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Introduction  

This is the third in a series of status reports on municipal stormwater programs and their annual reports.  This month we report on the Contra Costa County Municipal Stormwater Permit Program, known as the Contra Costa Clean Water Program (Program). The Program consists of 16 cities
, the County, and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, who are referred to as the permittees.  The majority of the Program’s members are located within our region, but the east Contra Costa County communities of Antioch, Oakley, and Brentwood are under the Central Valley Regional Board’s jurisdiction and stormwater permit.  

The Program received its first Region 2 NPDES municipal stormwater permit in 1993. Unlike the other municipal stormwater programs in the Bay Area, the Program is not administered by a consultant; rather, by its own group of three technical staff and two administrative support staff.  The staff provides support and technical expertise to the permittees, and conducts group efforts such as development of public education documents and ambient water quality monitoring on a countywide watershed scale.  Program decisions and directions are set by the Management Committee, which is made up of at least one representative from each permittee.

The municipal permit requires the Program to develop and implement a Stormwater Management Plan, consisting of six components: New Development and Construction; Public Education and Industrial Outreach; Municipal Maintenance, Inspections, Illicit Discharge Control Activities,  Monitoring and Special Studies, and Watershed Management.  Under each category in the Stormwater Management Plan, there are several performance standards, which are specific directions for the permittees to follow in order to achieve their clean water goals for that category.

Overall, while there are areas of obvious excellence in the Program, it is not possible at this point to comprehensively determine the permittees’ permit compliance.  Our in-depth review of the Program’s 1999-2000 Annual Report showed that it is not possible to fully determine permittee compliance from the current Annual Report format, and that more description and substantiation of compliance activities is needed.  This determination was made after the Program completed its 2000-2001 Annual Report.  To address this problem, we have requested a comprehensive revision to the Program’s Annual Report format.  The Program has responded with a revised reporting format and contents list that in our estimation is thorough and well thought-out, and will provide us with the depth of information that is needed.  The permittees will begin using the format mid-way through the 2001-2002 reporting cycle, and the new format will be fully in use by the 2002-2003 Annual Report.  By that point, we will be able to fully assess compliance. 

From what we are able to discern from the 2000-2001 Annual Report, overall Program compliance by the permittees is mixed.  Improvement is needed Program-wide in Monitoring, Illicit Discharge Control Activities, and New and Redevelopment.  In November 2001, we issued the Program a Notice of Violation with a compliance time schedule for monitoring deficiencies.  The Program is currently on-schedule in meeting its requirements, and has produced a thorough and well-crafted monitoring plan.  The Program has also responded in a timely and complete manner to our request for modifications to its Illicit Discharge Control Activities program.  Deficiencies in New and Redevelopment activities will be addressed as we amend that section of the Program’s permit later in 2002.  Municipal Maintenance activities vary between excellent and not able to determine based on information presented.  As we did in February with San Mateo County, and March with Santa Clara County, we will focus the remainder of this report on the two program components of Industrial/Commercial Inspection and Public Education and Industrial Outreach. 

Industrial and Commercial Facility Inspections  


Under federal Clean Water Act NPDES regulations, municipal stormwater programs are to require controls to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP).   For a municipal industrial/commercial inspection component in a mature program like Contra Costa’s, we look at adequacy of inspection plans (including facilities chosen for inspections); record-keeping; follow-up on violators/pollution sources; and self-evaluation of program effectiveness when measuring compliance with the MEP standard.  Also, does the permittee report enough information to measure compliance with permit requirements and performance standards? 

 
Under the Program’s industrial/commercial inspection program (Inspection program), each permittee is responsible for carrying out the inspection performance standards specified in the permit, summarized in the table on the next page.  Many of the permittees contract with the Contra Costa Central Sanitary District (the District) for their inspections.  The County Health Department is also contracted to perform some inspections.  A minority of the permittees perform their inspections themselves.


The inspection performance standards allow each permittee to determine which facilities within their community are priorities for inspection within each fiscal year, and which facilities should be visited once within the five-year permit cycle.  Most permittees have chosen to focus on restaurants and auto maintenance shops for inspection over a five-year period.  Priority facilities also include dry cleaners, mobile street cleaners, and areas of previous repeat stormwater violations.

