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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Section 1.0 Introduction 

On June 8-11, 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) contractor, PG 
Environmental, LLC, with assistance from the Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality (ADEQ), (hereafter, collectively the EPA Inspection Team), conducted an 
inspection of the City of Scottsdale Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
Program.  Discharges from the City of Scottsdale MS4 are regulated under EPA National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) MS4 Permit Number AZS000020, 
issued August 25, 1999 (hereafter, the Permit).  Accordingly, Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 122, Subpart B, Section 122.26(d) serves as a basis for 
the Permit (hereafter, 40 CFR Part 122.26(d)).  The Permit is the first NPDES MS4 
permit issued to the City of Scottsdale (hereafter, City or permittee).     

The City of Scottsdale encompasses approximately 184 square miles of land, stretching 
31 miles from north to south.  The City is located in Maricopa County, northeast of 
Phoenix. It is bordered on the west by Paradise Valley, on the east by Fountain Hills, and 
on the south by Tempe.  In 2008, the total population of Scottsdale was estimated to be 
230,293 people. 

The purpose of the inspection was to assess the City’s compliance with the requirements 
of the Permit including the implementation status of the City’s current Storm Water 
Management Program.  The inspection schedule is presented in Appendix A. 

Specifically, the inspection included an evaluation of the City’s compliance with the 
Permit and 40 CFR Part 122.26, which includes requirements for the following program 
areas or elements: 

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iii)(D) Monitoring 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) Residential and Commercial Areas 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B) Illicit Connections and Illegal Dumping 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) Municipal Landfills and Industrial Facilities 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) Construction Sites 

The EPA Inspection Team evaluated compliance through a series of interviews with 
representatives from the City’s Municipal Services Division, Preservation and 
Environmental Office, Planning and Development Services, Water Resource Department, 
Public Works, Street Operations Division, and City contractors from Engineering and 
Environmental Consulting, Inc. (EEC); along with a series of site visits and field 
verification inspections. Sign-in sheets for the June 9-11, 2009 meeting and daily 
activities are presented in Appendix B, Exhibits 1 through 3.  The primary representatives 
involved in the inspection were the following: 
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Municipal Services Representatives: Ashley Couch, Stormwater Management Director 
Bill Erickson, Stormwater NPDES Coordinator 
Gebre Aberra, Stormwater Planner/NPDES 
Coordinator 

Preservation and Environmental Larry Person, Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Office Representative: 

Planning and Development Services Ralph Noriega, Director of Inspection Services 
Representatives: Brian Dick, Field Engineering Supervisor 

Phil Cipolla, Grading/Erosion Control Inspector 

Capital Project Management Annette Grove, Senior Project Management 
Representative: 

Water Department Representative: Bill Hurd, Pretreatment Coordinator 

Public Works Representative: Rod Ramos, Streets Director 

Street Operations Division Matt Ruckle, Maintenance Coordinator 
Representative: 

Scottsdale Municipal Airport Chris Read, Airport Operations Manager 
Representative: 

City Consultant Representatives: M. Lisa Spahr, EEC Senior Project Manager 
Rebecca Sydnor, EEC Staff Engineer 
John Burton, EEC Project Manager 
Gary Hoffman, EEC Geologist 

ADEQ Representative: Chris Henninger, Supervisor 
Pete Jagow, Compliance Inspector  
Phillip Martello, Storm Water/General Permit Unit 
Joanie Rhyner, Storm Water/General Permit Unit 

EPA Contractors: Scott Coulson, PG Environmental, LLC 
Luz Falcon-Martinez, PG Environmental, LLC 

In addition, the EPA Inspection Team conducted 10 individual inspections of facilities 
located in the City and/or served by the City’s MS4.  Six of the facilities were 
construction sites where the owner or operator had obtained coverage under the Arizona 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit for Discharge from 
Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, Permit Number AZG2008-001 
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(hereafter, Construction General Permit).  Four of the facilities were industrial sites 
where the owner or operator had obtained coverage under EPA NPDES Storm Water 
Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities, issued in October 2000 (hereafter, 
Industrial General Permit).  The purposes of the Construction General Permit and 
Industrial General Permit inspections (collectively, General Permit Inspections) were (1) 
to assess the adequacy, appropriateness, and maintenance of best management practices 
(BMPs) employed by construction and industrial activities to prevent and reduce storm 
water pollution, and (2) to gauge the overall effectiveness of the City’s construction and 
industrial oversight activities.  The General Permit Inspections were conducted by two 
teams of inspectors with the participation of ADEQ personnel.  Reports for the General 
Permit Inspections are provided in Appendix D.   

Dry weather conditions were experienced throughout the inspection activities and 
program evaluation exercises.  Weather history reports indicate no precipitation in the 
Scottsdale area for the week preceding the inspections or during the week following the 
inspections. 
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Section 2.0 Permit Compliance Review   

The EPA Inspection Team conducted an evaluation of the City’s MS4 Programs to assess 
their compliance with the requirements of the Permit.  The Permit has an effective date of 
August 26, 1999, and expired August 31, 2002.  On December 5, 2002, ADEQ was 
delegated primacy for the AZPDES program.  The permit has been administratively 
continued and the City is awaiting permit reissuance by ADEQ.  

The EPA Inspection Team identified several deficiencies (hereafter, inspection findings) 
regarding the City’s compliance with the Permit.  The presentation of inspection findings 
in this section of the report does not constitute a formal compliance determination or 
finding of violation. All referenced documentation used as supporting evidence is 
provided in Appendix B, and photo documentation is provided in Appendix C.  For 
clarity, items that require the City’s response are underlined while recommendations are 
presented in italic. 

Section 2.1 MS4 Permit Area 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) requires an MS4’s Permit application to include a description of 
a proposed management program to control pollutants from the municipal separate storm 
sewer system. 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) states “a proposed management program covers 
the duration of the permit [emphasis added].”  Pursuant to 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv), the 
City submitted a Permit application to EPA Region 9 entitled Part 2 NPDES Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Permit Application, City of Scottsdale, Arizona dated October 26, 
1998 (hereafter, City’s 1998 Part 2 Application).  The City’s 1998 Part 2 Application, 
Section 4, Management Program (hereafter, City’s 1998 SWMP Plan) presents the 
proposed management program for the MS4 Permit Area required under 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

2.1.1. Failure to Implement the Full Extent of the SWMP in a Portion of the MS4 
Permit Area. The City currently considers its MS4 Permit Area to be limited to those 
areas of the City which are located south of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) Canal (see 
Exhibit 5). The EEC Senior Project Manager and City Stormwater NPDES Coordinator 
explained that all areas north of the CAP Canal ultimately discharge to the CAP Canal 
itself, and that the City does not consider the CAP Canal to qualify as a water of the 
United States. The EEC Senior Project Manager and City Stormwater NPDES 
Coordinator further explained that Indian Bend Wash is considered to be the primary 
water of the United States for Permit purposes.   

However, the EPA Inspection Team reviewed the City’s 1998 Part 2 Application and 
determined that it does not describe limitations on the MS4 Permit Area.  For example, 
the City’s 1998 Part 2 Application, Map Sheets 1 through 11 clearly identify drainage 
basins and outfalls which are located north of the CAP Canal.  Furthermore, the City’s 
1998 SWMP Plan, Section 4.2.1, Review of Receiving Waters and Local Issues, contains 
a separate section describing the area north of the CAP Canal and makes no mention of 
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excluding this area from the SWMP.  To the contrary, Section 4.2.1 of the City’s 1998 
SWMP Plan discusses build-out of the area north of the CAP Canal as established in the 
City’s General Plan (land use plan), and refers the reader to Section 4.4.1 which “presents 
the City’s vision for storm water management in new developments….Because 
Scottsdale is rapidly developing, the control of potential water quality impacts are closely 
tied to development BMPs.”  Section 4.4.1 of the City’s 1998 SWMP Plan recognizes 
that “urbanization is a significant contributor to storm water pollution.”  Both of these 
statements infer the application of the City’s New Development and Redevelopment 
Program in the area north of the CAP Canal.  The following paragraphs present a 
chronology of how the City’s view of the MS4 Permit Area has diverged from the 
description provided in the City’s 1998 SWMP Plan. 

While the City has not maintained records of any correspondence with EPA or ADEQ on 
this issue, a letter to the City dated November 2, 2004 (hereafter, 2004 ADEQ 
Clarification Letter) from ADEQ notified the City that the ephemeral washes located 
north of the CAP Canal are considered waters of the U.S. for purposes of application of 
state water quality standards and AZPDES permitting.  The 2004 ADEQ Clarification 
Letter states “once a waterbody is considered a WUS [water of the U.S.], it retains that 
designation, so even if the CAP canal truncated some of the washes, they do not lose their 
regulatory status” (see Exhibit 6).  Accordingly, a draft Permit re-application entitled 
Draft Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Reapplication, AZPDES 
Permit No. AZS000020, City of Scottsdale, Arizona dated December 2004 (hereafter, 
City’s 2004 Draft Permit Reapplication), Section 1.1, Permit Area, states “this Permit 
covers all areas within the corporate boundaries of the City of Scottsdale, Arizona served 
by, or otherwise contributing to discharges from, municipal separate storm sewer systems 
owned or operated by the permittee” (see Exhibit 7).  In this manner, the City’s 2004 
Draft Permit Reapplication is consistent with the City’s 1998 Part 2 Application, and 
specifies an MS4 Permit Area that is inclusive of all City areas, regardless of whether 
they are located north or south of the CAP Canal. 

The 2004 ADEQ Clarification Letter further states “disturbances of these washes 
[ephemeral washes north of the CAP Canal] typically require a 404 permit from the 
Army Corps of Engineers because of their status as WUS [waters of the U.S.].”  
Accordingly, the City Stormwater NPDES Coordinator remembered two projects where 
the City or private project proponent obtained a 404 permit for projects located north of 
the CAP Canal. One private project was associated with the Fairmont Scottsdale Princess 
Resort Hotel at 7575 East Princess Drive. A second public project was associated with 
the City cleaning a drainage channel near the intersection of North 84th Street and East 
Cholla Street. 

The first record of a distinction between areas located north or south of the CAP Canal is 
found in the NPDES Annual Permit Report; July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006; MS4 
Permit #AZS000020 (hereafter, City’s 2005 Annual Report) which was prepared by EEC.  
The City’s 2005 Annual Report, Section 1.1 states “the Permit was issued by United 
States Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 after the City had submitted Part 1 and 
Part 2 of its NPDES applications and applies only to those areas south of the Central 
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Arizona Project Canal [emphasis added]” (see Exhibit 8).  This statement appears to 
disregard the 2004 ADEQ Clarification Letter that notified the City that the ephemeral 
washes located north of the CAP Canal are considered waters of the U.S. for purposes of 
application of state water quality standards and AZPDES permitting.   

Part I.A.3 of the Permit requires the City to “implement the storm water monitoring 
program described in the document described in Part I.F.12 of this permit [specifically 
including Section 3 of the City’s 1998 Part 2 Application].”  The City’s 1998 Part 2 
Application, Section 3.5 (hereafter, City’s Monitoring Plan) presents a proposed 
monitoring program pursuant to 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iii)(D).  The EEC Senior Project 
Manager and City Stormwater NPDES Coordinator explained that the primary effect on 
the City’s MS4 Program from the limitation of the MS4 Permit Area is that monitoring is 
not conducted in areas north of the CAP Canal.  The City’s 1998 Part 2 Application, 
Section 3.5.2.2, states “the five primary wet weather monitoring stations described in the 
Part 1 Application are retained for the proposed Permit term monitoring program….Also 
chosen are the two alternative or secondary sites described in the Part 1 Application in 
case any of the five primary stations are later found to be unsuitable for monitoring.”  It 
should be noted that none of the City’s wet weather monitoring stations (as described in 
the Part 1 Application) are located north of the CAP Canal.  However, the EEC Senior 
Project Manager and City Stormwater Management Director explained that, at one point, 
they had installed a monitoring station north of the CAP Canal, but unstable channel 
conditions caused it to be inundated and decommissioned.  

Although the EEC Senior Project Manager and City Stormwater NPDES Coordinator 
explained that the primary effect on the City’s MS4 Program from the limitation of the 
MS4 Permit Area is that monitoring is not conducted in areas north of the CAP Canal, the 
EPA Inspection Team determined that there are additional effects on the program, as 
explained below. Part I.A.2 of the Permit requires the City to “implement in its entirety 
the proposed storm water management program (SWMP) described in the documents 
described in Part I.F.11 of this permit [specifically including Section 4 of the City’s 1998 
Part 2 Application].” The City’s 1998 SWMP Plan presents a management/pollution 
control program that includes the following program areas: (1) Residential, Commercial, 
Redevelopment, and New Development Areas, (2) Industrial Facilities, (3) Construction 
Sites, and (4) Illicit Discharge Identification and Elimination.   

