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Reason No. 1:

Many people believe that

Dischargers are
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Reason No. 2:

The media plays
to people who like
“news” (not facts)

Chicken Little:
The Sky is Falling!




€he New Hork Eimes

& Toxic Waters -

Find Water Polluters Near You

Industrial

Waste

Pollution Grows With Little Fear of Punishment

http://projects.nytimes.com/toxic-waters

Reason No. 3:

DMR data are confusing,
even if carefully interpreted.

Also misleading, unless you
evaluate all the data!
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Reason No. 4:

Environmental “activists”

Change:

Compel compliance via
public accountability...

Re-tool:

“Too many sources
submitting DMRs are in

violation today and receive

limited to no government

responses.”
[emphasis added]

CWA Action Plan Implementation Priorities:
Changes to Improve Water Quality, Increase Compliance and

Expand Transparency

May 2011

hrep://y

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/publications/civil/programs/cwa/actionplan-implpriorities.pdf
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EPA is making it easier for people to get data

Search
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for your facility (even if it's incomplete!)

Enforcement & Compliance History Online (ECHO)
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Change State:
Michigan

Michigan - ECHO State Dashboard

The Clean Water Act National Polutst Elirination System (NPOES) program regulates discharges 1o walers
the Unded States. The State Dashboard prowdes an everoew of Clean Waler Act regulatery oversight actnabes of
tha s2mta and EPA. Mors backaround bt the program is found het State dashboards prewida an &Rsy-to-uss g z
summary of ey activities undar the NPDES program. answer questions like: which taciities are regulated, how GV program, EPA prowices supplements!
many hawe boon inspected. how many have violations and enforcomaent taken. and what is the quality of the oversight and enforcement support

‘watae within the State. Fiasss nola tha following cavasts

Facilities (rank): 1675 (22nd)

1. this dashbesrd regresents the infarmation that is available = the national database.
2. b some permits and sctibes, the stabe i nol requined to repont data bo EPA, 0 the state may havw
Rddeianal sdsrmation

Fe the tabs bebow, "AIl" represents ol facilties in the national databass, "Maors™ rapessent the largast muricipal and industrial dischargers in the country. and the

"o M ndhadus a8 topreseres sl periles Ut e an indiddsl et o icharge. I he ure, EPA imends tooflr more dashboarts rested to
- Sune Dushboards ae designed 1o imgeove Lansparency and are a compane of sler Act The forma is ceiented for

highlevd staiabea. Uae the £ 1l you ar inteveslic i ssarching for patcula fcifien o navust, or o bach b th

o
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Water Program
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"

The charts. on the right side of tis dashboard perain to Clean Wates Act facilzies in Michigan
The map balow displays relevant FYZ009 Cloan Water Act faciliies in Michigan and sumounding

areas. Fead more about the Clean Water Act Universe.
Case Type: M tnscections Viclatora B trfercemants Bl Panaltias
Eeo> e
v L by
g™, [ ——

http://www.epa-echo.gov/echo/dashboard/dashboard_all.php?stat€

Completeness of Clean Water Act Discharge Monitoring Data by State - All Facilities
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http://www.epa-echo.gov/echo/dmr_map/us/dmr_universe.htm|
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LimnoTech Analysis of 2010
Michigan NPDES Data

Categorized violation types as Significant and
Insignificant (judgment call)

Mapped / categorized facility information as
best we could (87 facilities without locations)

Eliminated certain facility types (stormwater,
groundwater cleanup)

Generated statistics
— State
— Huron River watershed
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59 Violation Types

 Significant Violations (21 types)
— Exceed maximum concentration limit (62%)
— Violate minimum concentration limit (21%)
— Exceed maximum load limit (13%)

* Insignificant Violations (38 types)
— Conc. maximum value or unit not reported
(51%)
— Compliance schedule not received by due
date (36%)
— Value or unit not reported (3%)

7,150 total violations for 2010 (~80% were significant)
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On average, 73% of the 1,305 facilities
did not have any significant violations

Public Services 506 (58%)

Industrial 448 (80%)

Agriculture
Moble Home Park m72 (61%)
Commercial ﬁ 44 (77%)
Public Services/CSO [ 21 (81%)

Landfill [11 (73%) m No Violations
Residential E 6 (50%) # Only Insignificant Violations
Landfil’lGW Clean-up | 1 (100%) m Significant Violations




Number of Facilities with

Significant Violations

100 - 947 131
90 4 1,156 facilities (89%)
" had less than 10
o 80 -
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B Protecting the river since 1965 I
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Lead Your Community R e
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By getting involved in your community’s decision-making -

YOU CAN HELP preserve land and reduce sprawl.

Urge your local board or council to adopt policies that:

o Encourage compact developments in areas with existing senvices like utilities, roads,

and schools.

o Preserve natural areas and farmland.

Participate in the master plan revision process. Communities must revise their master plan
every 5 years and are required by law to involve the publicin that process.

Comment on possible zoning ordinance amendments. Zoning ordinance amendments
require time for public paricipation and comment. Many communities have established citizen

Take Our
..... s e ki e Online Survey |

groups that help them identify ordinances and ordinance amendments to improve their land
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Number of Facilities (49)

21
19

Number of Significant Violations

257
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HURON RIVER WATERSHED 2]
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HURON RIVER WATERSHED

number of significant facility discharge
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Americana MHP

Fecal coliform (cts/100 mL)
CBODS5 (mg/L)

CBODS5 (Ibs/d)

Total Phosphorus (mg/L)
Total Phosphorus (Ibs/d)
TSS (mg/L)

Huron Valley MHP & Marina
Fecal coliform (cts/100 mL)
BOD5 (mg/L)

Total Phosphorus (mg/L)
TSS (mg/L)

Limit
400
34
25
0.3
45

400

45

45

Average

543
18
3
2.4
0.4
49.3

529
57
12
64

Maximum

840
61
7.2
15
0.4
60

600
78
14
89

24
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Public Perception is Important

We Need the Public to Look at
Dischargers Differently

Great Lakes States Local Government Finances
Sewer and Water Supply 2009

Expenditures in Cents per Dollar

Wi 3.27 1.89 m Sewer

PA EENZISSENN193 Water Supply
OH 3.67 3.09 National average:
v —— b
MN 224 2126 6.30 Combined
M 4.14 3.60 7.74!

IN 3.73 2.04

IL w2186 2.75

Data Source: US Conference of Mayors. Dr. Richard Anderson, Senior Advisor,

Mayors Water Council. Racine, WI. Dec. 1, 2011 26
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Integrated Planning &
Permitting Policy (IP3)

e New initiative by USCM, NACWA, WEF, EPA,
and others
e Use flexibility in existing regulations to:

— Achieve more environmental benefit for the
dollars spent

— Recognize local governments can’t continue to
accrue debt to deal with silo’d regulations

e Stakeholders to provide detail

— EPA workshops (Feb. 17 in Chicago)
— Pilot IP3s

Questions?

Adrienne Nemura, P.E., BCEE

Vice President

LimnoTech

501 Avis Drive
Ann Arbor, MI 48108

(734) 332-1200
anemura@limno.com
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