	Inspection Performance Standards
	Summary of Requirement

	INSP-1


	· Written inspection plan, including review of types of businesses in jurisdiction, accounting for variability, complexity, and number; and list of businesses with greater potential to cause stormwater pollution.

· Priority list of businesses or types that include # of facilities that will be inspected during the fiscal year.



	INSP-2


	· Adequate training for inspectors



	INSP-3


	· Conduct outreach



	INSP-4


	Inspect priority facilities as defined in the inspection plan at least once per year.  The goal is to inspect facilities that have the potential to impact stormwater quality, at least once during the 5-year permit period.



	INSP-5


	Evaluate inspection results from the previous year to assess which industry types had the most impact on stormwater quality.  Adjustments to the inspection plan are based on this assessment.



	INSP-6-22


	These performance standards address how to conduct an inspection, evaluate facility compliance, and carry out enforcement. 

 

	INSP-22


	Annually review and assess the inspection plan and inspection results.  This review is incorporated into the Annual Report.




During fiscal year 2000-2001, the permittees collectively inspected 1100 facilities and followed up with 165 enforcement actions (see following table below).  Many permittees conducted greater than the required number of inspections, but a minority of the permittees did not meet their scheduled commitments. 

	Permittee
	Facilities Scheduled for Inspection
	Facilities Inspected
	Enforcement Actions

	Clayton
	6
	1
	0

	Concord
	190
	253
	29

	County/Flood Control
	190
	147
	0

	Danville
	26
	27
	3

	El Cerrito
	23
	23
	12

	Hercules
	16
	15
	0

	Lafayette
	20
	43
	4

	Martinez
	55
	81
	13

	Moraga
	16
	17
	2

	Orinda
	5
	5
	2

	Pinole
	23
	22
	9

	Pittsburg
	5
	5
	2

	Pleasant Hill
	54
	75
	11

	Richmond
	75
	75
	0

	San Pablo
	95
	95
	29

	San Ramon
	49
	60
	14

	Walnut Creek
	106
	156
	35

	TOTAL
	954
	1100
	165


From the information submitted in the annual reports for 1999-2000 and 2000-2001, we do not have enough information to evaluate whether the permittees have adequate inspection plans, whether their inspectors are sufficiently trained, or if they have used an appropriate mix of education and enforcement.  It is clear, however, that the majority of permittees are not performing the self-evaluation activities that are both required and fundamental to the success of the Inspection program.  The Cities of Walnut Creek and San Pablo, and to some extent, the City of Concord, have demonstrated their compliance with this requirement.  Walnut Creek met with its contractor, the District, to discuss inspection results and decide on new target businesses—it will be expanding its inspection program to street cleaners in the downtown area.  San Pablo analyzes the results of its inspection program, noting that providing facilities with specific options for compliance greatly increases the success rate of bringing facilities into compliance.  Concord has developed its priority inspection list from previous facilities and areas of the City that have had stormwater compliance problems in the past.  It provided its contractor, the District, with maps that specifically indicate problem parcels.

The revised Annual Report format, which will be fully implemented in Annual Report 2002-2003, will provide us the information necessary to fully determine permittee compliance with the Inspection program.  As resources permit, staff intends to rigorously evaluate the Inspection program over the 2002-2003 winter season, in a similar fashion to the review conducted of the Santa Clara County Program in winter 2001-2002.

Public Education and Industrial Outreach  


The general responsibility under the Program’s Public Education and Industrial Outreach component (Outreach) is to educate the people living and working in the community on the effects of their day-to-day actions on water quality.  The goal is to arm people with options for changing their behaviors so they can cause less pollution to Contra Costa County streams and waterways. Categories of performance standards for Outreach are:  

· Participation in Program activities; 

· Training for agency staff and officials; 

· Responding to telephone inquiries and complaints; 

· Distribution of Program information materials; 

· Storm drain inlet stenciling; 

· Community outreach activities (numbers of events per year based on population of permittee); 

· Coordination with local schools; 

· Household hazardous waste; 

· Transportation management; and,

· Resolving non-compliance with performance standards.