The Permit Appendix 1, Section B, Additional Field Screening Activities for Illicit 
Discharges requires the City to “implement an ongoing program to re-evaluate major 
outfalls for illicit discharges….as set forth at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D).”  40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D) requires field screening analysis be implemented for illicit 
connections and illegal dumping for major outfalls or other field screening points.  
During the past five years, the City has not conducted field screening analysis in areas 
located north of the CAP Canal. Records of the City’s field screening analysis were 
provided for the past five years and document that outfall inspections were only 
conducted for those outfalls which discharge into Indian Bend Wash, all of which are 
located south of the CAP canal (see Exhibit 9).  The City’s 1998 SWMP Plan, Section 
4.4.4, Illicit Discharge Identification and Elimination Program, makes no mention of 
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excluding the area located north of the CAP Canal or beyond the Indian Bend Wash, 
from the City’s field screening activities.  40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) states “a proposed 
management program covers the duration of the permit [emphasis added].”  The EPA 
Inspection Team determined that during the past five years, the City has not conducted 
field screening analysis in areas located north of the CAP Canal.  The City must 
implement in its entirety, the City’s 1998 SWMP Plan for the duration of the Permit to 
conduct field screening analysis for illicit connections and illegal dumping for major 
outfalls or other field screening points as required by the Permit Appendix 1, Section B 
and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D). 

The City’s MS4 program may also have been affected by the City’s limitation of the MS4 
permit area in additional ways.  For example, a map of illicit discharge complaint 
investigations conducted by the City’s Stormwater Management personnel does not 
depict the area located north of the CAP Canal (see Exhibit 10).  The City Stormwater 
NPDES Coordinator stated that approximately 90 percent of all new development and 
construction is occurring in the area located north of the CAP Canal, yet it appears no 
complaint investigations occurred north of the CAP Canal.  It should be noted that the 
EPA Inspection Team did not specifically request a map of the entire City, so this 
material may exist but was not furnished to the Team.   

The City has an Industrial Pretreatment Program (IPP) and conducts IPP inspections of 
facilities for sanitary sewer system purposes.  During the EPA Inspection, the City 
originally contended that its IPP inspections qualified as inspections for its Industrial 
Facilities Program.  The City’s IPP Significant Industrial Users List 2008 states “N. of 
the canal” as a handwritten note at one facility (see Exhibit 11).  The EEC Senior Project 
Manager explained that the City had not conducted inspections of this facility because it 
is located north of the CAP Canal. 

Based on this body of evidence, the EPA Inspection Team determined that the City has 
not fully implemented its SWMP as required by its Permit for the areas of the City 
located north of the CAP Canal. Part I.A.2 of the Permit requires the City to “implement 
in its entirety the proposed storm water management program.”  Because the City’s 
SWMP Plan describes the area north of the CAP Canal and makes no mention of 
excluding this area from the SWMP, the City must implement in its entirety the City’s 
1998 SWMP Plan for the duration of the Permit. 

Section 2.2 Industrial Facilities  
Part I.C of the Permit requires the City to develop and implement a program to identify 
and control pollutants in storm water discharges from municipal landfill(s); hazardous 
waste treatment, storage, disposal and recovery facilities; industrial facilities that are 
subject to section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986; and any other industrial or commercial discharge that the permittee determines 
is contributing a significant pollutant loading to storm water runoff.   
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2.2.1. Failure to Develop an Industrial Facility Source Inventory based on SARA 
Title III. Part I.C of the Permit requires the City to develop, prioritize, and annually 
update “a list of the following facilities within the jurisdiction of the permittee: municipal 
landfills (operating and closed); [and] industrial facilities (from those listed at 40 CFR 
Part 122.26(b)(14)) which are subject to section 313 of title III of the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 [hereafter, SARA Title III].”  

The EPA Inspection Team formally requested an inventory of industrial facilities used by 
the City to create the list required by the Permit (see Exhibit 4).  However, the City did 
not maintain a list and could not produce records demonstrating it had followed the 
source identification procedures specified in Part I.C of the Permit.  Specifically, the City 
did not maintain records demonstrating that it had queried the EPA Toxics Release 
Inventory (TRI) database to identify facilities that are subject to SARA Title III.  The 
EPA Inspection Team conducted its own query of the TRI database and determined that 
there are at least three facilities that are subject to SARA Title III within the jurisdiction 
of the permittee, and therefore must be included on the required list (see Exhibit 12).  As 
a result, the City has not developed, prioritized, or annually updated a pollutant source 
list as required by Part I.C of the Permit.  The City must develop, prioritize, and annually 
update “a list of the following facilities within the jurisdiction of the permittee: municipal 
landfills (operating and closed); [and] industrial facilities (from those listed at 40 CFR 
Part 122.26(b)(14)) which are subject to SARA Title III.” 

2.2.2 Failure to Consider Other Industrial Facilities and Sources in Developing an 
Industrial Facility Source Inventory.  Part I.C.2 of the Permit requires that the source 
inventory “include other industrial facilities, and non-industrial sources or categories of 
sources which the permittee believes may discharge significant quantities of pollutants in 
storm water runoff.”  The City did not include other industrial facilities (e.g., those which 
are not subject to SARA Title III) and non-industrial facilities (e.g., commercial 
businesses such as restaurants and automobile repair shops) in its source inventory.  A 
land use map provided by the City indicates that much of the City’s industrial land use is 
concentrated in an area known as the Scottsdale Airpark that surrounds the City’s airport, 
and in another large industrial complex located to the northeast of the airport and north of 
the CAP Canal.  The EEC Senior Project Manager and City Pretreatment Coordinator 
explained that the Airpark is projected to continue to grow dramatically in the coming 
years. 

A cursory review of the Scottsdale Airpark indicates that industrial and commercial 
businesses, particularly support services for the Scottsdale Municipal Airport, may be 
significant pollutant sources in the community.  For example, Westcor Aviation, its 
tenants, and affiliates operate a private and charter aircraft service, maintenance, and 
storage facility at 7305 E. Greenway Road in Scottsdale, Arizona.  Industrial activities 
such as aircraft service and storage were observed at the Westcor Aviation facility (see 
Photographs 1 and 2). The Westcor Aviation facility currently has existing use permits 
issued by the City for private aircraft storage (39-UP-77) and for heavy aircraft 
maintenance (57-UP-84), and has applied to the City for another use permit to operate a 
heliport (see Exhibit 13 and Photograph 3). These industrial activities are classified by 
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Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 45 and require coverage under the 
Industrial General Permit.  Records provided by ADEQ indicate that the Westcor 
Aviation facility has never had Industrial General Permit coverage (see Exhibit 13).   

The EPA Inspection Team also visited other industrial facilities in the Scottsdale Airpark 
that may be significant sources of pollutants discharged to the MS4.  Specifically, the 
City Airport Operations Manager explained that most on-airport spills can be attributed to 
tenant fueling activities.  Additionally, fueling activities that occur off-airport are also a 
likely source of spills.  The EPA Inspection Team visited an aircraft fueling system 
located northeast of 7916 East Beck Lane in Scottsdale, Arizona (see Photographs 4 and 
5) which is used by private aircraft operators for fueling, with fuel deliveries overseen by 
Airport Property Specialists, LLC (fuel farm).  Collectively, these industrial activities are 
classified by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 45 and require coverage under 
the Industrial General Permit.  Records provided by ADEQ indicate that the aircraft 
fueling system does not have Permit coverage and is therefore operating without a permit.  
The City’s Industrial Program does not provide oversight of airport or off-airport 
industrial activities that appear to be potentially significant sources of pollutants to the 
MS4. As a result, the EPA Inspection Team recommends that the City reassess the 
potential pollutant sources within its jurisdiction, including municipal, industrial, and 
commercial facilities, for inclusion of additional facility types in a facility inventory and 
an MS4 industrial inspection process.  Useful information that can be tracked in the 
facility inventory could include facility Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code, 
MSGP or other NPDES coverage, whether a SWPPP is maintained, exceedances of 
benchmark values, on-site pollutant sources, proximity to surface waters, and the like. 

2.2.3. Failure to Implement an Inspection Program to Control Pollutants from 
Industrial Facilities. Part I.C.3 of the Permit requires the City to use a facility list to 
prioritize inspection activities.  The City has not developed the required facility list (see 
Section 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 of this inspection report).   

40 CFR Part 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) states that the Industrial Facilities Program shall identify 
priorities and procedures for inspection and establishing and implementing control 
measures for such discharges.  During a previous industrial program interview conducted 
on August 28, 2008 (by PG Environmental, LLC under contract to EPA), the City 
provided a copy of a draft enforcement response plan and a draft inspection form that was 
planned for use in both industrial facility and construction storm water inspections.  The 
draft Stormwater Department Enforcement Response Plan, dated August 28, 2008 
(hereafter, draft City ERP), Section II.A states that “an annual inspection is conducted by 
the COS Water Resources Department [City of Scottsdale Pretreatment Program] or their 
designee at Industrial Facilities subject to Section 313 of Title III of the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986.”  The City has not implemented the draft 
City ERP. 

The EPA Inspection Team formally requested “records of industrial facility inspections 
since the Permit effective date” (see Exhibit 4), and explained that the records must 
demonstrate that the City had conducted inspections of facilities that would be identified 
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using the source identification procedures specified in Part I.C of the Permit.  However, 
the City could not produce records of inspections conducted for MS4 compliance 
purposes. While the City has an Industrial Pretreatment Program (IPP) and conducts IPP 
inspections of facilities for sanitary sewer system purposes, the City Pretreatment 
Coordinator agreed with the EPA Inspection Team that the City’s Storm Water 
Management and IPP are separate programs with separate purposes.  Additionally, the 
City’s IPP inspection checklist (see Exhibit 14) does not have a storm water specific 
component.  The EEC Senior Project Manager also explained that training support was 
provided to the Scottsdale Airport for inspections of airport tenants.  However, these 
would not be qualifying inspections under this section of the Permit as these facilities are 
not subject to SARA Title III, but were inspected for compliance with the Industrial 
General Permit and the City only reports to have conducted training, not actual 
inspections. 

As a result, the City has not inspected any of the three facilities (see Exhibit 12) that, at a 
minimum, should have been listed in an industrial facility/pollutant source list required 
by Part I.C of the Permit.  The City must implement an inspection program to control 
pollutants from industrial and non-industrial facilities in accordance with Part I.C.3 of the 
Permit and 40 CFR Part 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C). 

In summary, a draft inspection checklist and draft City ERP had been developed but not 
implemented, and these were the only components of an Industrial Facility Program that 
the City maintained.  The City has not developed an industrial facility source inventory 
and therefore has not used the required source inventory to prioritize inspection activities.  
Moreover, the City has not conducted industrial facility inspections since the effective 
date of the Permit.  Based on the deficiencies discussed in Sections 2.2.1 - 2.2.3 of this 
inspection report, the City has made very little, if any, progress with program 
development and implementation since a previous industrial program interview 
conducted on August 28, 2008. The EEC Senior Project Manager explained that progress 
with program development and implementation was impeded due to funding issues that 
arose shortly after the previous industrial program interview. 

Section 2.3 Illicit Connections and Illegal Dumping 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B) requires MS4s to develop and implement a comprehensive 
program to detect and remove illicit discharges and improper disposal into the MS4.   

2.3.1. Failure to Demonstrate Field Screening Activities Conducted During Dry 
Weather Periods. The Permit Appendix 1, Section B, Additional Field Screening 
Activities for Illicit Discharges requires the City to “implement an ongoing program to 
re-evaluate major outfalls for illicit discharges….as set forth at 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D).” The storm water regulations specified at 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D) require field screening analysis be implemented for illicit 
connections and illegal dumping for major outfalls or other field screening points.  40 
CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D) further requires that results of field screening analysis “include 
a narrative description…of visual observations made during dry weather periods.”   
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The EPA Inspection Team formally requested “annual records of major outfall 
inspections/dry weather screening since the Permit effective date” (see Exhibit 4), and 
explained that the records must demonstrate that the City conducted and documented 
field screening analysis with a narrative description of visual observations made during 
dry weather periods. The City provided records for the last five years.  However, records 
of the City’s outfall inspections do not demonstrate that the City conducted field 
screening analysis during dry weather periods.  For example, the outfall inspection 
records do not indicate the time elapsed since the previous precipitation event to 
document dry weather conditions event so it is difficult to judge whether sufficient time 
has elapsed for all storm water to have moved through the system.  The City’s outfall 
inspection records also do not demonstrate that the City is monitoring precipitation data 
to determine when qualifying dry-weather outfall observations can be conducted (see 
Exhibits 15 and 16). In addition to the lack of field screening analysis during dry-
weather periods, the City failed to develop and implement a standard narrative reporting 
process for the visual inspections by City field personnel.   

