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preceding an event, the storm water
permit only covers the portion of the
discharge originating from the storm
event. If, however, the washing activity
is performed prior to a storm event and
the washwater that is not immediately
discharged is allowed to evaporate prior
to being discharged with storm water,
the storm water discharge that is now
contaminated with the dry residue from
the washwater is entirely covered by the
storm water permit. Such residues
would be expected to be specifically
addressed in the facility’s storm water
pollution prevention plan.

Another commenter requested that
vehicle wash waters from land-based
transportation facilities be allowed to be
discharged under this permit provided
appropriate pollution prevention
measures have been implemented to
ensure that such discharges do not
contain a visible sheen, detergents, or
solids as was proposed for water-based
transportation facilities. EPA disagrees
that such discharges should be allowed.
In the final permit, vehicle washwaters
are not allowed from water-based
transportation facilities. Such
discharges must be permitted
separately.

Many commenters, including
members of the passenger bus, tank
truck carrier, petroleum marketers,
motor carrier, and warehouse industries,
requested that employee training only
be required to be conducted on an
annual basis. In response, EPA has
reduced the required frequency of
employeetraining to once per calendar
year. However, EPA would like to
emphasize that more frequent training,
perhaps on an informal basis, is
encouraged and will most likely result
in better implementation of the storm
water pollution prevention plan.

Two commenters also expressed
concern that the training requirements
apply to all employees regardless of
their effect on storm water pollution
prevention and control. In response,
EPA would like to clarify that only
those employees that play a role in the
industrial activities at the site must be
trained. Because job descriptions differ
tremendously from site to site, EPA has
left it to the discretion of the pollution
prevention team to determine who are
the appropriate employees to be trained.
The team is cautioned to err on the side
of training too many employees rather
too few. Even if an employee is remotely
involved in an industrial operation that
may affect the quality of the storm water
discharge that employee should be
included in the employee training. To
demonstrate EPA’s intention of who
should be trained it is easier to list
positions that may not require the

employee storm water training:
secretaries, administrative personnel,
and salespersons. One commenter also
listed executive staff as potentially not
requiring training. EPA would like to
emphasize that it is necessary and
helpful for executive staff to fully
understand what activities are taking
place on site to protect water quality. As
such, executive staff should be fully
considered as potential trainees along
with other employees.

Two commenters argued that the
proposed requirement to store vehicles
awaiting maintenance in designated
areas only would be more effective if the
requirement only applied to vehicles
with actual or potential fluid leaks since
it could be interpreted that all vehicles
are awaiting maintenance. EPA agrees
with the commenters and has altered
the permit language accordingly.

Several commenters felt that the
monthly inspections required in the
proposed permit were too burdensome,
particularly due to the required
documentation of such inspections. In
response, EPA has reduced the
frequency of inspections to quarterly. It
is EPA’s intention that the quarterly
inspection and the visual storm water
examination requirements be
coordinated into one comprehensive
program. By performing the two within
similar time frames, it is hoped that the
facility will gain useful insight by
comparing the results of the overall
facility inspection and the storm water
visual examination. More frequent
inspections, preferable with
documentation, are encouraged, but are
not required.

One commenter suggested providing
an alternative certification option for
facilities that eliminate exposure to
storm water runoff such that the facility
may be exempt from the quarterly visual
examinations requirements. In response,
EPA disagrees that the alternative
certification provided to other sectors
for purposes of chemical monitoring is
appropriate for quarterly visual
examinations. The quarterly visual
examinations are still useful in areas
where exposure has been ‘‘eliminated’’
to ensure that exposure has not re-
occurred causing a storm water
contamination problem.

Many commenters, including
members of the passenger bus, tank
truck carrier, petroleum marketers,
motor carrier, and warehouse industries
concurred with EPA in not requiring
chemical analysis of storm water
discharges from ground transportation
facilities. As such, the commenters
strongly opposed the alternative
monitoring requirements presented in
the proposed permit. EPA has retained

the proposed monitoring of quarterly
visual examinations only.

Most commenters supported the
quarterly visual examination
requirements. A few commenters
expressed concern about fulfilling the
requirement on large sites where
employees may be on the road a
significant amount of time and where
rainfall is sporadic. The commenters
were also concerned about sites without
a dedicated environmental staff. The
commenter suggested requiring the
visual examination on an annual basis
or only recommending the practice on a
quarterly basis. In response, EPA has
retained the quarterly visual
examination requirements as proposed
and has added a waiver of this
requirement at inactive and unstaffed
sites (see discussion of monitoring
requirements above). EPA reminds the
commenter that visual examination may
be performed by a non-technical person
who has been trained as to how to
collect the sample and what to observe.

Many commenters were concerned
with the requirement to attain the same
water quality in the storm water
discharges as an oil/water separator
when such technology operates with
such great variability. Concern was also
expressed regarding the qualifications of
facility personnel to make such an
engineering judgment. In response, EPA
has removed this reference in the final
permit due to the difficulty in
determining what water quality would
be achieved with an oil/water separator.
EPA does however encourage permittees
to strive for the pollutant removal levels
referenced in the literature for oil/water
separators.

Water Transportation

The comments received on Sector Q,
the water transportation sector, focused
on eligibility, who is responsible for
permit compliance, and monitoring
conditions. One commenter raised
concerns that the permitting for barge
discharges (including barge storm water,
washwater, and wastewater) is too
uncertain. In response, today’s permit
regulates the storm water and
washwater from the maintenance and
equipment cleaning areas for canal
barge operations (SIC code 4449) and for
barge building and repair facilities (SIC
code 3731). Today’s permit, however,
does not regulate wastewaters, such as
bilge and ballast water, washwater,
sanitary wastes, and cooling water
originating from vessels. The permit
specifies that the operators of such
discharges must obtain coverage under
a separate NPDES permit if discharged
to waters of the United States or through


