Stormwater Comprehensive Workgroup Meeting

Wednesday, April 21, 2004
New Member Update

The meeting commenced at 10:05. Pat Sauer, Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities, introduced new members Chuck Thomas of Thomas & Associates is affiliated with building inspectors and a development group, Barb Lynch, Iowa Department of Natural Resources Bureau Chief for Environmental Services & Compliance, and Chuck Corell, IDNR Water Quality Bureau. Pat gave a brief overview of the workgroup survey results on Iowa stormwater needs and direction (please see the “Priority Issues Document” for specific results).

Joe Griffin, IDNR Summary of NPDES Stormwater Permit # 2 for Construction Sites

Joe Griffin, IDNR, spoke on the permitting process for NPDES Stormwater General Permit #2. A permit is needed for construction sites where one or more acres of soil will be disturbed. The permitting process takes place before construction begins.

1. Create a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan specific to the construction site. The plan is required to be kept at the site during construction. 

2. Place two public notices to appear in the two highest-circulating papers serving the local area of the site. Joe noted that because some small town papers are only issued weekly, this step often slows the permitting process.

3. Complete the two-page permit form and send it, the two proofs of publication of notices, and the fee to the IDNR.

Joe commented on the quick turnaround once the necessary paperwork reaches the department. Questions may be directed to him at (515) 281-7017 or Ruth Rosdail at (515) 281-6782.

City of Bettendorf Review and Approval Process for Plating, Plans and Building Permits

Patty Copeland, Public Works Coordinator for the City of Bettendorf, explained their process of review and approval with respect to plating, plans, and building permits. Both the city and the Planning & Zoning Department expend considerable effort during this process, which takes well over a month (the preliminary plat process alone takes approximately 45 days, but is not required for single homes or duplexes). Many factors, such as drainage, access, relationship to surrounding area, and public comments, are taken into consideration. The city tries to work with developers to resolve any difficulties.

Presentation on Components of SWPPP

Wayne Petersen gave a presentation on the current components of a SWPPP and several suggestions for improvement or clarification. He stressed that the key to success is planning, and stressed using the features of the land to plan cost effective construction. According to Wayne, most ineffective erosion control measures result from improper selection or installation rather than from the failure of the erosion control device itself. He cautioned planners not to be so concerned about the effects of runoff that they ignore the dangers of run-on.

Suggestions and recommendations included:

· Try to figure a baseline for soil loss and then figure how the construction activity will change the soil and the site (tools are available; initial site documentation lessens liability for later problems)

· Look for existing drainage tiles (consult landowners and make predictions)

· Identify runoff and run-on

· Address terraces, CRP, and other existing agreements pertaining to erosion control (NRCS should have plans on record)

· Describe the sequence of activity that will take place during construction (this helps to minimize disturbance through phasing)

· Quantify each erosion control measure for contractors (noted that unless contractors receive some reward for taking erosion control measures, e. c. is often ignored or a low priority)

· Move offset tracking to a Primary concern

Barb Lynch stated that the penalties are there for repeat offenders and those who do not correct the violations found during site visits. Generally DNR site visits are the result of a complaint. The EPA is doing spot compliance checks on bigger projects (such as the I235 construction, although the IDOT fared well during their recent inspection) and is acting quickly on complaints.

At this point, the workgroup divided into two smaller groups to discuss two examples of SWPPPs—good vs. inadequate. Participants considered who should prepare and who should review SWPPPs.

After about 45 minutes of discussion, representatives from the small groups presented the results. 

Group 1 Suggestions:
The first group suggested that the SWPPP should be prepared by a trained person—either an engineer, a landscape architect, or a certified professional in erosion and sediment control. A lively discussion on qualifications and certification followed. The group debated about whether the SWPPP should be subject to local or to state review. (At present, the DNR only investigates complaints—to make the SWPPP subject to state review would require a much larger time and manpower allotment.) It was noted that local control is good, but a state standards and certification program might help standardize and speed the review process.

Group 2 Suggestions:

The second group saw that the SWPPP should be designed using SUDAS standards and specifications by a local, county or state engineer, skip the review process, and focus on the site inspection which would be conducted by a certified inspector-similar to other related programs such as sanitary sewer projects. The DNR could spot review. Inspections for this purpose would be just another layer of required inspections.

Ubbo Agena Update on Possible Federal Funding for SW BMP Demonstrations

Ubbo Agena provided an update on the potential for federal funding for stormwater BMP demonstrations. He clarified the intent of the letters to legislators (suggested a few weeks ago) was toward funding for stormwater efforts in urban areas, not agricultural areas. Legislation for funding demonstration projects could be included in the 2005 budget. The workgroup could help to determine how any monies would be used.

The meeting ended at 12:55 p.m.

