Appendix F

Public Comments and MDOT Responses on
SWMP
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Storm Water Management Plan Public Comment Status

The following public comments were received concerning the MDOT Storm Water Management
Plan. The plan was out for public review and comment from November 23, 2004 to December
24, 2004.

Date of Comment Date MDOT
Commenter Name and Contact Person Receipt Response was Sent

Northwest Michigan Council of Governments /
Megan Olds December 13, 2004 April 1, 2005
Michigan Department of Natural Resources /
Scott Hanshue December 21, 2004 April 1, 2005
Huron Pines Resource Conservation &
Development Area Council, Inc. / Brad Jensen December 22, 2004 April 1, 2005

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
/ Dave Drullinger January 6, 2005 January 21, 2005
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From: JUDY A. RUSZKOWSKI [RUSZKOWSKIJ@michigan.gov]

Sent: Friday, January 21, 2005 9:48 AM

To: David Drullinger; Mark Fife

Cc: anne.thomas@ttmps.com; dan.christian@ttmps.com; kathleen.herrmann@ttmps.com

Subject: MDOT SWMP status

Dave and Mark,

Just wanted to thank you again for pulling together all of the MDEQ staff comments on our draft SWMP. We are
making revisions to the draft plan as appropriate to provide additional information and clarification to address the
preliminary comments prior to formal submittal on April 1, 2005.

Judy A. Ruszkowski, P.E.

Operations Environmental Engineer
Construction & Technology Support Area
Michigan Department of Transportation
phone (517) 322-5698

email ruszkowskij@michigan.gov

fax  (517) 322-5664
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Action item #2 shouid be completed sooner than 2008 in order to assure that the correct people
are trained and the program is evaluated before the end of the permit term.

Action item #3 should include a start date.

The MDEQ requests action item #6 establish a date to review the training modules, then update
as necessary.

Part .B.1.a.3) and Activity E-1:
This activity needs to identify a fink between the library and training, i.e., what would stimulate

employees to check out and use information?

List or identify the materials at the LIC to help demonstrate that they meet the listed permit
requirements.

The activity lacks a method to determine if the materials are effective for training or are being
put to use.

Action No. 1: The schedule should say "Quarterly” rather than “As needed.”
Action No. 2: The schedule should say “Update as needed.”

Part 1.B.1.a.3) and Activity E-2:
Education requires a frequently-repeated message to be effective. Therefore, articles for the

job-related public should be distributed more than once a year in Regional newsletters in order
to be effective. Quarterly is more necessary to cover the many topics that need to be
addressed, and to identify to the audience that the issues are important. Publish articles to the

maximum extent practicable.

Are contractors included in this job-refated public? Do articles go to all staff? If so, this activity

could be a good method to educate contractors as well as employees about
maintenance-related storm water issues under Part |.B.6. of the Permit, such as street and
catch basin cleaning, BMP maintenance, vehicle maintenance, and deicer news/facts.

How does the MDOT propose to assess the effectiveness or readership of the articles?

The MDEQ recommends that the MDOT develop a storm water-focused program for the MDOT
Today broadcast. It could also be taped and used for training.

Part 1.B.1.a.3) and Activity E-3:
Some of the MDEQ staff found the storm water web page hard to find from the MDOT

homepage. They request that access be made easier.

The website fails to address specific public education needs from Part 1.8.1.b.1-4 of the permit,
such as preferred car cleaning agents and residential de-icer information.

The MDEQ recommends that the MDOT track imbedded hits in deeper levels of the storm water
web page. Comparing these deeper hits with the hits to the storm water homepage could help
the MDOT determine the percentage of users that are seeking more specific information.

The MDEQ suggests that the MDOT consider incentives or fun learning activities that will
stimulate use of the web site by the traveling public. We also suggest that the MDOT use the
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website to make available good watershed stewardship materials from other sources, including
materials from local and regional watershed plans and initiatives.

Part 1.B.1.b. (all) and Activity E-6:
The MDOT should include the beginning sentence of permit requirement I.B.1.b. in Table 3-1,

and develop a program to meet the permit requirement. The sentence says: Educate the
general public within urbanized areas about water quality protection and storm water as a
poliution source. The MDEQ is concerned that the MDOT has interpreted the permit to mean
that active general public education is optional if the MDEQ does not develop a statewide public
education program. That.would not be a correct interpretation, as clarified by the first sentence
of the requirement. Also, please note that the NDEQ has developed a statewide public
education program, and has impiemented the workshop portion of that program.