Moreover, records of the City’s outfall inspections do not demonstrate that the City’s 
Public Works inspection staff is assessing each outfall for evidence of illegal discharges, 
rather than solely for maintenance.  The City’s field screening analysis records do not 
“include a narrative description of visual observations” as required by 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D). Records of the outfall inspections generally include data related to 
storm drain maintenance and indicate that the City primarily conducts inspections for 
maintenance purposes.  For example, the records do not indicate if flow or ponding was 
observed, or whether there was visible foam, sheen, turbidity, sediment accumulation, 
plumes from the outfall, floatables (e.g. sewage, suds), or odors (see Exhibits 15 and 16).  
Rather, the records only include locational and maintenance information. 

During an interview at the North Corporate Yard, the EEC Senior Project Manager and 
the City Streets Director explained that training provided to the City maintenance staff 
focused on spill prevention, hazardous waste operations, and emergency response 
standards; but did not include storm water training on how to conduct and document 
visual observations for the outfall inspections.  Furthermore, the NPDES Annual Permit 
Report; July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008; MS4 Permit #AZS000020 (hereafter, City’s 
2007 Annual Report) explains that the City conducted storm drain maintenance and 
inspections which included checks for dry weather flows.  The report states that “if, at 
any time, illegal dumping was apparent, the inspector would perform necessary 
maintenance, or would place a work order with the Field Services Department to correct 
the issue.” The City’s 2007 Annual Report states “through June 2008 [reporting period], 
the inspections have not revealed any incidents of illegal dumping.”  Appropriate training 
for maintenance staff should include storm water screening techniques, otherwise the 
reliability of such results may be impacted.    

The City has developed a drainage system inspection checklist that contains primary 
observation questions for field maintenance staff to identify illicit discharges when they 
cannot access the City’s preferred electronic system in the field (see Exhibit 17).  
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However, the City Streets Director explained that the inspection checklist has not been 
implemented as part of the outfall inspection program. 

The EEC Senior Project Manager and City Streets Director explained that the City is 
currently reporting Public Works department inspections as field screening inspections 
for NPDES purposes. However, a letter to Region IX EPA and ADEQ, dated September 
28, 1999, regarding the City of Scottsdale NPDES Permit No. AZ000020 dated August 
26, 1999,…., Additional Permit Requirements (hereafter, Additional Requirements 
Letter), states “Inspection and maintenance of the City’s storm drainage system are 
performed by two separate City departments (Community Maintenance and Recreation 
[Parks], and Municipal Services). For the purposes of this proposal, both departments 
will be referred to as City staff.”  When asked about this, the EEC Senior Project 
Manager and City Streets Director explained that City Parks Maintenance staff also 
conduct outfall inspections in Indian Bend Wash, specifically where outfalls exist within 
City owned and operated parks. The City Parks Maintenance inspection and work order 
form do not indicate whether field screening analysis occurred during dry weather 
periods (see Exhibit 18). Additionally, the City Parks Maintenance field screening 
analysis records do not include a narrative description of visual observations as required 
by 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D). 

The EEC Senior Project Manager explained that Parks Maintenance personnel also 
routinely observe dry weather flows which originate from the Salt River Project irrigation 
delivery flows. Records provided to the EPA Inspection Team (see Exhibit 18) do not 
include documentation of these dry weather flows and appropriate follow-up in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D).  As a result, the City has not demonstrated 
that it has conducted the required follow-up sampling and source identification for 
identified dry weather flows. The City must effectively implement a field screening 
program for illicit discharge detection and elimination as required by the Permit 
Appendix 1, Section B and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B).  In order to do so, the City must 
develop standardized procedures and appropriate training to ensure adequate 
implementation.  

Section 2.4 Construction Sites 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) requires MS4s to develop a comprehensive program to  
implement and maintain structural and non-structural best management practices to 
reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites to the MS4.   

The EPA Inspection Team conducted six individual inspections of private construction 
sites located in the City and/or discharging into the City’s MS4 to evaluate compliance 
with the Construction General Permit.  Summary observations pertaining to the majority 
of these sites are presented below in a series of individual construction site assessments.  
For a detailed description of the inspection findings from the Construction General 
Permit inspections refer to Appendix D.  Following the individual construction site 
assessments, conclusions are presented which directly pertain to the City’s oversight 
obligations under its MS4 permit. 
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Classic Residence Silverstone located at Northwest corner of Miller Road and Williams 
Drive in Scottsdale, AZ 

Improperly controlled concrete washout activities caused an illicit non-stormwater 
discharge to a drainage ditch along Williams Drive, part of the City’s MS4.  Un-
controlled concrete waste was also observed beyond the dedicated concrete washout 
BMP. Additionally, adequate BMPs were not implemented on the north side of the 
drainage ditch and box culvert wingwall along Williams Drive and at an adjacent location 
to the east of the construction site exit. Specifically, a silt fence BMP had failed and 
sediment had discharged from the site to the drainage ditch along Williams Drive, a 
component of the City’s MS4.   

A portable toilet located east of the main lodge was improperly placed directly adjacent 
to a storm drain inlet and not properly secured to prevent it from being knocked over or 
blown down. As a result, there was a potential for a chemical and sanitary waste 
discharge to the storm drain inlet and subsequent retention structure.   

Maravilla Scottsdale located at 7325 E. Princess Boulevard in Scottsdale, AZ 

Adequate perimeter and erosion control BMPs were not implemented along the southern 
boundary of the site to prevent the discharge of sediment to the adjacent Central Arizona 
Project (CAP) conveyance channel. A sedimentation basin located in the southwest 
portion of site was not yet operational and temporary BMPs had not been implemented 
for exposed areas up-gradient and down-gradient of the sedimentation basin.  As a result, 
there was a potential for the discharge of sediment to the adjacent CAP conveyance 
channel. 

Additionally, irrigation overflow from the southeast portion of the site ran over exposed 
soils and had the potential to contribute to an illicit non-stormwater discharge to the CAP 
conveyance channel. In addition, a large expanse of exposed area was observed up-
gradient of a partially operational sedimentation basin located in the southeast portion of 
site. Evidence of a non-stormwater discharge source (e.g., sediment and irrigation/dust 
control water) in the sedimentation basin was observed; including water and sediment 
accumulation in the inlet structure.     

Our Lady of Perpetual Help located at 3801 North Miller Road in Scottsdale, AZ 

Adequate BMPs were not implemented to prevent the transport of sediment to Main 
Street from the construction entrance.  Sediment and debris were observed beyond the 
Facility’s construction entrance and in the City’s curb and gutter line along Main Street, a 
City roadway. As a result, there was a release of sediment from the disturbed area to 
Main Street, a component of the City’s MS4.   

Reflections on the Canal located at 4807 North Woodmere Fairway, Scottsdale, AZ 
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Adequate BMPs were not implemented at several inlet locations along Woodmere 
Fairway, a City roadway. Discharge of sediment into the City’s MS4 had occurred as 
sediment was observed inside several catch basin inlet locations on the northwest portion 
of the site adjacent to Woodmere Fairway.  Additionally, sediment was currently being 
transported from the construction site entrances onto Woodmere Fairway.  Sediment and 
debris accumulation was observed beyond the Facility’s construction entrance in the 
City’s curb and gutter line along Woodmere Fairway.  As a result, there was evidence of 
a release of sediment and debris onto Woodmere Fairway, a component of the City’s 
MS4 

Scottsdale Fashion Square located at 7014 East Camelback Road in Scottsdale, AZ 

Adequate BMPs were not implemented at several locations along the site perimeter 
adjacent to Scottsdale Road, a City roadway.  As a result, there was a release of sediment 
from the disturbed area to Scottsdale Road, a component of the City’s MS4.  
Additionally, sediment from the disturbed area located in the northern portion of the site, 
adjacent to the parking lot, was being transported across the impervious surface beyond 
the site boundaries. 

2.4.1 Need to Conduct Effective Inspections of Private Construction Sites.  40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D) requires Construction Sites Programs to include “procedures for 
identifying priorities for inspecting sites and enforcing control measures which consider 
the nature of the construction activity, topography, and the characteristics of soils and 
receiving water quality [emphasis added].”  The EPA Inspection team conducted six 
Construction General Permit inspections preceding the MS4 Inspection.  Construction 
site conditions observed during these activities suggest that the City’s inspection 
practices for private construction sites do not adequately ensure compliance with the 
City’s MS4 permit. 

The EPA Inspection Team also conducted two oversight inspections with Planning and 
Development inspection staff.  The City’s Planning and Development inspector did not 
utilize an inspection checklist or inspection form for documentation purposes during the 
oversight inspections. The City’s Field Engineering Supervisor and Grading/Erosion 
Control Inspector overlooked several BMP issues and did not evaluate the installation 
and maintenance of BMPs implemented at the sites.  For example, at the Scottsdale 
Fashion Square construction site, adequate BMPs were not implemented at several 
locations along the site perimeter adjacent to Scottsdale Road, part of the City’s MS4, 
which had resulted in a release of sediment offsite (see Photograph 6).  The City 
inspector did not convey to the construction site operator that the problem must be 
corrected. The City inspectors also did not take notes relating to issues on facility site 
conditions. The EPA Inspection Team was told that, following the inspections, the 
inspector returns to the office to enter inspection findings into the records system.  
Furthermore, the City’s construction site inspections for storm water were limited to 
assessing perimeter controls and off-site sediment discharges.   
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The City does not have dedicated erosion and sediment control (ESC) inspectors to 
conduct routine construction storm water inspections.  Instead, the City’s Planning and 
Development staff conduct grading, drainage, encroachment, and various building 
inspections at private construction sites.  The EPA Inspection Team determined that 
storm water/ESC issues are a minor component of inspections conducted by the Planning 
and Development staff.  Inspections of construction storm water resulting from 
complaints are completed by a Municipal Services storm water inspector. 

The EPA Inspection Team requested inspection records for three private construction 
sites (see Exhibit 4).  The City’s construction site inspection records do not demonstrate 
that the City is identifying and evaluating BMPs at construction sites (see Exhibits 19 and 
20). The inspection records from April 2008 (see Exhibit 21) indicate “SWPP[P] failure” 
at the Reflections on the Canal site; however, the records do not include a description of 
the failure nor do the records indicate any follow up actions fulfilled.  Furthermore, the 
City’s inspection records do not contain detailed comments regarding issues or problems, 
general corrective actions (e.g., with respect to proper installation or maintenance of 
controls) to be taken by the site contractor, or needed follow-up by the inspector. 

The EPA Inspection Team conducted interviews with Facility representatives at each 
private construction site during the Construction General Permit Inspections.  Facility 
representatives stated that the City had issued permits (e.g., grading) for their respective 
projects, but the consensus was that there had not been any interaction with City 
inspectors for storm water or erosion and sediment control purposes.  The majority of 
Facility representatives further stated that City inspectors had not requested to view the 
respective project SWPPP and had not required corrective actions for erosion and 
sediment control purposes. 

Based on the General Permit Inspections and oversight inspections with the City’s 
Planning and Development inspection staff, the EPA Inspection Team collectively 
determined that the City’s construction site inspections are not effective for ensuring 
implementation and maintenance of structural and non-structural best management 
practices to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites to the MS4.  
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) requires a comprehensive program to implement and 
maintain structural and non-structural best management practices to reduce pollutants in 
storm water runoff from construction sites to the MS4.  Furthermore, 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) requires MS4 SWMPs to develop “priorities for inspecting sites and 
enforcing control measures which consider the nature of the construction activity, 
topography, and the characteristics of soils and receiving water quality.”  The City must 
implement a comprehensive program for private construction sites. 

