infiltration trench has not overflowed with inflows up to the design storm runoff but is not
functioning per design (drain timeistoo long). No hydraulic residence time was evaluated for the
Melrose swal e since there was insufficient effluent flow to perform the test.

Baykeeper indicated that it was OK to keep the sand bag dam in place at the wet basin for monitoring
purposes. It was further decided to do paired sampling of influent and effluent for non-storm discharges
at the wetbasin.

The bird deterrent nets at the Austin Sand Filter and La Costa Infiltration Basin were described. They
have been installed.

The Plaintiffs noted that there is some repetition in the text of the Quarterly OMM reports, especialy of
background and methods common to all consultants, and asked Caltrans to try to consolidate the text in
the next report.

014

Agenda ltem 9c: OMM - BC: Thiswas an average to less than average rain year. Four of Five
possible storms were captured/sampled. It was awetter than usual February. Two events did not meet
aliquot requirements, but recommend that this data be included in the data set as they are representative
of the hydrographs.

Efficiencies:

Extended Detention: Good particulate removal, no appreciable dissolved constituent or nutrient
removal.

Sand Filter and MCTT: Each had about the same level of constituent removal efficiency.
Operation: No specific issues to report.

Plaintiffs asked about the non-detect for free oil and grease at the oil/water separator site. Caltrans noted
that this was correct, and that the source control program must be working at thisMS.

Cadltrans noted that there is a transition of consultants, MW and BCC will be transitioned out, LC will

New

6/14

9/30

CdtrandRBF
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take responsibility for sitesin District 7. Caltransis gathering design and construction data from the
design teams for the project record Plaintiffs confirmed that they would be provided with siting,
design construction reportsin the next few months.

015

Agenda Item 10: Cost Workgroup: Plaintiffs will be responding to the revised Cost Summary report.
NRDC noted that EPA wanted to be included in the cost workgroup issues.

New

6/14

7/1

Plaintiffs

016

Agenda Item 11/12: The next bi-weekly call is scheduled for June 29, at 10 am and the next Quarterly
meeting is scheduled for September 20. Itemsfor next bi weekly call: 1. Discussion of the wet basin
vegetation management plan, 2. Report on CDS unit pre-storm water level requirement, 3. Stormfilter,
discussion of current medialreplacement. Plaintiffs noted that the summer Biweekly meetings and
reports would be issue-focused rather than detailed routine OMM activities reporting.

FYI

6/14

All

Note:

Bolded text under each item subheading refers to action items.
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01

Agenda Item No. 1 Plaintiff opening remarks: We are 1-year from completion of most of the Pilot
Program. With some of the other programs the Plaintiffs are involved in, the Plaintiffs have had to object
to the final reports since the study documentation did not take the project to the point of ‘readiness for
implementation’. The Plaintiffs would like the group to think about what it will take to get the data and
observations for the Pilot Project into afina form. The Plaintiffs want to see recommendations and
implementation provisions in the final pilot program report.

New

9/20

Ongoing

All

02

Agenda Item No. 2 Caltrans opening remarks. The Department’ s mechanism for making decisions
relative to the storm water program lies with the SWMP. The SWMP is negotiated with the State Board,
and serves as the vehicle for implementing the findings of department research programs such as the
Pilots. Asaresearch program, the pilot studies are not the place to set Department policy. Itis
suggested that other meetings could be set with the Plaintiffs to determine what could be carried forward
to the SWMP from the BMP Retrofit Pilot Program. The Plaintiffs also have a direct dialogue with the
Districts, and they can discuss these types of issues directly with the Districts. The Department has
policy level determinations that must be considered when incorporating the results of the research
programs.

Plaintiffs; Thereis something lost by not having the people who collected the data and performed the
study make the recommendations to the Department. The Plaintiffs would like the study to present
results, and argue a case relative to the retrofit of BMPsin existing infrastructure. If there are policy
issues, the Department could make those decisions. However, if the final policy is counter to the
evidence gathered from the research programs, then the Plaintiffs would like thisto be evident in the
record.

New

9/20

FYI

03

Agenda Item No. 3 Vector Reports from Vector Districts. District 7: Three sites breeding, 22
abatement actions, 10 at MCTT and 12 at CDS sites. In District 11, two abatements, one at the wet basin
and one at the La Costa infiltration basin. DHS update: The out of state survey has been completed. The
purpose of the survey was to get a better understanding of what problems are associated with BMPs
relative to vectors, there is very little published data available. The DHS mailed out 338 surveysin
January, had 105 agencies respond, and 72 agencies were able to give information on storm water
management structures. Many of the structures the respondents referenced in the survey have been in
place for 5to 10 years. Some of the main issueswere: @) lack of maintenance, b) excessive vegetation
and silt and debris accumulation, high in organic content, ¢) damage to units and d) improper design or
construction that kept water locally impounded in the unit. Some cases reported where infiltration sites
did not drain. The DHS report is provided in Appendix J of the Quarterly Report. The Mosquito
database has been updated and is on the RBF Pilot Program website. The first year report summarizing
vector datawill be submitted soon in a bi-weekly report. DHS also met with Caltrans and Montgomery

9/20

12/15

Plaintiffsand DHS

Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates

14725 Alton Parkwav - P.O. Box 57057 - Irvine. CA 92619-7057 - 714-472-3505 -
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Watson to devel op ideas for mosquito-proofing the CDS units.

Plaintiffs: The issues noted in the DHS report, such as maintenance, are things we need to highlight in
this study as a cause of problems for operating BMPs. These issues must be brought out in
implementation reporting for the Pilot Program. Design and construction needs to be considered very
carefully aswell. The Plaintiffsarein general agreement with the DHS findings, but want to note that
vegetation and standing water is not, in every instance, going to lead to breeding and standing water may
have a performance function. The mailing list for the DHS study did not target the areas such as Denver,
Maryland, Somerset County, New Jersey, the City of Portland, western Washington or Washington
County, Oregon. Cities and counties that have active programs but were not surveyed include: Fairfax
County, Virginia, City of Alexandria, VA, Austin Texas, Madison and Milwaukee Wisconsin or Sezttle.
DHS: There were more areas that could have been surveyed, but the basic findings of the study would
probably not change, and the trends are established with thisinformation. Plaintiffs. Concur that the
trends are established. But to be more certain, it would be nice to address the major omissions listed.
Can more surveys be sent out? DHS will look into this possibility. One of the difficultiesislocating
addresses and the proper contact person. Plaintiffsto forward contacts at storm water agenciesin the
locations listed to Caltrans and DHS.