Typical Outreach activities conducted by the permittees reflect the required performance standards, and include: 

· Production and distribution of educational pamphlets; 

· Handouts of promotional items (water bottles, key chains, seed packets) with the Program’s logo and hotline phone number printed on them) at community events;

· Sponsorship of water quality education workshops for County teachers;

· Community creek cleanup days

· Involvement with local stakeholder, creek, and watershed awareness groups; 

· Household hazardous waste disposal centers; and, 

· Educational workshops on gardening with fewer chemicals, integrated pest management, etc.

For some municipalities, the Outreach program consists of placing Clean Water Program brochures on countertops in the library and City Hall, and handing out water bottles with the Program logo at a community event or two.  While this approach may nominally satisfy some of the required performance standards, it is unlikely to fully educate citizens.  There are many ways to run a successful program, but fundamental to all of them are interactive educational events.  Also important (as is true for all Program areas) is the self-evaluation of the failures and successes of Outreach efforts, so that Program resources can be directed more effectively in the future.  Some examples of excellent Outreach activities are listed below:  

· Survey/analysis of the community’s educational needs

-
The Program conducted a phone survey of County residents on their level of water pollution awareness and general attitudes regarding water pollution.  Results have been used to develop a strategic education and outreach plan.
· Provide educational message from many different angles 

· Concord: runs public ad campaigns via a local cable TV channel, city website, city newsletters, newspaper advertisements, local radio, and street pole banners.

· Partner with non-profit organizations and local schools on water quality education

· Pittsburg and Walnut Creek partnership with the Lindsay Wildlife Museum to develop experiential water quality education program for students of all ages; 

· Concord: support of local high school water quality monitoring program, through donation of a new portable laboratory; produced ad campaign in cooperation with high school multi-media class;

· Many of the permittees support the Aquatic Outreach Institute’s “Kids in Creeks”, “Kids in Gardens”, and “Watching our Watersheds” programs, which train local teachers on how to include stormwater quality education in their curricula.

· Support community efforts and citizen involvement

· San Ramon and Lafayette have volunteer citizen advisory committees (Lafayette Creeks Committee and San Ramon Environmental Affairs Committee) that are supported by city staff and housed in city offices.  These committees support local community creek activism through mini-grant awards, support local schools’ development of water quality curricula, and advise their cities on proper care of their creek resources.

· San Pablo provides office space to the Creek Keepers, a non-profit program that employs high school students to perform ambient water quality monitoring, creek restoration with native plants, and composting.

· Offer hands-on learning experiences

· To reduce reliance on herbicides, San Pablo has planted wildflowers in weed-prone areas, and involved local elementary school students in the plantings.  Students were informed about the benefits of pesticide reduction and given educational handout materials.

· San Pablo’s Community Cleanup Program—involves school children and parents, local business in trash clean up.  Educational materials distributed; demonstration/tour of storm drains to show how littering on streets can cause trash in creeks.

· Conduct a watershed-specific intensive campaign

· San Pablo/Unincorporated County support of San Pablo Watershed Neighbors Education and Restoration Society (SPAWNERS); presentations to schoolchildren, educational programs at schools in the watershed; all-day watershed tour.  

As is the case for all Program components, permittees are required by the permit to continuously evaluate and improve their performance.  This important compliance element is generally lacking for the Outreach component.  The Program, by using information collected in its citizen surveys in order to direct its public education campaign, has begun the process of self-evaluation.  We will evaluate future reports to see if this effort is sustained and expanded to individual permittees.

Summary

While lack of reported information has been a major hindrance to determining permittee compliance, this problem will be fully addressed by the improved format in Annual Report 2002-2003. Due to the high number of reported inspections, we can surmise that most permittees have active inspection programs.  The quality of inspection plans and adequacy of enforcement and follow-through are compliance aspects that remain to be evaluated, and Board staff will follow up through individual visits with permittees and future Annual Report reviews.  Outreach activities are very strong in many permittees’ programs; however, some permittees perform token or superficial efforts, and continued poor performance will result in the issuance of Notices of Violation.

The Program has provided excellent products in response to our written requests for improvement in its monitoring, illicit discharge control activities, and self-reporting components.  It remains for the individual permittees to follow the Program’s lead and demonstrate adequate compliance in future Annual Reports.



















� This number does not include the East County cities of Antioch, Brentwood, and Oakley, which are participants in the  Program but permitted under the Central Valley Regional Board.
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