Section 2.5 Municipal Operations 
40 CFR §122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3) requires MS4’s to implement a comprehensive program 
“for operating and maintaining public streets, roads, highways,” and associated municipal 
facilities.   
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The EPA Inspection Team conducted a site visit to the City’s North Corporate Yard to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the City’s pollution prevention and good housekeeping 
practices at facilities that support municipal operations.  Inadequate site conditions and 
housekeeping practices were observed at the North Corporate Yard.  For example, 
Hyperequip Heavy Duty Degreaser was being used to clean the floors in the vehicle 
maintenance shops (see Photograph 7).  The used degreasing and washwater solution was 
being emptied in an area near the materials storage area located outside of the 
maintenance shop area.  The EPA Inspection Team observed evidence of floor 
degreasing residue that had been transported beyond the designated degreasing disposal 
area (see Photographs 8 and 9). As a result, there was potential to contribute pollutants to 
storm water as well as potential for an illicit non-storm water discharge.   

The Permit Appendix 1, Section B, Additional Field Screening Activities for Illicit 
Discharges requires the City to “prohibit non-storm water discharges into the MS4.”  Part 
I.F.3 of the Permit defines illicit discharge as “any discharge to a municipal separate 
storm sewer system that is not composed entirely of storm water.”  The EPA Inspection 
team observed a discharge of vehicle wash water flowing to the MS4 at the North 
Corporate Yard (see Photograph 10).  As a result, there was an illicit non-storm water 
discharge to the storm drain inlet, a component of the City’s MS4.  The Water 
Department operator responsible for the discharge explained that he was not aware that 
this was a prohibited discharge. The operator also stated that he had not received storm 
water pollution prevention or illicit discharge detection and elimination training.  The 
City must effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the MS4 as required by 
the Permit Appendix 1, Section B, Additional Field Screening Activities for Illicit 
Discharges. 

The EPA Inspection Team also conducted field observations of street sweeping activities.  
The operator of the street sweeper was not aware of the role that street sweeping 
operations serve in the City’s pollution prevention practices and also explained that he 
had not received training in storm water pollution prevention and illicit discharge 
detection and elimination.  The intention of pollution prevention practices is to reduce 
pollutants in storm water runoff from areas associated with municipal maintenance 
activities and from municipally owned or operated equipment yards and maintenance 
shops that support municipal operations associated with public roadways.  It is 
recommended that the City pursue options to provide adequate training to municipal 
personnel and field staff to identify and report conditions in the MS4 that may indicate 
prohibited activities. In this manner, the City could leverage the field staff who have 
direct contact with the MS4 in detecting and eliminating illicit discharges and 
maintaining the BMPs necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water. 

Section 2.6 Storm Water Monitoring Program 
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iii)(D) requires MS4s to develop and implement “a proposed 
monitoring program for representative data collection for the term of the permit 
[emphasis added] that describes the location of outfalls or field screening points to be 
sampled….the frequency of sampling, parameters to be sampled, and description of 
sampling equipment.” 
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2.6.1. Failure to Implement the Storm Water Monitoring Program as Described in 
the City’s Monitoring Plan.  Part I.A.3 of the Permit requires the City to “implement the 
storm water monitoring program described in the document described in Part I.F.12 of 
this permit [specifically including Section 3 of the City’s 1998 Part 2 Application].”  The 
City’s Monitoring Plan presents a proposed monitoring program pursuant to 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iii)(D). The City’s 1998 Part 2 Application, Section 3.5.2.2, states “the five 
primary wet weather monitoring stations described in the Part 1 Application are retained 
for the proposed Permit term monitoring program….Also chosen are the two alternative 
or secondary sites described in the Part 1 Application in case any of the five primary 
stations are later found to be unsuitable for monitoring.”  A summary of results for storm 
water monitoring is presented in Appendix I of the City’s 2007 Annual Report.  The 
sampling results reported in the City’s 2007 Annual Report only document monitoring 
results for two sampling station locations (see Exhibit 22).  The City must fully 
implement the City’s Monitoring Plan as required by Part I.A.3 of the Permit. 

2.6.2. Failure to Properly Report Storm Water Monitoring Results.  The EPA 
Inspection Team conducted a records review of the City’s monitoring data to assess the 
accuracy and reliability of the City’s self monitoring program.  The Permit Part II.10, 
Region IX Standard Federal NPDES Permit Conditions, requires that records of 
monitoring information include: (1) the date, exact place, and time of sampling or 
measurements; (2) the individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements; (3) 
the date(s) analyses were performed; (4) the individual(s) who performed the analysis; (5) 
the analytical techniques or methods used; and (6) the results of such analyses.  It was 
observed that records of monitoring information (e.g. Chains-of-Custody and analytical 
results) were not included in the 2007 Annual Report.  As a result, monitoring results 
reported by the City in the 2007 Annual Report did not include the required information 
required by Part II.10 of the Permit including: (1) time of sampling or measurements; (2) 
the individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements; (3) the date(s) analyses 
were performed; (4) the individual(s) who performed the analysis; and (5) the analytical 
techniques or methods used (see Exhibit 22).  The City must report analytical results as 
required by Part II.10 of the Permit. 

Environmental Science Corporation conducts contract laboratory analysis for EEC on 
behalf of the City. Analytical results from Environmental Science Corporation routinely 
did not include the individual(s) who performed the analysis.  Exhibit 23, for example, 
displays the July 19, 2007 analytical results for the laboratory’s sample analysis which 
lacks the required information. Furthermore, data from Environmental Science 
Corporation from July 17, 2007 for nitrate, nitrite, and cadmium were misreported in the 
2007 Annual Report as follows: (a) the analytical results from July 17, 2007 for nitrate 
were reported as the analytical result for nitrite, (b) the analytical result for cadmium 
should have been reported as the minimum detection limit (0.0050), but was reported as 
0.00050 milligrams per liter (see Exhibits 22 and 23).  As a result, analytical results were 
not reported in accordance with the Permit Part II.10, Region IX Standard Federal 
NPDES Permit Conditions.  The City must report valid analytical results as required by 
Part II.10 of the Permit. 
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The Permit Part II.10, Region IX Standard Federal NPDES Permit Conditions states 
“monitoring must be conducted according to procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 
136….unless test procedures have been specified in this permit.”  40 CFR Part 136.3, 
Table II, footnote 22, states that fecal coliform and fecal streptococci should be analyzed 
“immediately, preferably within 2 hours of sample collection” and that “the maximum 
transport time to the laboratory is 6 hours, and samples should be processed within 2 
hours of receipt at the laboratory.”  Fecal coliform and fecal streptococci analysis results 
reported by the City routinely did not meet the 6 hour holding time limit specified in 40 
CFR Part 136.3, Table II. Exhibits 24 and 25, for example, display the July 17, 2007 
analytical results for the fecal coliform and fecal streptococci samples which were 
analyzed beyond the maximum holding time limit.  Although the contract laboratory 
notified the City that the samples were received outside of the specified holding time 
limit, the City reported the results in the 2007 Annual Report (see Exhibit 22) rather than 
identifying that the results were invalid. The City must report analytical results as 
required by Part II.10 of the Permit. 

2.6.3. Failure to Conduct Monitoring for DDE. The Permit Appendix 1, Section G, 
Monitoring for DDE requires the City to “include DDE on the list of pollutants for which 
sampling and analysis is conducted in accordance with the storm water monitoring 
program.”  Records of monitoring information from Environmental Science Corporation 
did not include analytical results for DDE.  DDE was also not included in the City’s 
Analytical Parameters for Permit Sampling list in Table 3-12 of the City’s 1998 Part 2 
Application (see Exhibit 26).  As a result, monitoring for DDE was not reported in 
accordance with the Permit.  The City must report analytical results as required by the 
Permit Appendix 1, Section G, Monitoring for DDE. 

Section 3.0 Summary Evaluation of General Permit 
Inspections in the City of Scottsdale  

The EPA Inspection Team conducted 10 additional inspections of facilities located in the 
City and/or served by the City’s MS4.  Six of the facilities were construction sites where 
the owner or operator had obtained coverage under the Construction General Permit.  
Four of the facilities were industrial sites where the owner or operator had obtained 
coverage under the Industrial General Permit.   

The purposes of the General Permit Inspections were (1) to assess the adequacy, 
appropriateness, and maintenance of BMPs employed by construction and industrial 
activities to prevent and reduce storm water pollution, and (2) to gauge the overall 
effectiveness of the City’s construction and industrial oversight activities.  Conclusions 
which directly pertain to the City’s oversight obligations under its MS4 permit are 
presented in Section 2.2, Industrial Facilities, and Section 2.4, Construction Sites, 
respectively. 
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The General Permit Inspections were conducted by two teams of inspectors with the 
participation of ADEQ personnel. Reports for the General Permit Inspections are 
provided in Appendix D and will also be forwarded to the respective facilities. 
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Section 4.0 Recommendations for Improved Storm Water 
Management by the City 

Summary Recommendation Regarding Development and Implementation of the 
City’s Storm Water Management Programs. MS4 programs, by necessity, involve 
numerous divisions and personnel within an organization.  Therefore, successful 
implementation of a comprehensive MS4 program relies on strong interdepartmental 
coordination and cooperation by City personnel.  The interdepartmental coordination and 
communication within the City’s organizational structure is almost nonexistent for MS4 
program purposes.  For instance, through the course of the EPA inspection, the City’s 
Stormwater NPDES Coordinator explained that he learned that the inspections of 
municipal facilities are conducted as part of the City’s Environmental Management 
System (EMS) on an annual basis.  The City Municipal Services representatives also 
stated they learned a great deal about the SWMP activities of the other City Departments 
throughout the course of preparing and taking part in the evaluation of the City’s MS4 
program.  As a result, the City appeared to lack overall distribution of program 
responsibilities and program unification.    

The City relies on EEC to develop and implement certain aspects of the Storm Water 
Management Program including: monitoring activities, negotiations with ADEQ, 
emergency sampling related to spills, and the compilation and submittal of annual 
reports. Throughout the EPA inspection, the City’s Consultant responded to the majority 
of formal questioning and program evaluation.  As a result, it appeared that the City had 
not internalized all facets of the Storm Water Management Program.  The EPA Inspection 
Team recommends that the City reevaluate the MS4 program and its ability (1) to 
develop and implement a comprehensive MS4 program and (2) to unify the MS4 program 
by coordination within the City’s organizational structure, distribution of program 
responsibilities, and program unification through organizational control. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the City pursue options to leverage the 
participation of other City staff and instill ownership of its Storm Water Management 
Program. Options to leverage the participation of City staff could include the 
development of a City steering committee and holding workshops or meetings with staff 
who are delegated responsibilities for the Storm Water Management Program. 
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Appendix A 

Inspection Schedule
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Agenda for MS4 Inspection of City of Scottsdale (June 8–11, 2009) 

Monday 
June 8, 2009 

Day 

All Day 

Time 

General Permit Inspections 

Program Area/ Agenda Item 

8:30 am -
9:00 am 

Kick-off Meeting & Program Management Overview 

9:00 am -
11:00 am 

Construction (Office) 

Tuesday 
June 9, 2009 

11:00 am -
12:00 pm 

12:00 pm -
1:00 pm 

New Development and Redevelopment (Office) 

Lunch Break 

1:00 pm -
2:00 pm 

Storm Drain Maintenance and Structural Controls (Office) 

2:00 pm -
3:00 pm 

Illicit Connections and Illegal Dumping (Office) 

3:00 pm -
4:00 pm 

Municipal Facilities/Operations (Office) 

6:15 am -
10:00 am 

Municipal Facilities/Operations (Field) 

10:00 am -
12:00 pm

 Construction/ New Development and Redevelopment (Field) 

Wednesday 
June 10, 

2009 

12:00 pm -
1:00 pm 

1:00 pm -
2:00 pm 

Lunch Break 

Industrial Facilities (Office) 

2:00 pm -
3:00 pm 

Monitoring/Sampling  
 (Office) 

Thursday 
June 11, 

2009 

8:00 am -
9:00 am 

9:00 am -
10:00 am 

Construction General Permit Oversight Inspections 
(Field)/Records Review (Office) 

Internal Discussion1 

10:00 am -
11:30 pm 

Closing Conference2 

1 Internal Discussion – Discussion among members of the EPA Inspection Team.  Goal is to compare notes and 
prepare information to be discussed with the City during Closing Conference.  City participation is not needed. 
2 The City is encouraged to invite representatives from all applicable organizational divisions/departments. 
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Appendix B 

Exhibit Log
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Exhibit 1. Sign-in sheet for the June 9, 2009, kickoff meeting and daily 
activities. 
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Exhibit 2. Sign-in sheet for the June 9, 2009, kickoff meeting and daily 
activities. 
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Exhibit 3. Sign-in sheet for the June 10, 2009, Municipal Operations and 
Monitoring sessions. 
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Exhibit 4. Records request sheet provided to the City on June 9, 2009 
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CCCAAAPPP CCCaaannnaaalll

Exhibit 5. The City now considers its MS4 Permit Area to be limited to those 
areas of the City which are located south of the CAP Canal. 
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Exhibit 6. Letter to the City dated November 2, 2004 
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Exhibit 7. The City’s 2004 Draft Permit Reapplication specifies an MS4 Permit 
Area that is inclusive of all City areas, regardless of whether they are located 

north or south of the CAP Canal. 
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Exhibit 8. The first record of a distinction between areas located north or south 
of the CAP Canal. 
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Exhibit 9. The Outfall No. 3927 inspection record for November 5, 2008 states 
“IB Outfall,” designating that this is an outfall to Indian Bend Wash. 
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CCCAAAPPP CCCaaannnaaalll tttooo ttthhheee nnnooorrrttthhh ooofff
SSScccooottttttsssdddaaallleee AAAiiirrrpppooorrrttt
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Exhibit 10. A map of illicit discharge complaint investigations conducted by the 
City’s Stormwater Management personnel does not depict the area located north 

of the CAP Canal. 
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Exhibit 11. The City’s IPP Significant Industrial Users List 2008 states “N. of 
the canal” as a handwritten note. 
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Exhibit 12. The EPA Inspection Team conducted its own query of the TRI 
database and determined that at least three facilities that are subject to SARA 

Title III are within the jurisdiction of the permittee. 
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Exhibit 13. The Westcor Aviation facility does not have Industrial General 
Permit coverage and has therefore operated without a permit for over 30 years. 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 13 of 26 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 14. Excerpt from the the City’s IPP inspection checklist. 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 14 of 26 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Note: Does not contain a description of 
outfall and does not contain visual 
observations made during inspection. 