Agenda Item No. 4: UC Riverside adult mosquito study. Objectives: To determine the abundance of
mosquitoes before and after pilot program operation. Also, to compare the activity where thereisand is
not a pilot BMP site for mosquitoes and midges. Rationale: Climate is conducive to mosquito activity.
They are active from April to end of October. This area does not freeze, so the vectorsdon’t die as
readily. Mosguitoes represent a public health threat with arboviruses. Groups most susceptible are the
young and elderly. Birds can amplify viruses, meaning that they can spread the disease. Midges don't
bite humans, but they are a public nuisance. There are 'sentinel’ chicken flocks put out by the DHS in
May of each year, and then they are sampled during the year for viruses. Wild bird populations are also
sampled for viruses by DHS. There have been about 16 outbreaks of malariain the general California
population since 1957. Want to control mosquitoes at the larvae and pupae stage. Adults feed about
every two days. Adultslive about 14 days. Adult mosquitoes must feed at least 2 timesto pick up and
then transmit avirus. Don't need to have standing water, some mosquitoes lay eggs on damp substrates.
But in all instances, must have standing water for larvae to develop. Mosqguito species differ in their
potential to transmit pathogens. Measured: host seeking mosquitoes. Gravid mosguitoes (preparing to
lay eggs). Two type of traps were used in the study: 1)(CO2) and UV and 2)gravid trap.

Results: There was no significant increase of activity at the sites between the baseline sites and the test
sites. Analyzed two periods of comparatively small rainfall. Host seeking mosqguito and midge
abundance did not differ significantly at the operational BMP sites. Gravid mosquitoes differed

FYI

9/19
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significantly at 5 sitesin D7 and one sitein D11. In D7 the differences were at AltadenaM S, Cerritos
MS, Eastern Region M S, Lakewood PR, ViaVerde and 1-5/SR 78 in D11. These are the sites that were
significantly higher in 1999 than 1998. Overall, host mosquito trapping is fairly low, gravid numbers are
asorelatively low. The mosquito development rate is afunction of ambient air temperature. 1999 was
generaly cooler than 1998, and that could be significant in influencing adult activity. Comparing the
post construction years (BMP), in D7 the populations differed significantly at 7 sites, and only at 2 sites
the following year. The differences were at the CDS sites, mediafilter sites, and biofilters. Midge
abundance at operational storm water BMPs was not significantly increased over background levels.
There are annual population variations that need to be accounted for aswell. The CDS units did show a
significant increase in gravids once they were installed and online. In D11, host seeking population did
not differ significantly in 1999, but did differ in 2000 at 4 sites. Gravid mosquito abundance was greater
at 11 of the 14 monitoring sitesin 2000. Study Summary: Enhanced adult activity was not associated
with any BMP type. Thereis not sufficient evidence to say that a particular BMP type is a problem.
However, it isclear that if there is standing water, then have a enhanced potential for mosquitoes.
Mosquito abundance in control locations was lower than BMP sites for 1/2 to 3/4 of the sites. Overall
adult activity islow. The operating BMPs are not producing midges in significant quantities.

Questions: CT: Do we have information to assess the abatement practices? No, this study will not
provide that. NRDC: What are your recommendations for control in terms of numbers and patterns. Do
the numbers we have trigger a recommendation to enact control. Dr. Walton: Adults, no control is
necessary unlessthere is an encephalitis outbreak. Would recommend control of larvae in standing water
in the BMPs where that is present. Y ou must also monitor the wet basin. These types of BMPs
(perennia ponds) have a history of vector problems. CT: would it be beneficial to continue the adult
program for alonger time? Dr. Walton: if you are doing larval control, you will get enough information
from that program, and additional study of adultsis not necessary. The Wet Basin would be the only site
where a further adult monitoring program may be a benefit.

05

Agenda ltem 5 Overview of Sampling Data Collected to Date: Overall, the wet basin had best TSS
removal, and the Stormfilter worst. Ranked by total copper removal, the wet basin is the best.

Comparison of biofilter efficienciesin Texasto California. Virtually no difference between a non-
engineered swale and the associated removals in Texas and the engineered bioswales in the pilot study.
Extended Detention: constituent removal similar at most sites.

Questions for ED and bicofilters: NRDC: in the fina analysis, we want to look at what minimum removal
concentration for each measured constituent we can achieve and also what the removal efficiency by
constituent is.

FYI
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Media Filters: No difference in the removals from siteto site. The Austin type filter appears to be the
best design. It is unclear why the Delaware had a TSS removal problem in the first year of operation.
Lessons Learned: Need access ramps to service the filters. Avoid pumping in the designs (cost and
maintenance burden). Can also do partial sedimentation designs for the Austin Filter to save space. A
probability plot was introduced to show how often a specific effluent limit could be met.

Questions relative to the mediafilter. CT: What about the nitrate issue? Isthisa problem that the
filterstend to export nitrate? Yes. More research needed to understand the nitrate removal of the filters.
NRDC: Nitrate will not always be an objective for the BMP. CT: Still a concern and issue since we
need to strive for WQ objectives for al constituents, including nutrients.

Oil/water separator (OWS) and drain inlet inserts (DI1): Results show that influent levels are not
sufficiently high to result in removal in the oil water separator unit. See as a technology for spill
containment only, with the coal escing plates as extraneous. The drain inlet inserts had only modest
removals.

Discussion: NRDC: Agree that the OWSis not useful for our application. Don’'t want to count al DIls
out yet however, more review of the datais needed. SM BayKeeper: Are we monitoring for litter, isthat
data available? Caltrans: Y es, Caltrans has other pilot programs focused on litter removal and BMPs for
litter removal.

06

Agenda ltem 6 Overview of CDS Devices: MW-C reviewed the activities since the last Quarterly
meeting relative to the CDS device construction. A construction costs summary was presented. Both
units installed cost about $87,000, which includes monitoring equipment. The baskets for the CDS units
sump are only going to be installed for monitoring purposes, to facilitate removal of the material in the
sump for analysis. CDStypically recommends using a vactor truck for cleaning the device, not the sump
baskets. The manufacturer replaced the screens at no cost to the project, with 2400 and 4700 micron
units, since the 1200 micron screen is discontinued. They also increased the height of the internal weir to
be 12" above the diversion weir at one of the sites at no cost to the project.

New

9/19

07

Agenda Item 7 Mosquito Elimination Alternatives — CDS Devices. Several options were presented: 1.
install weepholes in bottom of the CDS unit. It was noted that it is not possible to daylight an underdrain
system for the unit. 2. Install a sump pump in the device to keep the sump dry after rain events. It was
noted that this type of discharge is not permitted under the Caltrans NPDES permit. CT to inquire with
the SWRCB as to the feasibility of being allowed to drain the sumps of BMPsthat contain water viaa
pump system. 3. Incorporate a siphon to drain the sump, however this has the same potential problem

9/19
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option No. 2. 4. Install aflap gate on the discharge line. Thisis a problem since considerable rework of
system would be required. Thisisan option for future installations. 5. Install a Mosquito screen.
Replace the litter-bag on the effluent pipe with amesh screen. A flap gate would still be required on the
inlet side of the device. 6. Use an inlet and outlet flap made of rubber, however, the manufacturer is
against thisoption for theinlet side. 7. Agitator. Install an agitator in the unit to keep the water moving
for aminimum period of time, to be operated by battery.