The SWMP needs to describe an active approach to educate the general public, evenif a
partnership with the MDEQ for a mass-media campaign is not feasible. A decision by the
MDOT is necessary (and should be included in the final SWMP) to allow for program
implementation in the absence of the MDEQ’s implementation of the mass media portion of its
statewide storm water education campaign. The MDOT'’s implementation is expected to begin

by April 1, 20086.

An MDOT website (Activity E-3) is the primary method the MDOT uses to educate the traveling
public. Thisis a passive information approach and not active education. Because of its passive
nature, a website alone is not expected to provide effective education except to a relatively
small fraction of the traveling audience. The MDOT will need appropriate assessment and
measurable goals to demonstrate that its website is an effective educational tool.

Part 1.B.1.c. and Activity E-4:

Describe the process to follow up on tap-in/discharge permits to assure proper installation has
occurred. The materials to be distributed should identify what an illicit connection and discharge
are, should provide a number to report them, and should provide a contact number for

questions. The contact(s) may need fraining.

Public Involvement/Participation

Part 1.B.2.a. and Activity E-5:
The activity does not identify a process for public review of the final SWMP.

The MDEQ requests that the MDOT track and report the number of people who comment, and
the number of comments received.

Iliicit Discharge Elimination Program

Part 1.B.3.a. and Activity i-1:
The permit requirement makes a distinction between “known outfalls” and “all outfalls at stream

crossings.” “Known outfalls” would include both stream crossing outfalls and outfails that
discharge at points other than stream crossings. At stream crossings, the permit requires
mapping of all outfalls, which would include outfalls that may not yet be known or confirmed. In
the SWMP, Action No. 2 calls for mapping of outfalls at stream crossings based on GIS
analysis. Is this method appropriate to identify all outfalls at stream crossings? The early
completion date for this activity suggests that it is only for outfalls that are already known today.
If it does not address all outfalls (including some that may not yet be known), then it does not

meet the permit requirement.
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There is also no action item for mapping of known outfalls in urbanized areas that are not at
stream crossings.

An appropriate measurable goal for this would be to provide the maps according to an
established schedule, even if the draft schedule needs to be changed in response to the

comments above.

Part L.B.3.a. and Activity 1-5:
The title is a bit misleading since the subject is not the mapping of known outfalls but rather the

procedure to map known outfalls.

An appropriate measurable goal would be to fully implement the mapping procedure starting in
August 2007.

Part L.B.3.b. and Activity |-2:
The schedule in the table at |-2 should refer to Table 3-2 and not 3-1.

The MDEQ recommends that the Table 3-2 header on the right use the phrase “Number of
MDOT Road Intersections with” rather than “Number of Roads Intersecting with.” The former
allows for multiple intersections on one road, which is appropriate. The latter would suggest

only one intersection per road.

The MDEQ recommends that milestones include percentages as well as numbers completed.
For example, the total number of illicit connections/discharges identified could also be
expressed as a percentage of the total outfalls screened. The MDEQ also recommends
tracking the estimated amount and type of poliutants removed. This would be a valuable

reporting requirement.

A good measurable goal would be the elimination of X % of illicit discharges from the MS4 each
year or by the end of the permit term. Failure to meet the goal could be justified if the MDOT
showed that it made a good faith effort but was hampered by unforeseen issues.

The MDOT has verbally committed to provide the MDEQ with updates of the areas selected for
dry weather screening each month. The MDEQ thinks this is a very good approach, but that
commitment should be documented in the activity.

Part 1.B.3.c. and Activity I-3:
The MDEQ would like annual reporting on the percentage of illicit discharges that have been
eliminated following identification, and how many of them needed to be escalated to the MDEQ

for enforcement.

The permit requires the MDOT to have a system in place to accept and respond to illicit
discharge reports. Since program implementation is to begin within one year after submittal of
the SWMP, this system should be in place by April 1, 2006. Action No. 1 on the activity has a
Dec 1, 2005 schedule for establishing a procedure. s this the same as having a system in
place and operational? if not, then the SWMP also needs a schedule for having the system
operational. Meeting the date for operation of the system could be identified as a measurable

goal.

Action No's 2 and 3: Does ‘ongoing” and “as needed” mean that these have already begun? If
not, a start date is needed.