Exhibit 15. Hand written outfall inspections (old system field forms) 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 15 of 26 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Old and new system inspection forms do not include a comment field for 
descriptions or visual observations made for outfalls. 

Exhibit 16. Outfall inspection records. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 17. Drainage system inspection checklist (not yet implemented). 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 18. City Park’s outfall inspection list. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 19. Example construction inspection record (Note: there are no fields to 
identify or evaluate BMPs at a site). 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 20. Example inspection record (Note: records do not include detailed 
descriptions indicating that inspectors are observing and assessing BMPs). 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 21. Example of a lack of description on construction inspection records 
that do not indicate follow-up actions. 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 21 of 26 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 22. Analytical results reported in the City’s 2007 Annual Report (Note: 
monitoring results lack required information). 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 23. Laboratory records of monitoring information lack the required 
information for individual(s) who performed the analysis; nitrate, nitrite, and 

cadmium [also see Exhibit 21]. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 24. Laboratory qualifier codes. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 25. Description of laboratory qualifier codes. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Exhibit 26. City’s analytical parameter list for storm water monitoring (Note: 

DDE is not included). 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Appendix C 

Photograph Log
 

September 2009 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph 1. Scottsdale Airpark – Westco Aviation, a private and charter aircraft 
service, maintenance, and storage facility at 7305 E. Greenway Road. 

Photograph 2. Scottsdale Airpark – Industrial activities such as aircraft service and 
storage were observed at the Westcor Aviation facility. 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 1 of 5 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph 3. Scottsdale Airpark – The owner of the Westcor Aviation facility has 
submitted an application to the City for a Conditional Use Permit (Case No. 31-UP-

2008) to operate an off-airport heliport. 

Photograph 4. Scottsdale Airpark – Aircraft fueling system located northeast of 
7916 East Beck Lane in Scottsdale, Arizona 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 2 of 5 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

OOOnnn---sssiiittteee ssstttooorrrmmm dddrrraaaiiinnnaaagggeee
cccooonnnvvveeeyyyaaannnccceee

Photograph 5. Scottsdale Airpark – View of Aircraft fueling system located 
northeast of 7916 East Beck Lane; potential for spills and subsequent conveyance to 

storm drain system. 

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt cccooonnnvvveeeyyyeeeddd
oooffffffsssiiittteee

Photograph 6. View of sediment release along the east side of the Scottsdale Fashion 

Square construction site, adjacent to Scottsdale Road.
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph 7. View of vehicle maintenance degreaser description. 

Photograph 8. Floor degreasing wash area located in the vehicle maintenance area 
of the North Corporate Yard. 

Inspection Dates: June 8—11, 2009 Page 4 of 5 



MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph 9. Evidence of residue transport from designated degreasing area. 

Photograph 10. Wash water entering storm drain from a water department vehicle. 
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MS4 Program Compliance Inspection 
City of Scottsdale, Arizona 

Appendix D 

General Permit Facility Inspection Reports
 

September 2009 



                                                           

     

 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Storm Water Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z M S G - 6 1 2 8 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

4 5 8 1 300 Indian Bend Wash and City of  
Scottsdale MS4 

Section B: Facility Data 
Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport 
1500 North Airport Drive, Suite 200 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Entry Time/Date 
2:15 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
02/06/2003 

Exit Time/Date 
4:35 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Chris Read, Robert Summers 

Title(s) 
Airport Operations Manager, and Facilities Maintenance 
Operator, respectively 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Scott T. Gray 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport 
1500 North Airport Drive, Suite 200 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Title 
Aviation Director 
Phone Number 
480-312-2674 Contacted: YES __ NO _ X _ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP U Records/Reports S Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

The City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport (Facility) is a general aviation airport with private, commercial, and  
governmental tenants. The Facility is located on approximately 300 acres and averages approximately 200,000  
flight operations annually on one runway. 

The Facility was inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities, issued in October 2000 (the Permit). 
The Permit expired October 30, 2005 and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) no longer 
accepts Notices of Intent for coverage under the Permit. Guidance issued by ADEQ states “until a new permit is 
issued, operators are expected to develop and implement storm water pollution prevention plans, best managemen 
practices and implement the appropriate sector-specific requirements described in the MSGP 2000 [the Permit].”  
The Facility’s primary Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code is 4581, which is covered under Sector S 
of the Permit. 

Pursuant to the NPDES Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities and associated guidance 
issued by ADEQ, the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Note: A copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan dated February 23, 2009 (SWPPP) was retained 
onsite and was reviewed during the inspection. The SWPPP states “the Indian Bend Wash is the receiving water 
for storm water discharged from the airport via five outfalls.” The ADEQ Notice of Intent (NOI) Authorization 
further clarifies that the Indian Bend Wash is less than one mile from the Facility and identifies the Facility 
receiving waters as the Indian Bend Wash, and the City of Scottsdale municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4). 

1. Part 2.1 of the Permit, Table 2—1 specifies the following deadlines for submitting NOIs: (1) for new discharges, 
two days prior to commencing operation of the facility…; and (2) for new owner/operator of existing discharges, 
two days prior to taking operational control. Part 1.4.2 of the Permit further requires submission of a Notice of 
Termination (NOT) 30 days after one of the following conditions have been met: (1) a new owner/operator has 
assumed responsibility for the [co-permittee] facility, or (2) operations have ceased at the facility and there no 
longer are discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity from the facility and the necessary 
sediment and erosion controls have been implemented. 

The SWPPP, Section 1.1.2, states “the Scottsdale Airport elected to be covered under the MSGP and has 
included tenants who conduct industrial activities on the Airport as co-permittees….The Scottsdale Airport 
manages the permitting of storm water discharges associated with industrial activities by assuming the roles of 
both program administrator and co-permittee to the participating Airport tenants.”  As the program administrator, 
the City of Scottsdale has attempted to manage the permitting for all co-permittees by submitting to ADEQ, new 
NOIs and updates to the list of co-permittees. However, the City of Scottsdale has not adequately managed the 
permitting of storm water discharges for all co-permittees as specified in the SWPPP, Section 1.1.2 and 
required by Part 1.4.2 and Part 2.1 of the Permit. Specifically, the submittals to ADEQ which include new NOIs 
and updates to the list of co-permittees, do not serve as NOTs.  NOTs have not been submitted to ADEQ as 
required by Part 2.1 of the Permit (see attached Exhibit 1, for example). The submittals to ADEQ also do not 
demonstrate submission of NOIs within the deadlines required by Part 2.1 of the Permit. Furthermore, the 
submittals to ADEQ do not demonstrate submission of NOTs within the deadlines required by Part 1.4.2 of the 
Permit. As program administrator under the Permit, the City of Scottsdale must effectively manage the 
permitting of storm water discharges associated with industrial activities at the Facility by ensuring that NOIs 
and NOTs are submitted in accordance with Part 1.4.2 and Part 2.1 of the Permit. 

Section E. Records Review 

Note: The EPA Contractor inspectors conducted site visits at the following locations: Air Commerce Center (see 
attached Photograph 1); Landmark Aviation, fueling farm (see attached Photographs 2 and 3); Landmark Aviation, 
airplane storage hangers; West Coast Wash Station; Airport outdoor wash rack; Airport covered washing hanger; 
and the Executive Aircraft Maintenance (EAM) hanger. Site conditions observed at the Facility generally indicated 
adequate housekeeping and pollution prevention practices. 

Section F: Facility Site Review 



City of Scottsdale – Municipal Airport 
(Authorization No. AZMSG-6128) Exhibit Log 

Inspected by: Scott Coulson and Luz Falcon-Martinez (PG Environmental, LLC) 

Exhibit 1:  NOTs have not been submitted to ADEQ as required by Part 2.1 of the Permit. 

Inspection Date: June 8, 2009 Page 1 of 1 



Site Photographs City of Scottsdale 
Municipal Airport 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

BBBeeerrrmmm sssuuurrrrrrooouuunnndddiiinnnggg
pppaaarrrkkkiiinnnggg aaarrreeeaaa

Photograph 1—Sign near an Air Commerce Center managed storage area and hangar Photograph 2—Landmark Aviation fueling truck parking area 

RRRaaammmpppeeeddd fffuuueeelll iiinnnggg aaarrreeeaaa

TTTooo IIInnndddiiiaaannn BBBeeennnddd WWWaaassshhh

Photograph 3—Landmark Aviation fuel tank area Photograph 4—View of airport detention basin, facing southeast 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Storm Water Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z M S G - 6 1 2 9 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

4 5 8 1 Indian Bend Wash and City of  
Scottsdale MS4 

Section B: Facility Data 
Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Landmark Aviation 
14600 North Airport Drive 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Entry Time/Date 
1:30 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
02/06/2003 

Exit Time/Date 
2:30 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Rod Summers 

Title(s) 
Not Provided 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Scott T. Gray 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport 
1500 North Airport Drive, Suite 200 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Title 
Aviation Director 
Phone Number 
480-312-2674 Contacted: YES _ X _ NO __ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP S Records/Reports S Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

Landmark Aviation (Discharger) is a tenant at the City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport, a general aviation airport.   
The Discharger primarily conducts truck fueling and storage activities. 

The Discharger’s activities were inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities, issued in  
October 2000 (the Permit). The Permit expired October 30, 2005 and the Arizona Department of Environmental  
Quality (ADEQ) no longer accepts Notices of Intent for coverage under the Permit. Guidance issued by ADEQ 
states “until a new permit is issued, operators are expected to develop and implement storm water pollution  
prevention plans, best management practices and implement the appropriate sector-specific requirements  
described in the MSGP 2000 [the Permit].” The Discharger’s primary Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 
is 4581, which is covered under Sector S of the Permit. 



Note: A copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan dated February 23, 2009 (Co-Permittee SWPPP) was 
retained onsite and was reviewed during the inspection. The Co-Permittee SWPPP, Section 1.1.2, states “the 
Scottsdale Airport elected to be covered under the MSGP and has included tenants who conduct industrial 
activities on the Airport as co-permittees….The Scottsdale Airport manages the permitting of storm water 
discharges associated with industrial activities by assuming the roles of both program administrator and co-
permittee to the participating Airport tenants.” Therefore, the Discharger is considered a co-permittee with the 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport (Airport) and the participating tenants.  All co-permittees utilize a common 
SWPPP, or Co-Permittee SWPPP, for industrial activities at the Airport. 

The SWPPP states “the Indian Bend Wash is the receiving water for storm water discharged from the airport via 
five outfalls.” The ADEQ Notice of Intent (NOI) Authorization further clarifies that the Indian Bend Wash is less 
than one mile from the Facility and identifies the Facility receiving waters as the Indian Bend Wash, and the City 
of Scottsdale municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). 

Section E. Records Review 

Note: The EPA Contractor inspector conducted a site visit for activities associated with the Discharger.  Site 
conditions observed at the Facility generally indicated adequate housekeeping and pollution prevention practices 
(refer to attached Photographs 1 and 2). 