No decision was made on any of the options presented. MW-C to look at the best combination of the
items presented and give areport at an upcoming bhi-weekly call for further discussion.

08

Agenda Item No. 8 Final Report Discussion: NRDC indicated there should be ateam of people getting
together to discuss the final report content. SD BayKeeper asked how this report relates to the SDWQCS
report. CT indicated that thisis abuilding block for that report, and that an outline of the SDWQCS
report may be needed to assist in understanding the overal structure. The Plaintiffs asked that the latest
versions of the Pilot reports (Siting, Design and Construction Summaries) be forwarded to BayK eeper
and the EPA. Thiswas agreed. CT indicated that it may be useful to break up the reports by technology,
rather than wait for the monitoring at each site to be completed. It was agreed that this issue would be
further discussed during biweekly calls. Other issues noted were the appropriate location for the
conclusions and recommendations, and a purpose and need section in or after the Executive Summary, as
well asin theindividual report sections. All parties agreed that the goal was to have a short, ‘readable’
report with most of the technical detail in Appendices. The detailed data may be best placed on a CD
instead of paper. It was noted that vector design issues should bein the ‘design’ section of the report. 1t
was also agreed that one person must serve as the executive author to ensure overall consistency.

New

9/19

All

09

Agenda Item No. 9 OMM Discussion for District 7 and District 11. District 7: It was agreed to discuss
the CDS protocols (monitoring) during the next biweekly call, in reference to the letter from the
manufacturer on the subject. It was agreed that we need to characterize what ends up in the sump in
addition to completing the in/out flow sampling. The proposal to extend the inspection frequency for the
OWS from monthly to quarterly was approved. MCTT mosquito covers arein the PS& E process right
now.

NRDC: Why isit taking 8 monthsto design and install the covers? CT to review the process and see if
the cover installation can be speeded up. It was noted that the aeration units would be removed from the
MCTT. New draininlet inserts were installed last week. It was determined that the DIl data from 98/99
did not meet the agreed criteria, so they will be monitored for another year. All biofiltersin D7 meet
coverage regquirements.

District 11: The wet pond site was showed both before and after the harvest. All swales meet MID

New

9/19

1/2001

Cdltrans
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coverage criteria.

NRDC asked if there were any non storm water discharges. It appeared there werein D7, and Plaintiffs
did not receive awritten report. CT to check on this.

SM BayKeeper: Can we invite the RWQCB to the Quarterly Status meetings in the future. CT will
consider this and respond to the Plaintiffs.

010

Agenda Item No. 10 Overview of Biofilters: The status of the biofilter material was reviewed. It was
noted that all sites had coverage and would be ready per the MID coverage requirements for the
upcoming monitoring season. It was reported that the vegetation at Altadena and the I1-5/1-605 bioswale
was dead. It was noted that the fact that the material was dead would not impact the completion of
monitoring for the upcoming season

New

9/19

011

Agenda Item No. 11 Meeting Closure: The next bi-weekly conference call is on October 5, and the
next Quarterly Status Meeting is scheduled for December 14™ at 9:30am

9/19
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01

Agenda Item 2 (Opening Remarks): Plaintiffs noted that the Agenda Item 8 isa'3rd Party Team'
Update rather than Cost Workgroup Update (the Cost Workgroup has concluded).  Plaintiffs also noted
that the Paxton and Metro sitesin District 7 are not going to be completed by the stipulated schedule
(Schedule in the District 7 Stipulation). They expressed concern about this and asked that Caltrans
respond and engage in dialogue on the issue.

old

3/15/00

District 7

02

Agenda Item 3a (Vector Monitoring): There were very few abatements from mid July to mid
September. Most abatementsin District 7 were at the MCTT or CDS sites. The 1-5/605 EDB also had
some abatements. In District 11, three abatements at |1-5/SR 56 and sand filters. Rich Horner noted that
the 1-5/1-605 has been abated more often than other sites, but also that there is a change to the outlet
structure being completed that should correct the standing water and associated breeding problem.
Avoiding thiskind of EDB outlet design in the futureis alesson learned. 1-5/SR 56 in District 11 has
also been observed breeding. The riprap pockets tend to breed at the basin inlet area. Eastern MS and
all of the sand filtersin D11 breed more often than other D7 filters. Caltransto look at the conditions
causing sand filtersin District 11 to breed moreregularly. In District 7, Lakewood PR breeds more
often than ViaVerde. Caltransto respond to these issues at the next bi-weekly call. Plaintiffs also noted
on page 44 of the Quarterly report relative to the La Costa sand filter that breeding was noted on the sand
portion of thefilter. Caltransto investigate and determine where the breeding was occurring on the filter.

12/14/00

1/4/01

Caltrans/RBF

03

Agenda Items 3a,b (DHS Report/Survey): DHS noted that the CDS devices and the MCTT units are
the big mosquito producers. The retrofits of these devicesto seal openings may help thisissue. In the
future, if we install mosqguito proofing on structures (BMPs) that hold water, there is still a concern that
the mosquito proofing can be maintained on along-term basis. DHS would like to look at these devices
over the long-term to seeif the mitigation is effective before rendering afinal judgment. Cost of
maintaining the vector abatement mitigation on the devices is also afactor.

In another few months, DHS should have an updated report on the expanded survey/questionnaire. 1t
should be noted that the California vector program is significantly advanced as compared to many other
parts of the country, and this makes gathering information from those areas difficult. 1t isalso aproblem
that DHS does not have out of state travel authority. Rich Horner noted that the county in King County
does not have a mosquito control agency, and receives few complaints. He further noted that getting
information of this type, when a vector agency does not exist, is aresult that should be factored into the
analysis. DHS responded that public complaints are not necessarily a good indicator of a problem or
lack thereof. Unless the problem becomes acute, thereis no real reporting or way to gauge the
magnitude of the problem through public comment.

New

12/14/00

3/14/01

DHS

Agenda Item 4 (Overview of O& M Labor Hoursand Cost):
Prior to the main agenda item, several non-agenda items were discussed:

New

12/14/00

3/14/01

Plaintiffs/Caltrans
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Asafollow-up on removal efficiency of biofilter swales presented at the previous Quarterly Status
Meeting, M Barrett went over the data that included infiltration of storm water in biofilters (previously
this was excluded from preliminary efficiency calculations for this device). Numbers were computed
using the Scoping study methodology. Rick Graff noted that the La Costa WB had two failures of
sampling equipment. KLI replied that they were two different sampler units, and the failures were
unrelated. KLI isworking with Sigmato determine the problem with the equipment. It was noted that a
higher level of vigilance will be provided for the wet basin to make sure that we get as many successful
storms at the site as possible. KLI noted that at Palomar swale, the flow-measuring pipe was removed
and the flow sensor mounted directly to the concrete because debris was routingly blocking the pipe. It
was confirmed that sheet flow to the Palomar swale will be estimated and its loading added to the point
influent loading in final calculations.