Section F: Facility Site Review 



Site Photographs Landmark Aviation 
14600 North Airport Drive 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

Photograph 1— Fueling truck parking area Photograph 2— View of truck fueling station 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Storm Water Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z M S G - 6 1 3 1 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

4 5 8 1 Indian Bend Wash and City of  
Scottsdale MS4 

Section B: Facility Data 
Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Landmark Aviation 
14700 North Airport Drive 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Entry Time/Date 
1:30 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
02/06/2003 

Exit Time/Date 
2:30 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Rod Summers 

Title(s) 
Not Provided 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Scott T. Gray 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport 
1500 North Airport Drive, Suite 200 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Title 
Aviation Director 
Phone Number 
480-312-2674 Contacted: YES _ X _ NO __ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP S Records/Reports S Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

Landmark Aviation (Discharger) is a tenant at the City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport, a general aviation airport.   
The Discharger primarily conducts airplane fueling and storage activities at Facility address 14700 North Airport 
Drive. 

The Discharger’s Facility was inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities, issued in  
October 2000 (the Permit). The Permit expired October 30, 2005 and the Arizona Department of Environmental  
Quality (ADEQ) no longer accepts Notices of Intent for coverage under the Permit. Guidance issued by ADEQ 
states “until a new permit is issued, operators are expected to develop and implement storm water pollution  
prevention plans, best management practices and implement the appropriate sector-specific requirements  
described in the MSGP 2000 [the Permit].” The Discharger’s primary Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 
is 4581, which is covered under Sector S of the Permit. 



Note: A copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan dated February 23, 2009 (Co-Permittee SWPPP) was 
retained onsite and was reviewed during the inspection. The Co-Permittee SWPPP, Section 1.1.2, states “the 
Scottsdale Airport elected to be covered under the MSGP and has included tenants who conduct industrial 
activities on the Airport as co-permittees….The Scottsdale Airport manages the permitting of storm water 
discharges associated with industrial activities by assuming the roles of both program administrator and co-
permittee to the participating Airport tenants.” Therefore, the Discharger is considered a co-permittee with the 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport (Airport) and the participating tenants.  All co-permittees utilize a common 
SWPPP, or Co-Permittee SWPPP, for industrial activities at the Airport. 

The SWPPP states “the Indian Bend Wash is the receiving water for storm water discharged from the airport via 
five outfalls.” The ADEQ Notice of Intent (NOI) Authorization further clarifies that the Indian Bend Wash is less 
than one mile from the Facility and identifies the Facility receiving waters as the Indian Bend Wash, and the City 
of Scottsdale municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). 

Section E. Records Review 

Note: Site conditions observed at the on-airport properties and activities generally indicated adequate 
housekeeping and pollution prevention practices (refer to attached Photographs 1 and 2). 

Section F: Facility Site Review 



Site Photographs Landmark Aviation 
14700 North Airport Drive 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

Photograph 1— Airplane hangar Photograph 2— View of airplane fueling station in front of the airplane 
hangar from Photograph 1 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Storm Water Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z M S G - 6 1 3 4 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

4 5 8 1 Indian Bend Wash and City of  
Scottsdale MS4 

Section B: Facility Data 
Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Air Commerce Center 
14605 North Airport Drive, Suite 210 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Entry Time/Date 
2:15 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
02/06/2003 

Exit Time/Date 
4:35 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Robert Summers, Chris Read 

Title(s) 
Facilities Maintenance Operator and Airport Operations 
Manager, respectively 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
John Meyer 
Airport Property Specialists, LLC 
14605 North Airport Drive, Suite 210 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

Title 
Principal, Designated Broker 
Phone Number 
480-483-1985 Contacted: YES _ X _ NO __ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP S Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

The Air Commerce Center is owned and operated by Airport Property Specialists, LLC (Airport Properties or  
Discharger). The Discharger is a tenant at the City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport, a general aviation airport. The 
Discharger primarily conducts property management services for other tenants at the Airport.   

Properties and activities associated with the Discharger were inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial 
Activities, issued in October 2000 (the Permit). The Permit expired October 30, 2005 and the Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) no longer accepts Notices of Intent for coverage under the Permit. Guidance 
issued by ADEQ states “until a new permit is issued, operators are expected to develop and implement storm  
water pollution prevention plans, best management practices and implement the appropriate sector-specific  
requirements described in the MSGP 2000 [the Permit].” The Discharger’s primary Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) Code is 4581, which is covered under Sector S of the Permit. 

Pursuant to the NPDES Storm Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities and associated guidance 
issued by ADEQ, the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Note: A copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan dated February 23, 2009 (Co-Permittee SWPPP) was 
retained onsite and was reviewed during the inspection. The Co-Permittee SWPPP, Section 1.1.2, states “the 
Scottsdale Airport elected to be covered under the MSGP and has included tenants who conduct industrial 
activities on the Airport as co-permittees….The Scottsdale Airport manages the permitting of storm water 
discharges associated with industrial activities by assuming the roles of both program administrator and co-
permittee to the participating Airport tenants.” Therefore, the Discharger is considered a co-permittee with the 
City of Scottsdale Municipal Airport (Airport) and the participating tenants.  All co-permittees utilize a common 
SWPPP, or Co-Permittee SWPPP, for industrial activities at the Airport. 

The SWPPP states “the Indian Bend Wash is the receiving water for storm water discharged from the airport via 
five outfalls.” The ADEQ Notice of Intent (NOI) Authorization further clarifies that the Indian Bend Wash is less 
than one mile from the Facility and identifies the Facility receiving waters as the Indian Bend Wash, and the City 
of Scottsdale municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). 

Section E. Records Review 

Section F: Facility Site Review 

Note: The EPA Contractor inspector conducted site visits at a number of on-airport properties and activities 
associated with the Discharger. Site conditions observed at the on-airport properties and activities generally 
indicated adequate housekeeping and pollution prevention practices 

1. The EPA Contractor inspector also conducted site visits at a number of off-airport properties and activities 
associated with the Discharger. Most notably, the Discharger conducts property management services for an 
aircraft fueling system located northeast of 7916 East Beck Lane in Scottsdale, Arizona (see attached 
Photograph 1). A Facilities Maintenance representative with Airport Properties explained that the “fuel farm” 
manifold is used for fueling operations by private aircraft operators, and Airport Properties only oversees tanker 
deliveries, not fueling by individual aircraft operators. Collectively, these industrial activities are classified by 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 45 and require coverage under the Permit.  Records provided by 
ADEQ indicate that the “fuel farm” facility does not have Permit coverage and is therefore operating without a 
permit. In a separate inspection of the Scottsdale Municipal Airport, the City Airport Operations Manager 
explained that most on-airport spills can be attributed to tenant fueling activities. The SWPPP dated February 
23, 2009, Section 2.4.5, states “fuel spills may occur quite frequently due the frequency with which this activity 
is performed.” Presumably, off-airport fueling at the “fuel farm” would pose a similar, if not greater, potential for 
spills and subsequent conveyance to the storm drain system (see attached Photograph 2). 

Coverage under the Permit is required for the following industrial activities: Air Transportation Facilities (SIC 
Code 45). A written explanation must be provided to EPA and ADEQ for conducting regulated industrial 
activities at the “fuel farm” facility without coverage under the Permit. 



Site Photographs Airport Properties, LLC 
7916 East Beck Lane 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

OOOnnn---sssiiittteee ssstttooorrrmmm dddrrraaaiiinnnaaagggeee
cccooonnnvvveeeyyyaaannnccceee

Photograph 1— Aircraft fueling system located northeast of 7916 East Beck 
Lane in Scottsdale, Arizona Photograph 2— View of potential for spills and subsequent conveyance 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 4 3 5 5 9 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

5.05 City of Scottsdale MS4 
Section B: Facility Data 

Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help 
3801 North Miller Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 

Entry Time/Date 
8:30 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
02/27/2009 

Exit Time/Date 
9:45 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Steve Shumway 

Title(s) 
Project Superintendent 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Adam Lebrecht 
3220 East Harbour Drive 
Phoenix, AZ 85034 

Title 
Not Provided 
Phone Number 
602-526-0194 Contacted: YES _X_ NO ___ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection 
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

U SWPPP S Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

DL Withers Construction is constructing the Parish Life Center (PLC or Facility) for Our Lady of Perpetual Help 
Church located at the corner of North Miller Road and Main Street. The Facility was inspected by a USEPA 
contractor regarding the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit for Discharge 
from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States (the Permit). 

Construction of the PLC began in May 2009. The site is separated into a staging area that is approximately three 
acres and the active construction site which consists of approximately two acres of disturbed area.  The PLC will 
have classrooms, meeting rooms, parish offices, a parish hall, conference rooms, and locker rooms.   

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



1. Part III.A.3 of the Permit requires “all operator(s) sign and certify the SWPPP they will implement in accordance 
with Part VIII.J” of the Permit. The Facility’s SWPPP certification statement had not been signed by an 
authorized representative. The SWPPP must be updated to include this information. 

2. Part III.C.2.a of the Permit requires the SWPPP to describe the nature of the construction activity, including a 
description of the project and its intended use after the Notice of Termination is filed. The SWPPP did not 
include a description of the PLC project. The SWPPP must be updated to include this information. 

3. Part III.C.4 of the Permit requires the SWPPP to “identify the nearest receiving water(s), including ephemeral 
and intermittent streams, dry washes, and arroyos.” The SWPPP did not identify the nearest receiving water(s). 
The Facility representative stated that the drainage of the site flows south of the site onto the adjacent baseball 
fields or to the street into the City of Scottsdale (City) municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) system.  
The SWPPP must be updated to include this information. 

Note: Based on a spot-check of inspection records, site inspections were being performed at the frequency and 
scope outlined in the Permit and SWPPP. Inspection records are recorded electronically. 

Section E. Records Review 

Section F: Facility Site Review 

4. Part IV.C.7 of the Permit requires operators to implement effective BMPs to minimize tracking of sediments, 
debris, and other pollutants from vehicles and equipment entering and leaving the site.  It was observed during 
the inspection that adequate BMPs were not implemented to prevent the transport of sediment to Main Street 
from the construction entrance. Sediment and debris were observed beyond the Facility’s construction 
entrance and in the City’s curb and gutter line along Main Street, a City roadway (see attached Photographs 3 
and 4). As a result, there was a release of sediment from the disturbed area to Main Street, a component of the 
City MS4. Adequate BMPs must be implemented and maintained to prevent the release of sediment from the 
disturbed area to Main Street and sediment in the street must be removed and disposed of so that it does not 
re-enter the street. 



Site Photographs DL Withers Construction 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help, Parish Life Center 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

Photograph 1 – View of construction entrance facing south. Photograph 2 – View from construction site entrance to the west. 

MMMaaaiiinnn SSStttrrreeeeeettt

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt TTTrrraaaccckkkiiinnnggg
SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt TTTrrraaaccckkkiiinnnggg

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt iiinnn cccuuurrrbbb aaannnddd
ggguuutttttteeerrr

Photograph 3 – View of vehicle tracking onto Main Street, facing northeast. Photograph 4 – View of vehicle tracking onto Main Street, facing northwest. 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 3 5 7 6 9 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

8.5 City of Scottsdale MS4 
Section B: Facility Data 

Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Scottsdale Fashion Square 
7014 East Camelback Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 

Entry Time/Date 
12:00 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
05/09/2008 

Exit Time/Date 
12:45 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Russ Myers 
Rick Roberts 

Title(s) 
Not Provided 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Robert Cashin 
Kitchell Contractors, Inc. of AZ 
1707 East Highland Avenue, #200 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Title 
Not Provided 
Phone Number 
602-390-2252 Contacted: YES ___ NO _X_ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP S Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

The Scottsdale Fashion Square (Facility) is a retail shopping center located on the southeast corner of Scottsdale 
Road and Camelback Road. The Facility was inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the Arizona Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters  
of the United States (the Permit). 

Construction activities began in October 2007. Kitchell Contractors, Inc. is involved in renovations and 
redevelopment of approximately 8.5 acres which included demolition of the existing Robinsons-May department  
store; demolition of existing parking garages; the addition of a two-level underground parking structure and 
173,000 square feet of new retail space and the building of a department store shell. 

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Note: A copy of the SWPPP and corresponding site map were observed during the inspection. There were no 
findings or deficiencies identified with respect to the SWPPP. 

Note: Based on a spot-check of inspection records, site inspections were being performed at the frequency and 
scope outlined in the Permit and SWPPP. 

Note: The SWPPP states that the receiving water for the Facility is the City of Scottsdale (City) MS4 system. 