Rich Horner noted that we had a problem with adopt a highway cutting the biofilter at the site. KLI
responded that the site has now been signed.

Rich Horner also noted that the media filter data were compromised by alate storm influent (La Costa
SF). KLI responded that the data will be asterisked, and this will be accommodated in the calculations.
Rich Horner asked that Caltrans come up with a solution to this problem and talk about it at the next bi-
weekly conference call.

Rick Graff noted that slope at the Melrose biofilter should not be shot with hydroseed again, we are not
getting growth. Rick also inquired as to the pace of the wet basin regrowth and asked to have an estimate
of the % coverage returned after the August harvest to discuss at the next bi-weekly call.

OMM Data: Rick Graff asked for clarification of the ‘travel’ category. Law responded that it isthe
time spent in the car getting to the site. It was noted that the costs shown for maintenance are not meant
to be used in the final report. Rather, the hours will be used to identify the effort required for each
site/device. Plaintiffs were concerned about the extrapolation of the data. For example, it was noted that
the administration hours are abig lineitem. Santa Monica BK inquired why are drain inlet inserts have
such relatively high administration time. Law responded that they have arelatively high maintenance
burden, and consequently have a high associated administration time.

Operations category: Includes inspections, these are a significant part of total OM hours.

Maintenance category: Large datarange, from 1% to 78% of the total OM effort. But less than 15% of
the hours are attributable to maintenance at about half the sites. 66% of the maintenance is scheduled
(viathe MID).

Rich Horner asked that we note if there is scheduled maintenance that we deem unnecessary in the final
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report. Can we reduce the maintenance without hurting performance of the device?
There are also significant differences between vector control costsin District 7 and District 11.

It was noted that sand filter inspection requirements are relatively high.
For biofilter swales, about 50% of the OM hours are administration, there is also a significant effort for
watering biofiltersin District 7.

Possible Adjustments:. Administration - get Caltrans general overhead numbers for other maintenance
tasks. Assign plant establishment costs to construction rather than OM. VCD costs need to be
normalized between vector districts. Eliminate specific outlier values for any category that appears
suspect during the data reduction process.

The Plaintiffs asked how we can resolve the maintenance effort requirements and how they will be
incorporated into the final report. 1t was suggested to have a small subgroup to discuss thisissue.
Everett Del_ano and Bill Evansto discuss this. BayKeeper to be kept informed on these exchanges
(email)

05

Agenda Item No. 5 (Overview of Empirical Observations Data): Rich Horner noted that this part of
the study was hisidea, and that he included it so that the study team would be aert for new information
to help improve the operation and maintenance of the devices. There are probably some valuable
observations recorded as a part of this program, and we need to find the significant items and report on
them. RBF reviewed the empirical observation information and how the data reduction will proceed.
The Plaintiffs agreed with the overall approach, and added that no special data reduction or compilations
are necessary for the empirical observations.

It was agreed to implement the suggestions given in the slides and have an example to discuss for the
next meeting. The observations suggested would be done during one of the inspections in February.
RBF to develop suggested changes for the other devices (changes to empirical observations, suggestions
to EDBs were presented) and have them available at the next Quarterly meeting.

New

12/14/00

3/14/01

CdtrandRBF

06

Note: Agendaltems 7 and 8 were presented ahead of Agenda ltem 6

07

Agenda Item No. 7 (Final Report Development Update): It was noted that the report Subcommittee
met on 12/13, and discussed a draft outline. The Plaintiffs concurred with the outline and made several
suggestions. The revised report outline will be distributed with the next bi-weekly report (1/4/01).
Everett Del_ano suggested that an executive summary be added to the report/outline.

12/14/00

1/4/01

RBF

08

Agenda Item No. 8 (3 Party Team Update): Thereis an agreed upon summary table of cost issues,
this was distributed to the 3rd party team. The 3rd party team must produce a progress report in 2-3

New

12/14/00

3/14/01

39 Party Team
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months from now, and in 6 months they must be done with the final report. Work by the 3 party team
was initiated on October 30", 2000.

09

Agenda Item No. 6a (CDS M osquito-proofing): MW_C reported that the litter bag was replaced with
anet (too small for mosguito entry), foam wasinstalled to seal openings/cracks, and holes were sealed
etc. Rich Horner inquired as to the result of the mosquito-proofing. Dean Messer indicated that the
VCDs are optimistic that the new additions are working, but given the time of the year, they want to
monitor the results during the spring when the vector problem is more acute. Thisissue will be followed-
up at the next bi-weekly conference call.

12/14/00

v4/o1

LWA

010

Agenda ltem No. 6b (MCTT Covers): Received 4 bids for the construction of the MCTT covers,
selected the low bidder of $34,957. Law feelsthe low bidder understands the work and that the bid is
good even though there is quite a spread between the bidders.

12/14/00

3/14/01

011

Agenda Item No. 6¢ (Metro/Paxton Schedule Update): These two sites will not be operational this
winter, and are scheduled for operation in the Fall of 2001. They could have challenges causing their
completion to dlip later than the currently scheduled 9/01.

old

3/15/00

9/01

District 7

012

Agenda Item No. 9 (Closing): Next bi-weekly conference call scheduled for January 4, 2001 and next
quarterly meeting scheduled for March 14, 2001 at RBF. Doug Failing noted that we were not going to
be monitoring on Christmas and New Y ear holidays. After further discussion, it was agreed that the
black out periods would be from noon Friday the 22nd until 8am Tuesday the 25th and on Saturday the
30th to midnight on day of first. Rick Graff wanted the critical sites (wetbasin) to be monitored on the
Saturday before each holiday if possible.
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01

Agenda Item 2. Opening Remarks. US EPA regarding the La Costa infiltration basin: Laurie Kermish
sent aletter that says that the EPA does not see the need to modify the consent decree, and would like to
see the work proceed in a collaborative manner. What was the purpose of the meeting at SCCWRP on
infiltration? Caltrans responded that the meeting at SCCWRP was a result of the District 7 stipulation,
and not to discuss the particulars of the studiesin District 11. The objective was to discuss the technical
aspect of concerns from the Board if infiltration devices should be deployed. Ther was no intent to
exclude interested parties from the pilot team. The EPA noted that it is not really possible to distinguish
between infiltration in the Districts, rather it isall oneissue. Caltrans had previously noted that it had to
hold on consideration of infiltration due to the language in the San Diego municipal permit. NRDC
asked if the preliminary siting study (for District 11) was underway? District 11 indicated that a draft
report was developed, and now the District (11), wants to move forward based on the |etter the district
legal staff has put forth. NRDC noted they still have some concerns as to the scope of the District 11
investigation, and those comments have not been shared with Caltrans yet. District 11 noted the
December letter was just a mechanism to memorialize the understanding and agreement regarding the La
Costa basin settlement.

314

6/15

CaltransD 11

02

Agenda Item 3a. Vector larval monitoring and abatement update. This quarter in District 7 there were a
total of six sites breeding, and 21 abatement actions, in District 11 seven breeding incidents and four
abatements. NRDC asked why there were no abatement actions in January or February. Caltrans will
follow up on this, but it is probably due to the fact that there was a series of storm events during this
period.

New

3/14

4/12

CdtransHQ

03

Agenda Item 3b,c. Update on DHS Survey and Portland field investigation. DHS has been given an
extension to complete their report. DHS went to Portland, OR, to assess how this jurisdiction deals with
BMP vector issues, they are summarizing what they learned. April 30th isthe new deadline for
completion of the out of state survey for BMP/Vector activities. NRDC: What are the findingsin
Portland? Caltrans. They have amore limited BMP palette, mostly EDBs and biofilters. Concerns
expressed by the agencies there were O&M driven. A summary of the Portland experience will be in the
next bi-weekly report. It was noted that the next bi-weekly call is on the 29" of March.

314

3/29

CdtransHQ

04

Agenda Item 4. Empirical Observations Data. A brief overview of the findings of the empirical
observations was given, and a handout supplied. NRDC indicated the findings were on target with their
view of things, and noted that the findings will appear in a subsection of each final report chapter.
NRDC would like to get a more a numerical assessment. Look at the observations, and say what the
extent (number) of observations were, to give the reader some context as to the extent of the problem.
Also, we need to note in the final report that the swales can be constructed on fill, although aswale
should not be formed with berms made of fill (the gopher problem at the Cerritos M S was because of a
relatively thin berm constructed of fill dirt).

New

3/14

6/14

Cdtrans HQ/RBF

RBF Consulting
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05

Agenda Item 5. Storm Sampling Activitiesin District 7: Had two recent storm events that were
successfully sampled. Only CDS sites that are short for the overall program (4 storms). District 11:
Five eventsin the quarterly reporting period. Two events are not in the quarterly report, al sites were
successfully monitored during the captured events. All sites meet criteriafor target storms except at the
swales. USEPA: Flow metersfailed at 5/56, why? Caltrans. Had blockage in the sample intake tubes,
they were subsequently retested and reinstalled after the event. NRDC: Isthere construction at the
Escondido MS? Caltrans. No, thereis only normal maintenance activity at this station. NRDC aso
noted that the CDS units may need to be monitored beyond thisyear. No other siteswherethisisa
problem.

CDS Vector prevention fix: Put abag on the downstream pipe outlet. Thisfix was a problem for storm
flows, and created an unacceptable hydraulic condition (blocked flow and caused a backwater in the
unit). The next step was to put in amore pliable fabric at the end of the pipe to get rid of the gaps that
may allow mosquitoesin, and cut the end out of the bag to let it collapse on itself, but still alow flow and
debris to pass during storms. On theinlet side, it does not appear that mosquitoes are coming through the
inlet system. EPA: CDS representatives had some conversations with Caltrans regarding putting in a
mixer to agitate the permanent pool in the device. What happened to thisplan? Caltrans We want to
try to exhaust the passive approaches before resorting to a more complex and maintenance intensive
active approach. Caltrans also noted that litter baskets were installed downstream to catch (measure) the
trash that bypasses the CDS unit.

Caltrans noted that with the smaller design storms being recommended by the Board (0.75 inch as
compared to the 1 inch plus the pilot program used for design), the bypasses may be more frequent.
Santa Monica BayK eeper noted that Caltransis not subject to the SUSMPs, or the Municipal permit.
They further noted that the SUSMPs are not a mandate, they are a minimum standard, and Caltrans can
implement a more conservative design storm. The Baykeeper aso reminded Caltrans that complying
with the litter TMDL is an issue separate from the design storm. Caltrans recoginized that the basis for
specifying BMPs does need further consideration, especially with respect to TMDLs. Caltrans noted that
the SUSMPs are the most current thinking and guidance from the Board, and that the design storm issue
remains unsettled. Caltrans wants to continue the dialogue on thisissue. The State Board representative
noted that the Regional Boards are concerned about the costs of the devicesiif they are designed with too
big of awater quality volume or peak discharge rate. The Boards want flexibility, to get the most devices
deployed. Caltrans noted they are not locked into any particular design storm because they believe the
best solution islocation, pollutant and watershed specific, and noted they are currently doing research in
this area

FYI

314

06

Agenda Item 6. Device Specific Updates (6a). The vector covers were successfully installed at Via
Verde. The units were smoke tested, found no leaks. The installation will be monitored for

New

3/14

6/15

Cdltrans
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effectiveness. It was noted that the covers are also safe for personnel load.

Sand Filter Maintenance (6b). Delaware Filter in District 11: Removed and replaced top two inches of
filter sand. The unit is now working fine and has drain times comparable to when new. NRDC noted
that it looks like other filtersin District 7 are now clogging, and that mimics the national experience with
respect to filter run time (about 3 — 5 years). It was also noted that they are seeing the crusting of the
filter surfacein Austin, Texas. Caltrans noted they are looking at alternative media for the SFs, and
maybe the research will find away around the surface crusting problem. NRDC noted that infiltration
basin surfaces are known to crust, and this can be somewhat alleviated with the application of gypsum
(calcium sulfate). Vegetation also helps mitigate this problem. NRDC requested that some testing of the
cores taken at the sand filters. Maybe test for particle size and organic analysis. Caltrans indicated this
could be done, but noted that there will be no baseline to compare the resultsto. It was decided to have
this as adiscussion item in the next bi-weekly call. Mike Barrett speculated that evaporation and
deposition of dissolved solidsin the surface layer could be a cause of clogging, which could be assessed
by analyzing the crust. Steve Borroum thought that placing filter fabric on the surface and rolling it up
when needed could be an easy, cheap solution.

Metro and Paxton Update (6¢): Bid camein at 40% of engineer’s estimate at Paxton park and ride, 15
bids were received. No award yet. Metro maintenance station has been advertised, bids to be opened on
April 5th. The plan now isto build the sites but not to monitor/sample them, and have the monitoring
money saved to build some biofiltersin the District instead. The agreement to accomplish this has yet to
be formalized.