Section E. Records Review 

Section F: Facility Site Review 

1. Part IV.A.3 of the Permit requires operator(s) to “design and implement a combination of erosion and sediment 
control [BMPs] to keep sediment in place and to capture sediment to the extent practicable before it leaves the 
site.” It was observed during the inspection that adequate BMPs were not implemented at several locations 
along the site perimeter adjacent to Scottsdale Road, a City roadway (see attached Photograph 1). As a result, 
there was a release of sediment from the disturbed area to Scottsdale Road, a component of the City MS4.  
Adequate BMPs must be implemented and maintained to prevent the release of sediment from the disturbed 
area to Scottsdale Road. 

2. Part IV.C.7 of the Permit requires that the operator “implement effective BMPs to minimize tracking of 
sediments, debris, and other pollutants from vehicles and equipment entering and leaving the site.”  It was 
observed during the inspection that sediment from the disturbed area located in the northern portion of the site, 
adjacent to the parking lot, (see attached Photograph 2) was being transported across the impervious surface 
beyond the site boundaries (see attached Photographs 3 and 4). It was observed that adequate BMPs were 
not implemented to prevent the transport of sediment from the construction site onto the unnamed roadway 
adjacent to Coco’s Restaurant. The Facility representative stated that a street sweeper was contracted for 
maintenance of the construction entrance and the roadway. However, there was a release of sediment from 
the disturbed area to the unnamed roadway and the potential for the subsequent conveyance of sediment onto 
Scottsdale Road, a City roadway. Adequate BMPs must be implemented and maintained to prevent the release 
of sediment from the disturbed area to the roadway and subsequently to Scottsdale Road. 



Site Photographs Kitchell Contractors, Inc. of AZ 
Scottsdale Fashion Square 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

SSScccooottttttsssdddaaallleee RRRoooaaaddd

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt dddiiisssccchhhaaarrrgggeee oooffffff sssiiittteee

Photograph 1 – View of disturbed area along the east side of the site, adjacent to 
Scottsdale Road. 

Photograph 2 – View of the disturbed area located adjacent to the parking lot in the 
northern portion of the site. 

LLLooocccaaatttiiiooonnn ooofff dddiiissstttuuurrrbbbeeeddd aaarrreeeaaa iiinnn
PPPhhhoootttooogggrrraaappphhh 222

SSScccooottttttsssdddaaallleee RRRoooaaaddd

Photograph 3 - View of sediment tracking from the construction entrance at the 
northeast corner of the site, facing south. 

Photograph 4 – View of sediment tracking at the construction entrance at the 
northeast corner of the site. 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 3 6 1 4 3 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

5.38 City of Scottsdale MS4 
Section B: Facility Data 

Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Reflections on the Canal 
4807 North Woodmere Fairway 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 

Entry Time/Date 
10:15 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
05/20/2008 

Exit Time/Date 
11:30 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Kelly Adams 

Title(s) 
Project Manager 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Kelly Adams 
Mesa 256 Corp. 
4807 North Woodmere Fairway 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 

Title 
Project Manager 
Phone Number 
480-429-1908 Contacted: YES _X_ NO ___ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP U Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

The Reflections on the Canal (Facility) is a 100 unit condominium/townhouse development located on the northeas 
corner of North Woodmere Fairway and East Chapparal Road.  The Facility was inspected by a USEPA contractor 
regarding the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit for Discharge from  
Construction Activities to Waters of the United States (the Permit). 

The Facility will consist of six buildings (two stacked condominiums and four townhouse structures), two 
underground parking structures, and attached garages for the townhome units. Construction of Phase I of the 
project began in October 2007 (original NOI date 3/28/2007, 2003 permit coverage); a new NOI was authorized by 
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) on5/20/2008. Phase II is scheduled to begin in 
September 2009. 

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



1. Part III.E of the Permit requires “the SWPPP shall be revised as necessary during permit coverage to reflect 
current conditions and to maintain accuracy if there are changes in design or construction of the project, or if 
the SWPPP is found to be deficient.” The Facility’s SWPPP was dated March 2007 and had not been updated. 
The SWPPP must be updated according to Part III.E of the Permit. 

2. Part IV.H of the Permit requires “the operator shall provide ‘qualified personnel’ to perform inspections 
according to the selected inspection schedule identified in the SWPPP.” Inspection records were not available 
for review at the time of this inspection. Site inspections must be performed and documented at the frequency 
and scope outlined in the Permit (Part IV.H).. 

Note: The SWPPP identified Indian Bend Wash as the receiving water. 

Section E. Records Review 

Section F: Facility Site Review 

3. Part IV.C.6 of the Permit requires operator(s) to “at all times during construction provide effective sediment 
control [BMPs] at storm drain inlets that discharge, or could discharge, to waters of the U.S. or to a local MS4 
until all sources with potential for discharging to the inlet are stabilized.” It was observed during the inspection 
that adequate BMPs were not implemented at several inlet locations along Woodmere Fairway, a City of 
Scottsdale (City) roadway (see attached Photograph 1). Sediment was observed inside several catch basin 
inlet locations on the northwest portion of the site adjacent to Woodmere Fairway. As a result, there was a 
discharge of sediment into the City’s MS4 system.  Adequate BMPs must be implemented to prevent the 
discharge of sediment to the storm drain inlets. 

4. Part IV.C.7 of the Permit requires that the operator “implement effective BMPs to minimize tracking of 
sediments, debris, and other pollutants from vehicles and equipment entering and leaving the site.”  It was 
observed during the inspection that sediment was being transported from the Phase I construction site onto 
Woodmere Fairway, a City roadway (see attached Photograph 2) and beyond the site boundaries. It was 
observed that adequate BMPs were not implemented to prevent the transport of sediment from the construction 
site onto the roadway. The Facility representative stated that a street sweeper was contracted for maintenance 
of the roadway, three days per week. However, there was a release of sediment from the construction area to 
the roadway and the potential for the subsequent conveyance of sediment onto Woodmere Fairway.  Adequate 
BMPs must be implemented and maintained to prevent the release of sediment from the construction area to 
Woodmere Fairway. 

5. Part IV.C.7 of the Permit requires that the operator “implement effective BMPs to minimize tracking of 
sediments, debris, and other pollutants from vehicles and equipment entering and leaving the site.”  It was 
observed during the inspection that sediment and debris were being transported from the Phase II construction 
site entrance onto Woodmere Fairway, a City roadway (see attached Photographs 3 and 4). Sediment and 
debris accumulation was observed beyond the Facility’s construction entrance in the City’s curb and gutter line 
along Woodmere Fairway. As a result, there was a release of sediment and debris onto Woodmere Fairway, a 
component of the City MS4. Adequate BMPs must be implemented and maintained to prevent the release of 
sediment from the construction area to Woodmere Fairway. 



Site Photographs Mesa 256 Corp. 
Reflections on the Canal 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt aaaccccccuuummmuuulllaaatttiiiooonnn

Photograph 1 – View of storm drain inlet along Woodmere Fairway. Photograph 2 – View facing south on Woodmere Fairway adjacent to Phase I site 
entrance. 

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt aaannnddd dddeeebbbrrriiisss
aaaccccccuuummmuuulllaaatttiiiooonnn iiinnn cccuuurrrbbb aaannnddd ggguuutttttteeerrr
lll iiinnneee aaalllooonnnggg rrroooaaadddwwwaaayyy

Photograph 3 – View of Phase II construction entrance, facing east. Photograph 4 – Sediment and debris accumulation at Phase II construction entrance 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 4 0 6 9 0 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

28.7 Central Arizona Project conveyance 
Section B: Facility Data 

Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Maravilla Scottsdale 
7325 E. Princess Blvd. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 

Entry Time/Date 
8:45 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
10/20/2008 

Exit Time/Date 
9:45 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Guillermo Avena, Ron Anglin 

Title(s) 
Wheeler Construction Superintendent, and General 
Superintendent, respectively 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Bill Drake 
Senior Resource Group 
500 Stevens Avenue, Suite 100 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 

Title 
Not provided 
Phone Number 
858-314-1710 Contacted: YES __ NO _ X _ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

S SWPPP N Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

d 
Maravilla Scottsdale (Facility) is a senior living development.  Upon completion, the development will consist of 
assisted living residences and independent living casitas within a retirement community.  The Facility was inspecte
by a USEPA contractor regarding the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit fo 
Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States (the Permit).  At the time of the inspection, 
the construction consisted of preliminary grading prior to utilities installation. 

According to the Facility’s General Superintendent, the initial construction activities commenced in November 2008 
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) approved the Notice of Intent Authorization and 
Permit coverage on October 20, 2008. 

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Note: A copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan dated October 2008 (SWPPP) was retained onsite and 
was reviewed during the inspection. The SWPPP identified the following Facility receiving waters: the Central 
Arizona Project (CAP) conveyance (see attached Photograph 1) which flows to the west side CAP conveyance. It 
was observed during the inspection that public streets border the Maravilla Scottsdale development.  
Consequently, there is also a potential to discharge to the City of Scottsdale (City) municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4).   

Note: The Facility representatives stated that the City had issued a grading permit for the project, but explained 
that they were not aware of City inspectors having a presence onsite for storm water or erosion and sediment 
control purposes. The Facility representatives further explained that City inspectors had never asked to view the 
SWPPP and had never required corrective actions for erosion and sediment control purposes. 

Section E. Records Review 

1. Part IV.A.3 of the Permit states the operator(s) “shall design and implement a combination of erosion and 
sediment control BMPs to keep sediment in place and to capture sediment to the extent practicable before it 
leaves the site.” It was observed during the inspection that adequate perimeter and erosion control BMPs were 
not implemented along the southern boundary of the site to prevent the discharge of sediment to the adjacent 
CAP conveyance channel. A sedimentation basin located in the southwest portion of site was not yet 
operational (see attached Photograph 2) and temporary BMPs had not been implemented for exposed areas 
up-gradient and down-gradient (see attached Photograph 3) of the sedimentation basin. As a result, there was 
a potential for the discharge of sediment to the adjacent CAP conveyance channel. An adequate combination 
of erosion and sediment control BMPs must be implemented to keep sediment in place and to capture sediment 
to the extent practicable before it leaves the site. 

2. Part IV.E of the Permit states the operator(s) “shall not allow any non-stormwater discharges from the site.” It 
was observed during the inspection that irrigation activities located in the southeast portion of the site (see 
attached Photographs 4 and 5) had the potential to contribute to an illicit non-stormwater discharge to the CAP 
conveyance channel. In addition, a large expanse of exposed area was observed up-gradient of a partially 
operational sedimentation basin located in the southeast portion of site (see attached Photograph 6). Evidence 
of a non-stormwater discharge source (e.g., sediment and irrigation/dust control water) in the interim 
sedimentation basin was observed; including water and sediment accumulation in the intake structure (see 
attached Photographs 7 and 8). As a result, there was a potential for an illicit non-stormwater discharge to the 
CAP conveyance channel from the interim sedimentation basin located in the southeast portion of site (see 
attached Photograph 9). Adequate BMPs must be implemented to prevent any non-stormwater discharges 
from the site. 