07

Agenda Item 7. Fina Report Development Update. The report development group held a meeting on
3/13, and talked about structure of the document, where the lessons learned would be placed in the text
(integrated in the body and tabulated the end of each section). NRDC: Term the lessons learned as
‘criteria/guidelines’ as appropriate to help users develop design manualsin the future. NRDC indicated
the process is working well, and that Caltrans and the Plaintiffs have exchanged on all the lessons |earned
for each BMP, and there are no remaining disagreements. The plan is to continue to exchange draft
chapters for comment. It appears the report can be finalized by September 2001. Therewill also bea
concluding chapter that compares the sampling results between the different technol ogies to indicate
what technology appears better suited to the removal of the specified constituent. It was agreed that the
summary reports previously developed (siting, design and construction) would not be used in the final
report. The Plaintiffs requested that Caltrans go back and make sure that there is nothing in the summary
reports that should be brought forward to the final report (important points that were left out). All report
chapters will be completed in draft by the end of May, with September 1 being the target for afinal draft.
The District 11 Plaintiffs noted they are OK with final report development being guided and reviewed by
the District 7 Plaintiff experts.

New

314

9/14

Cdtrans HQ/NRDC
Consultants
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08 [ Agendaltem 8. O&M Cost Update and MID Analysis. OMM Cost update: The objective of the New 3/14 9/14 District 11

committee that has been formed is developing O& M costs that would be representative if Caltrans wasto
perform the work. The committee is going to meet with the Pilot consultants, and develop a
questionnaire. The Plaintiffs noted they would like to be involved in this process. NRDC: Areyou
working to cost or hours? Caltrans: both.

Caltrans suggested that this summer would be a good chance to check back on the MID, and go through
it and make it reflect with what we have learned over the course of the program, and refine the
maintenance intervals to reflect this experience.

The Plaintiffsinquired if the pilots will be maintained through next year, including the consent decree
only pilot sites. Caltrans indicated the Consent Decree has specified deadlines, and we need to make
sure those deadlines are honored. District 11 would like to sit down with the Plaintiffs and determine
what (if any) sites would be decommissioned, and how they will be maintained from this point forward.
If the sites are functioning, the District will continue to operate them, and if they are not functioning, the
District will most likely retrofit or decommission them. District 11 will have a resolution/disposition
proposal for each site by Juneif possible, by September at the latest . NRDC noted they would require a
high standard for any decision to decommission asite. District 11 noted we are coming to a point where
the legal obligations under the Consent Decree are ending.

09

Agenda Item 9. Closure and Meeting Summary. Datesto highlight: A field trip will be held on April
24 and 25",

June 13", Wednesday is the next Quarterly Meeting date.

The State Board Representative noted that they were invited and were concerned and wanted to see the
process, and how Caltrans will be complying with their permit. The Board staff would like to put
together alist of comments for Caltrans to respond to.
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01

Agenda Item 2 (Other Items): It was noted that a3 party cost review meeting would be held after the
Quarterly meeting.

FYI

6/13

02

Agenda Item 3 (Vector Update): DHS completed an ‘engineering' report for the pilots. Caltrans and
the Plaintiffs generally agree with the conclusionsin the report, and they will be discussed in the final
report as appropriate. DHS also has a Vector Production Report - due at the end of the month. NRDC:
The use of DHS recommendations will be evaluated prior to being placed into the final report, since the
recommendations were only advanced in the interest of vector reduction, and do not take water quality
into account. Caltrans noted that Dean Messer will develop an executive summary of the program vector
reports, and this summary will be put into the final Pilot Program report (as an appendix). NRDC noted
that this will probably be the definitive work for vectors and BMPs,

6/13

8/30

Caltrans

03

Agenda Item 4 (OMM/Sampling): Past quarter, had four sampling events, one each in February and
March, two in April. All sites have met the target number of storms, with exception of the CDS sites. In
District 11, Five events were monitored, all sites met the target number of storms. Swales and strip sites
did not always have effluent flow however. It was noted that the QA/QC data was not yet available. It
was agreed to hold off on sending the data to the proprietary device manufactures. Routine maintenance
was completed during the past quarter, and will continue during the summer.

FYI

6/13

Agenda Item 5 (Data Results Summary): Over 13,400 chemical analyses have been completed as a
part of the program. The average constituent removal tables were reviewed by device.

Caltrans will be looking at the data to determine what can reliably be estimated as the minimum effluent
concentration. It was noted that there is no single way to look at the removal efficiencies and completely
understand the relative removal performance between the devices. The confounding factors are influent
concentration of the constituent, the way the device operates, and load reduction from infiltration. These
sensitivities will be accounted for in the presentation of the final datain the report.

The 3rd year data did not change significantly change the conclusionsin the 2nd year report. Media
filters have very singular effluent quality that is practically unrelated to influent quality. Thereisan
irreducible minimum of about 8 mg/l for TSS for MFs.

It was noted that there is Phosphorus export for biofilters, filter strips tend to be better in this regard.
About 1/2 the influent runoff islost in the biofilters.

For Extended Detention facilities, Manchester at |-5 and the SR 78/1-15 sites were best overall for
constituent removal. The best load reduction occurred at 1-605/91 as a result of relatively good
infiltration: up to 60% of runoff volume. It was noted that the L:W ratio did not appear to effect the
removal efficiencies, for the range of ratios we studied.

FYI

6/13

Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates
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Thedrain inlet inserts had relatively poor removals. The data presented excluded litter.

The TSS removal for the Oil/Water Separator was much better than last year. No free oil and grease
removal due to the low influent concentration of this constituent.

The CDS devices captured mostly grass/leaves etc, and about 20% litter by weight.

05

Agenda Item 6 (MID Modifications): Caltrans indicated that the latest version of the MID (v.16) isthe
result of consultations with the Districts and the monitoring consultants. The goal of the modification
was to reduce inspection time without compromising the performance of the device. Plaintiffsto review
v.16 and give Caltrans any comments. Oncev.16 isfinalized, it will be passed to Paul Thakur to analyze
for O&M cost.

The Plaintiffs asked when the O& M costs would be complete.

Caltrans noted a status call was set for June 21 to discuss the Plaintiff comments (a bi-weekly call).
Plaintiffs noted that some of the maintenance done for the pilot program seems extreme and not
sustainable in a broader program, and needs to be reviewed prior to reporting a ‘final’ maintenance
regimen for each type of technology. Caltrans concurred with this opinion.

New

6/13

7115

Cdltrans

06

Agenda Item 7 (O&M Cost): District 7 isworking on the number of hours and cost based on the old
MID will be complete with this analysis by end of July. It was determined that the effort would be put on
hold, pending the completion of MID v.16, and completed using the new maintenance program.

6/13

8/30

Caltrans

07

Agenda Item 8 (Final Report): Caltrans received comments on the final report chapters from the
Plaintiffsfor; Qil/Water Separator, Stormfilter and biofilters. Caltrans will incorporate these comments
into the final report chapters. Caltrans and the Plaintiffs met separately for a discussion of the contents of
the final chapter (conclusion chapter). It was determined that the Plaintiffs would receive the report
chapters and the conclusion by the end of August. Caltrans will have technical editors review the report.
Thefinal report is scheduled to be completed by the end of September. Version 16 of the MID will be
include the new MID in the final report.

Caltrans noted that the 3rd party report should be separate from the final report since there is additional
analysis added beyond the pilot findings. Plaintiffs noted that there would need to be alot of explanation
if the pilot construction costs were |eft to 'stand alone' in the final report.

BayK eeper asked what the San Diego Retrofit Study would use for cost data. Caltransreplied that the
pilot datawould be used. The Plaintiffs remained concerned with how the final costs will be presented in
the final report since they feed into a report to the Board required by the Consent Decree.

FYI

6/13

08

Agenda ltem 9 (Continuation of Pilot Sites): Caltranswill continue to operate all pilot sites asiswith
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three exceptions: 1) the CDS siteswill continue under the pilot program. 2) The Drain Inlet Inserts will
be removed, but the sites will be maintained to test other Drain Inlet Insertsin the future. 3)La Costa
Infiltration Basin: This site will be decommissioned.

28. Pilots continue to be operated as they have been under the pilot program with the exception of
monitoring. Caltrans has no plans (firm) in place now to modify the other Pilot Sites.

The Plaintiffs asked what would happen to the CDS units after monitoring? Caltrans indicated they will
stay and be operated as they are. BayKeeper asked about the study to respond to the Consent Decree
complaint relative to the La Costa basin. Caltrans indicated they would have a response to the Plaintiffs
by the first of next week.

09

Agenda Item 10 (Closing): It was noted that bi-weekly calls will be ad-hoc from this point forward.
The next Quarterly meeting is scheduled for September. 26th.

FYI

6/13
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01

Agenda Item 2 (Remarks): Rich Horner asked John Welch about the guideline development for
infiltration devices. It was clarified by Ken Smarkel and John Welch that the infiltration guidelines were
being developed by Caltrans with input from the Regional Boards (LA and Lahontan in particular).
Caltrans to check on status.

Rich noted the passing of Pete Van Riper. Rich noted that the report should be dedicated with Pete. D7
to check if this can be done.

FYI

9/26

9/26

Cdltrans D7

02

Agenda Item 3 (Final Report Presentation and Overview): Mike Barrett provided an overview of the
final data. It was noted that MCTT data shows poor removal on TSS but that the MCTTs areinstalled at
Park and Ride facilities, with relatively clean influent. Noted that it is concentration reduction for
concrete devices, load reduction for others. For Stormfilteréa , TSS and total metals removals are
statistically significant. For sand filters, the effluent quality isirrespective of influent quality for
particulate copper. Need to be aware that some efficiencies are highly dependent on influent quality,
some are not (i.e., particulates through sand filter).

Rich Horner noted that for the constant effluent cases, could also express as aloading percent (%)
reduction. Rich asked that this should be better explained in the report. 1t was shown that all effluent
concentrations are independent of influent concentrations for particulate related constituents when treated
with sand filters, for al other BMPs, there is alinear relationship between influent and effluent
concentrations.

Rich Horner noted that it should be explained in detail in the report how the Wet Basin works, and that
there is a displacement of the permanent pool with incoming flow
In the final report, it was agreed to do arelative cost ranking rather than using actual unit costs ($/WQV).

Mike Barrett described how to interpret a box and whisker diagram. Linesindicate the uncertainty
around the data point for a 90% confidenceinterval. . Noted that for nitrate, no BMPs had a significant
reduction except for the WB. There are no devices that can remove dissolved phosphorus.

Plaintiffs requested a description in the report as to why vegetated devices exported phosphorus.
Dlls and OWS were shown as not appropriate for the applications tested due to low removal.

FYI

9/26

03

Agenda Item 3 (Final Report Overview —Maintenance) Overal, the Wethasin required the most
maintenance, the Infiltration Trench required the least. For most devices, vegetation management was
the largest single item by alarge factor. BMPs that appeared to have applicability for the conditions
tested: Biofilters, EDBs, IT/IB, Sand Filters, Wet Basin. BMPs not appropriate for the conditions
tested: OWS, Stormfiltera , inlet inserts. Steve Fleischli requested that it be noted that all DIls should

FYI

9/26

Caltrans/RBF

RBF Consulting
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not be condemned, that some may be useful for trash.

Dave Beckman would like it noted that the poor performers be noted in the final report as less desirable.
"Most technically effective” for our situation, etc. rather than statements like "this indicates that
widespread implementation of these devices, would likely not result in measurable improvementsin
receiving water quality”.

Most applicable BMPs. Biofilters, EDBs, Austin SF. Noted that WB and 1B, can be useful, however,
that they have significant siting constraints. Plaintiffs agreed. Site specific applications would be alarger
list (WB and IB).

Plaintiffs noted that the report has to accommodate other areas of the state, and allow the application of
Infiltration devices, WB and Delaware SF, that may be workable elsewhere. Report needs to note that
regional cooperation may eliminate some of the siting limitations.

Statewide Infiltration Issue: Thereis adraft set of guidelines under preparation by the LA Regional
Water Quality Control Board, but it has not been finalized. D7 (D. Failing or P. Thakur) to check with
Xavier and determine status of the guidelines document, and set a meeting to continue to finalize it.
(Siting criteriafor infiltration for CT).

9/26

12/13

CdtransD7

05

Agenda Item 3 (Final Report — General Comments): On O& M cost, there should be discussion
regarding progressive interagency relations (Infiltration, wetland plants etc). Threatened and endangered
species, need to discuss this issue in the report.

The Paintiffs requested that the conclusions chapter of the report discuss what was done for avoidance
measures and recommend that they be donein the future. Brock Ortega (Dudek) will provide a summary
paragraph describing what the biological issues were. Note the design standards that were used for the
Wet Basin, and that these differ from the criteria that are published.

Plaintiffs suggested for someone to put together away to track the comments made to the final report,
highlight the changes Caltrans objects to in amemo, and explain why the comment was not addressed.

New

9/26

12/13

RBF

06

Agenda ltem 4 (O& M Cost Development Update): Distribution to Plaintiffs by end of week of Oct 1,
2001. The O&M Cost workgroup noted that this was not intended to be part of the final report.

It was clarified that both MID v 15 and 16 would be in the final report, as well as discussion explaining
the difference between the two versions. Hours will be presented, not dollars in the final report.