Section F: Facility Site Review 



Site Photographs Senior Resource Group 
Maravilla Scottsdale 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

CCCAAAPPP cccooonnnvvveeeyyyaaannnccceee

SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennntttaaatttiiiooonnn bbbaaasssiiinnn uuunnndddeeerrr
cccooonnnssstttrrruuuccctttiiiooonnn

Photograph 1 - Central Arizona Project (CAP) conveyance Photograph 2 - Sedimentation basin construction located in the southwest 
portion of site 

CCCAAAPPP cccooonnnvvveeeyyyaaannnccceee

CCCooonnnssstttrrruuucccttteeeddd llleeettt---dddooowwwnnn ccchhhaaannnnnneeelll OOOvvveeerrr---wwwaaattteeerrriiinnnggg rrriiilll lllsss

Photograph 3 - Exposed areas up-gradient and down-gradient of the 
sedimentation basin, adjacent to the CAP 

Photograph 4 – Irrigation activity located in the southeast portion of the 
site 
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Site Photographs Senior Resource Group 
Maravilla Scottsdale 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

IIInnnllleeettt tttooo iiinnnttteeerrriiimmm ssseeedddiiimmmeeennntttaaatttiiiooonnn bbbaaasssiiinnn

Photograph 5 – Irrigation activity located adjacent to interim sedimentation 
basin in the southeast portion of the site Photograph 6 – Large exposed area in the southeast portion of the site 

IIInnntttaaakkkeee ssstttrrruuuccctttuuurrreee tttooo iiinnnttteeerrriiimmm
ssseeedddiiimmmeeennntttaaatttiiiooonnn bbbaaasssiiinnn VVViiieeewww iiinnnsssiiidddeee ttthhheee iiinnntttaaakkkeee ssstttrrruuuccctttuuurrreee ssshhhooowwwnnn iiinnn

PPPhhhoootttooogggrrraaappphhh 777

Photograph 7 – Intake structure located in the southeast portion of the site Photograph 8 – Sediment and debris accumulation in intake structure 
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Site Photographs Senior Resource Group 
Maravilla Scottsdale 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

CCCAAAPPP cccooonnnvvveeeyyyaaannnccceee ccchhhaaannnnnneeelll

IIInnntttaaakkkeee ssstttrrruuuccctttuuurrreee ssshhhooowwwnnn iiinnn PPPhhhoootttooogggrrraaappphhh 777

Photograph 9 – View of intake structure to the CAP channel 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 3 6 4 4 4 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

160 Un-named tributaries of Cave Creek 
Section B: Facility Data 

Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Saguaro Estates 
Southwest corner of Scottsdale Rd. and Dynamite Rd. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85266 

Entry Time/Date 
11:45 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
05/28/2008 

Exit Time/Date 
12:30 PM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Oscar Dominguez, Kevin Rosinski 

Title(s) 
Toll Brothers AVP Land Development, and AVP Construction, 
respectively 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Brian Fowler 
Toll Brothers AZ Construction, LLP 
14350 North 87th Street 
Scottsdale, AZ 85259 

Title 
Not provided 
Phone Number 
480-419-7167 Contacted: YES __ NO _ X _ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

U SWPPP N Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

Saguaro Estates (Facility) is an 88-lot residential development. The Facility was inspected by a USEPA contractor 
regarding the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Permit for Discharge from  
Construction Activities to Waters of the United States (the Permit).  The Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality (ADEQ) approved the Notice of Intent Authorization and Permit coverage for the Facility on May 28, 2008. 
At the time of the inspection, 35 homes had yet to be constructed but roadway and drainage work had been 
completed. Based on conversations with the Facility representatives and an updated map; Lots 18, 37, 62, 64, 69, 
and 74 were actively disturbed. 

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Note: A copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan dated June 2005 (SWPPP) was retained onsite and 
was reviewed during the inspection. 

Note: The Facility representatives stated that the City had issued a grading permit for the project, but explained 
that they had not had any interaction with City inspectors for storm water or erosion and sediment control 
purposes. The Facility representatives further explained that City inspectors had never asked to view the SWPPP 
and had never required corrective actions for erosion and sediment control purposes. 

1. Part III.C.3 of the Permit requires “the SWPPP shall contain legible site map(s) completed to scale, showing the 
entire site that identifies: (f) locations of all surface water bodies (including dry/ephemeral washes and 
wetlands). If none exist on site, the SWPPP shall indicate so; and (g) locations where stormwater discharges to 
a surface water…Where surface waters and/or MS4s receiving stormwater will not fit on the plan sheet, they 
shall be identified with an arrow indicating the direction and distance to the surface water and/or MS4.” 
Although, the SWPPP identified an un-named tributary to Cave Creek as the Facility receiving waters, the 
SWPPP site map did not identify the direction and distance to the off-site receiving water (e.g., Cave Creek) 
and/or MS4. Furthermore, the SWPPP site map did not clearly identify the natural drainage along the 
northwest perimeter of Lot 64. The SWPPP must be updated as required by Part III.C.3 of the Permit. 

Section E. Records Review 

2. Part III.A.2 of the Permit states the “SWPPP shall be prepared and implemented in accordance with good 
engineering practice requirements and shall: (a) identify all potential sources of pollution that may reasonably 
be expected to affect the quality of stormwater discharges from the construction site; and (b) identify, describe, 
and ensure implementation of BMPs that will be used to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from the 
construction site.” It was observed during the inspection that BMPs had not been implemented for the disturbed 
area pollutant source at Lot 64 (see attached Photographs 1 and 2). Specifically, temporary sediment and 
erosion control BMPs had not been implemented along the access roadway at the southeast perimeter of Lot 
64 (see attached Photograph 3). In a letter to the EPA Contract inspector dated June 12, 2009, the Facility 
representative stated “with the concurrence of the City of Scottsdale, we use a 2-inch cut-back curb… [that] 
acts as a small sediment settling area.” However, the cut-back curb does qualify as a BMP that has been 
implemented in accordance with good engineering practice requirements. As a result, there was a potential for 
the discharge of sediment from Lot 64 to the adjacent access roadway.  Adequate BMPs must be implemented 
in accordance with good engineering practice requirements to prevent the discharge of sediment from the site. 

Section F: Facility Site Review 



Site Photographs Toll Brothers AZ Construction, LLP 
Saguaro Estates 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Photograph date: 06/08/2009 

Lot boundary 

Photograph 1—Disturbed area at the southwest corner of Lot 64 Photograph 2—Constructed home at the center of Lot 64 

Constructed home 

Cut-back curb 

Photograph 3—Lack of perimeter control BMP 
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 United States Environmental Protection Agency
 Washington D.C. 20460 

EPA Contractor NPDES Stormwater Compliance Inspection Report 
Section A: National Data System Coding 

Authorization Number 

A Z C O N - 3 5 9 2 5 
SIC Code Acreage Receiving Water / MS4 

160 City of Scottsdale MS4, Rawhide Wash, 
and un-named tributaries to Indian Bend 
Wash 

Section B: Facility Data 
Name and Location of Facility Inspected 
Classic Residence at Silverstone 
Northwest corner of Miller Road and Williams Drive 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 

Entry Time/Date 
10:00 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Effective Date 
05/15/2008 

Exit Time/Date 
11:20 AM/ 06/08/2009 

Permit Expiration Date 
N/A 

Name(s) of On-Site Representatives 
Bryan Doolen, Phil Hall, Bryan Forbes 

Title(s) 
Summit Builders Project Executive, Project Manager, and 
Superintendent, respectively 

Name, Address of Responsible Official 
Sharon Harper 
CC/PDR Silverstone, LLC C/O The Plaza Companies 
9401 West Thunderbird Road, Suite 200 
Peoria, AZ 85381 

Title 
Not provided 
Phone Number 
623-972-5554 Contacted: YES __ NO _ X _ 

Section C: Areas Evaluated During Inspection
             (S = Satisfactory, M = Marginal, U = Unsatisfactory, N = Not Evaluated) 

U SWPPP U Records/Reports U Facility Site Review N Effluent/Receiving Waters N Self-Monitoring Program 

Section D: SITE D (inESCRIPTION clude description of facility) 

Classic Residence at Silverstone (Facility) is a mixed use luxury retirement development.  Upon completion, the 
development will consist of a four story main lodge and approximately 67 residential retirement villas.  The Facility 
was inspected by a USEPA contractor regarding the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES)  
General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States (the Permit).   

According to the Facility’s Project Executive, the initial construction activities commenced approximately one year 
ago. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) approved the Notice of Intent Authorization and 
Permit coverage on May 15, 2008. 

Pursuant to the AZPDES General Permit for Discharge from Construction Activities to Waters of the United States, 
the inspection findings listed in Sections E and F of this report must be corrected. 



Section E. Records Review 

Note: A copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan dated May 27, 2008 (SWPPP) was retained onsite and 
was reviewed during the inspection. The SWPPP identified the following Facility receiving waters: (a) Rawhide 
Wash at the northwest portion of the site, (b) additional un-named tributaries to Indian Bend Wash, and (c) the 
City of Scottsdale (City) municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). 

Note: The Facility representatives stated that the City had issued a grading permit for the project, but explained 
that they were not aware of City inspectors having a presence onsite for storm water or erosion and sediment 
control purposes. 

1. Part III.A.3 of the Permit requires the operators to “sign and certify the SWPPP they will implement in 
accordance with Part VIII.J [of the Permit].” The SWPPP had not been signed and certified. The signatory 
requirements and certification language are specified in Part VIII.J of the Permit. The SWPPP must be updated 
as required by Part III.A.3 and Part VIII.J of the Permit. 

2. Part IV.H of the Permit requires “the operator shall provide ‘qualified personnel’ to perform inspections 
according to the selected inspection schedule identified in the SWPPP.” Inspection records were requested but 
could not be produced. The Facility representatives stated that the required inspections had not been 
conducted. It was further explained that Facility inspections are conducted for dust control purposes, but not for 
stormwater purposes (i.e., compliance with the Permit). Site inspections must be performed and documented 
at the frequency and scope outlined in the Permit (Part IV.H). 

Section F: Facility Site Review 

3. Part IV.E of the Permit states the operator(s) “shall not allow any non-stormwater discharges from the site.” It 
was observed during the inspection that concrete washout activities had caused an illicit non-stormwater 
discharge to a drainage ditch along Williams Drive (see attached Photographs 1, 2, and 3). Un-controlled 
concrete waste and equipment was observed up-gradient of the discharge point and may have been the source 
of the illicit discharge (see attached Photograph 4). As a result, there was an illicit non-stormwater discharge to 
the drainage ditch along Williams Drive, a component of the City’s MS4. Un-controlled concrete waste was also 
observed beyond the dedicated concrete washout BMP (see attached Photograph 5). Adequate BMPs must be 
implemented to prevent all non-stormwater discharges, such as concrete waste, from the site and into the City’s 
MS4. 

4. Part IV.A.3 of the Permit states the operator(s) “shall design and implement a combination of erosion and 
sediment control BMPs to keep sediment in place and to capture sediment to the extent practicable before it 
leaves the site.” It was observed during the inspection that adequate BMPs had not been implemented to 
prevent the discharge of sediment to a drainage ditch along Williams Drive near the construction site exit (see 
attached Photograph 6). Specifically, a silt fence BMP had failed on the north side of the drainage ditch and 
box culvert wingwall along Williams Drive. The Facility representative explained that an up-gradient retaining 
wall served as the construction site boundary. As a result, there was a discharge of sediment from the site to 
the drainage ditch along Williams Drive (see attached Photograph 7), a component of the City’s MS4. Rill and 
gulley pathways were also observed on the south side of the drainage ditch and box culvert wingwall along 
Williams Drive, where BMPs had not been implemented (see attached Photograph 8). 

At an adjacent location to the east of the construction site exit, a silt fence BMP had failed on the north side of 
the drainage ditch and box culvert wingwall along Williams Drive. As a result, there was an additional discharge 
of sediment to the drainage ditch along Williams Drive (see attached Photograph 9), a component of the City’s 
MS4. Adequate BMPs must be implemented to prevent the discharge of sediment from the site and into the 
City’s MS4. 



5. Part IV.D.1 of the Permit requires that the operator “implement good housekeeping procedures to 
prevent...construction chemicals exposed to stormwater from becoming a pollutant source for stormwater 
discharges. These procedures shall included storage practices to minimize exposure of the materials to 
stormwater, and spill prevention and response practices.” It was observed during the inspection that a portable 
toilet located east of the main lodge (see attached Photograph 10) was not properly secured to prevent it from 
being knocked over or blown down (see attached Photograph 11). Furthermore, the portable toilet was 
improperly placed directly adjacent to a storm drain inlet.  The Facility representative explained that the storm 
drain inlet is connected to onsite retention. As a result, there was a potential for a chemical and sanitary waste 
discharge to the storm drain inlet and subsequent retention structure. BMPs must be implemented to properly 
place and secure the portable toilet and prevent any potential discharge of pollutants from the toilet to the storm 
drain inlet. 
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Photograph 1 – View of illicit discharge to a drainage ditch along Williams Drive Photograph 2 – Close-up view of outlet shown in Photograph 1 
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Photograph 3 – View inside outlet pipe shown in previous photographs Photograph 4 – Potential source of the illicit discharge 
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Photograph 5 – Concrete waste beyond the dedicated concrete washout BMP Photograph 6 – View of construction site exit along Williams Drive 

NNNooorrrttthhh sssiiidddeee ooofff dddiiitttccchhh SSSeeedddiiimmmeeennnttt dddiiisssccchhhaaarrrgggeee

RRRiiilll lll aaannnddd GGGuuulllllleeeyyy
SSSooouuuttthhh sssiiidddeee ooofff dddiiitttccchhh

Photograph 7 – Silt fence failure and offsite sediment Photograph 8 – Rill and gulley pathways on the south side of the drainage ditch 
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Photograph 9 – Silt fence failure and offsite sediment Photograph 10 – View from construction site entrance to the west 
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Photograph 11 – Portable toilet improperly placed directly adjacent to inlet 
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