FYI

9/26

10/5

Cdtrans- D7
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07 | Agendaltem 5 (Construction Cost Data Evaluation): The lessons learned need to be reviewed by the FYl 9/26 10/10 Catrang/Plaintiffs
work group. Plaintiffs noted that the Pilot Program costs will be widely reviewed. Plaintiffsindicated
support for using a cost range to be presented in the final report, in atable with afew supporting
paragraphs. The cost group will come up with cost ranges and a description for incorporation into final
report. A cost meeting was tentatively set for 2nd week in October (cost workgroup).
08 David Beckman commented that someone gave a presentation at CEEB that was negative with respect to FYI 9/26 Caltrans
the pilot program findings. Plaintiffs requested follow up as to how information from pilot study is being
currently distributed (WSPA and CEEB).
09 Next Quarterly Meeting scheduled for December 13" at RBF. FYI 9/26

Requests from Plaintiffs for next Quarterly meeting discussion:

1. Cost

2. Poorly performing devices (how they are reported, don't close door on better technologies, don't close
door on other appropriate uses)
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The following items presented summarize the substantive items discussed or issues resolved at the above meeting to the best of
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01 | Agendaltem 1 (Introductionsand Objectives): It was noted that Jeremy Johnstone’ s father wasill, FYI 1/09 Cdltrans
and Jeremy could not join the meeting. The Plaintiffs asked that all handouts and materials from the
meeting be forwarded to him. It was also noted that Steve Borroum and Doug Failing could not attend.
In the future, Plaintiffs want to ensure that decision makers from Caltrans are present at the meetings.
The Plaintiffs also expressed concern relative to information (via presentations and professional papers)
that is being distributed about the Pilot Program, and requested that this practice be stopped.
02 | Agendaltem 2 (Review of Pilot Capital Cost Items): The last Plaintiff/Caltrans meeting on thisissue New 1/02 Caltrans

was on Jan 3, when the team went through each cost section for each chapter of the final report,
discussed revisions, and incorporated the comments into the chapters. The updates to each chapter were
subsequently sent to the meeting participants for final comment. RBF also distributed a revised version
of the Cost Chapter from the final report at the meeting. Plaintiffs asked for tracking (asto what portions
of the text was incorporated into the final report, and what portion was excluded) of the final comments
in Chris Mays and Rich Horners two memorandums on cost. It was noted that most of the
‘recommendations’ memo was included in the final cost chapter, and that none of the 'magnitude of
potential savings memo was included in the final cost chapter.

Caltrans indicated that including the 'Glenrose Engineering’ capital cost numbers from other parts of the
country was not appropriate since thisis afocused retrofit study, and the costs compiled by Glenrose
Engineering are not a direct comparison for the data in the final report, and would be out of context.
Plaintiffs responded that this has been an issue for along time, and that looking at other jurisdiction’s
costs are a part of the program. Plaintiffs note that the numbers can provide valuable reference for
discussion in the report. Parties agreed to disagree on thisissue.

Plaintiffs noted that other jurisdictions are implementing BMP retrofits, but that the costs may not have
been tracked with the 'rigor’ that they would prefer. Plaintiffs fear that Caltrans will use the Pilot
Program data to show that BMP retrofit is not economically feasible. In other jurisdictions BMP retrofit
is occurring, and thisis the primary objective. Plaintiffs want Caltrans to use the pilot program cost
numbers to evaluate how they can bring down costs to allow implementation of the devices.

Caltrans responded that the Storm Water Management Plan does include pilot BMPs, so they are not
using the costs from the Pilot Program to avoid BMP implementation. Rather, the goal is to produce
retrofit cost numbers that reflect the Caltrans environment, and that is what the study has produced.

The Plaintiffs reiterated that they don't want to say that the country-wide data collected by Glenrose has
no 'value', and that the ideas for cost savings from other jurisdictions need to be carried forward.
Caltrans agreed that bringing the ideas forward will assist in making the program more successful. It was

H:\PDATA\34123\MEETINGS\STATUS15\15MTGMIN.DOC
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noted that some of these ideas were incorporated into the current version of the cost chapter.

Plaintiffs again, reiterated that the costs from the other jurisdictions must be included in the final report,
and that the Holmes and Narver/Glenrose report must be included as an appendix to the final report.
Plaintiffs noted that all of the changes made to the final report thus far in collaboration with their
technical representatives, are not acceptable to the Plaintiffs. The Plaintiffs also requested that Caltrans
clarify who has 'approval’ authority for the final report within the organization.

O&M cost: There are two current cost accountings, what was experienced for the Maintenance Indicator
Document (MID) as the project was completed, and an estimate based on the final revised version of the
MID (Version 16). The Plaintiffsfeel that the estimates have a number of problems, and they don’t
agree with either version. Specifically, the Plaintiffs agree with MID Version 16 maintenance items, but
the number of hours applied to each item is a subject of disagreement. A solution that both parties
agreed to on a preliminary basisisto include the MID v.16 document in the final report without an
estimate of cost to implement it.

03

Agenda Item 3 (Devicesthat Performed L ess Effectively): Plaintiffs want the characterization in the
final report of the devices that did not perform as well as others not to condemn them as ineffective.
Rather, continue to leave open the possibility of application of the device for other conditions. The
Plaintiffs will suggest language changes to the report relative to how the less effective devices are
discussed. Both parties agreed that they are not that far apart on this language, and Plaintiffs will suggest
refinements.

FYI

102

Plaintiffs

Agenda Item 4 (Final Report Recommendations and Conclusions): Caltrans noted that when each
chapter was drafted, phrases such as 'should be considered' were used. Plaintiffs suggested that the
language be revised to make more positive recommendations. This change was subsequently made, but
Caltrans upper management did not approve of this change. In the interim, the Caltrans SWMP has been
approved, and the Caltrans Storm Water Advisory Teams (SWATS) are a part of the Caltrans storm water
program approval process. With aformal approval processis now in place, the policy decisionslie with
this defined process and associated committees, and a research report can not put forth policy type
language. Caltransis amenable to phrase things such as, "future guidelines should consider the results of
the study that showed....." Theimportant concepts can be in the report, but the way the statements are
made must be changed. The Plaintiffs disagree that the report should not put forth recommendations, and
that the Stipulation and Consent Decree have specific language to this effect. Caltrans agreed to
reconsider this point. Plaintiffs reiterated that if the strong recommendation type language is not put in

New

1/02

Caltrans
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the report, this would not be acceptable to the Plaintiffs.
Plaintiffs noted that decision makers from Caltrans need to be engaged on the issues noted above.
Summary of outstanding issues. Recommendations/conclusions language and the third party cost data -

are they included? O&M costs, Glenrose Engineering costs and how the study phrases the conclusions
and recommendations to respond to Plaintiff concerns.

05

Agenda Item 5 (Final Report Dedication to Peter Van Riper) Doug Failing was unable to attend
meeting, and in his absence, the decision was deferred.

old

9/26

7/10

Cdltrans






