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Introduction  

This is the fourth in a series of status reports on municipal stormwater programs and their annual report reviews.  This report focuses on the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (Program). The Program consists of 14 cities, Alameda County, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control District, each of which is referred to as a permittee.  

The Program received its first NPDES municipal stormwater permit in 1991, and an updated draft permit will be presented to the Board later this year. Program decisions and directions are set by a Management Committee of all the permittees, and both Alameda County and the consulting firm EOA provide support and technical expertise to the permittees.  The Program conducts group efforts such as evaluation of the industrial inspections program or development of public education documents.  

Municipal stormwater programs set no numerical limits on pollutant discharges.  Instead, permittees are required to reduce pollutants to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). In practice, this means implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs) in every area of municipal activity that may affect stormwater quality.  

In order to comply with its permit, the Program has developed a Stormwater Management Plan which addresses seven components: Watershed Management, Monitoring and Special Studies, Public Information and Participation (PIP), Municipal Maintenance Activities, New Development and Construction Site Controls, Illicit Discharge Controls, and Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls.  The Stormwater Management Plan includes performance standards that permittees must meet in order to comply with the permit.  The Program and permittees report on implementation of each area of the Plan in annual reports which are compiled and sent to the Board in September for the previous fiscal year.

The Program is hailed as a model municipal stormwater program.  It is mature yet dynamic, and constantly evolves through a joint, countywide effort. However, because of the nature of municipal stormwater, complying with the permit represents constant, ongoing work.  Permit compliance is determined by Board staff through the evaluation of the annual reports and general knowledge of on-going work in each municipality through meetings meant to supplement or clarify the deliverables submitted in the annual reports.

Overall, while the Program has areas of obvious excellence, it is not possible at this point to ascertain compliance in all areas. Our review of the Program’s 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 Annual Reports showed that the current Annual Report format does not lend itself to a full determination of compliance.  The Program is working diligently with Board staff during permit reissuance to improve reporting and reporting requirements, but it is difficult to homogenize reporting for permittees with different ways of operating and different local conditions. The Program is striving to find ways to address these needs in reporting without producing unmanageably large reports or unduly taxing each permittee with time-consuming reporting requirements. 

 While the permittees are generally in compliance with the permit, some permittees have chosen to adopt an exceptionally proactive stance.  Contrary to that stance, the municipalities of Dublin and Emeryville do not fully comply with the permit and Management Plan.  While the City of Emeryville does not comply with the permit due to general under-reporting or non-reporting of its compliance efforts, we have concerns regarding the level of the City of Dublin’s compliance in the areas of PIP and the Industrial/Commercial Inspection program.  Board staff will be working with these cities to address these issues.

The Program and permittees are working with Board staff very cooperatively on initiatives for the permit reissuance.  For example, the Program has produced a draft monitoring plan for the next five years, to be included as part of the next permit.  The Program has also been responding to our requests for modifications of some of the performance standards and other areas of the Management Plan. As was done for San Mateo County, Santa Clara County and Contra Costa County, the remainder of this report focuses on the program components of Industrial/Commercial Inspections and PIP.  

Industrial and Commercial Facility Inspections  


For a municipal industrial/commercial inspection component in a mature program like Alameda County’s, we look at adequacy of inspection plans (including facilities chosen for inspections); record-keeping; and follow-up on violators/pollution sources.  We also determine whether the permittee has submitted sufficient information to measure compliance with permit requirements and performance standards.  A number of permittees produce well-thought out Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection Plans, which help them to plan their industrial and commercial inspections for the coming year.  In addition to data submitted by each permittee, EOA compiles data sheets and tables which give a panorama of how municipalities address stormwater issues within their industrial and commercial facilities across the Program.  

 
Under the Program’s industrial/commercial inspection program (Inspection program), each permittee is responsible for carrying out the inspection performance standards as specified in the permit.  Many of the permittees conduct inspections with their fire department staff when they have been certified as a Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), thus handling their own hazardous waste inspection tasks, while some permittees contract with a sanitary district.  For some businesses such as the restaurant industry, the Program is also studying the possibility of partnering with other agencies such as the County Health Department or East Bay Municipal Utility District for inspections.


The inspection performance standards require each permittee to determine which facilities within their community are priorities for inspection within each fiscal year, and which facilities should be visited only once within the five-year permit cycle.  Most permittees are currently focusing on restaurants and auto maintenance this year, in addition to their baseline inspection program.  Priority facilities also include dry cleaners, mobile street cleaners, and areas of previous repeat stormwater violations.

During fiscal year 2000-2001, the permittees collectively inspected 2739 facilities and completed various follow up enforcement actions including fines, and oral and written warnings (see table below).  All permittees self-report that their goals were met during the reporting period, with the exception of Emeryville, which did not report.

	Permittee
	Facilities Inspected
	Enforcement Actions

	Alameda
	62
	16

	Albany
	20
	2

	Berkeley
	85
	13

	Dublin
	40
	5

	Emeryville
	None Reported
	None Reported

	Fremont
	406
	112

	Hayward
	295
	63

	Livermore
	118
	15

	Newark
	157
	0

	Oakland
	900
	158

	Piedmont
	4
	0

	Pleasanton
	97
	Not reported

	San Leandro
	130
	7

	Union City
	66
	4

	Unincorporated Alameda County
	359
	80

	Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
	NA
	NA

	Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control District
	NA
	NA

	TOTAL
	2739
	474


Municipalities with excellent inspection programs include the cities of Albany, Fremont, Hayward, San Leandro and Newark.  Some cities such as Albany are able to provide the Board with a clear Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection Plan.  Berkeley seems to be served by good coordination between its internal departments.  Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, and San Leandro provide excellent characterization of their business base and of their business universe.  Their plans are well thought-out, with good explanations as to the rationale for annual inspections of some facilities, and they are also careful to provide updated information.

Oakland has a well designed inspection program and reports on all inspections.  However, the number of inspections carried out for such a large city with significant industries and businesses that have a high potential for stormwater pollution is less than is required.   Oakland did target particular problem geographic areas for inspection, a good use of limited resources.

Public Information and Participation  


Under its Public Information and Participation (PIP) component, the Program seeks to educate the general public on stormwater pollution and practices which can help to improve stormwater quality.  Categories of actions for PIP performance standards are:  

· Participation in Program activities; 

· Training of agency staff and officials; 

· 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;  and,

· Household hazardous waste programs.

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

· Production and distribution of educational pamphlets; 

· Distribution of promotional items (e.g. pencils, erasers, calendars) with educational messages at community events;

· Booths at local fairs and other public events;

· Sponsorship of water quality education workshops for teachers;

· Community creek cleanups;

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

· Household hazardous waste disposal centers; and, 

· Educational workshops on gardening without or with fewer chemicals, integrated pest management, etc.

Many municipalities, such as Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Oakland and Fremont, have excellent PIP programs. Municipalities have found innovative ways to educate the public.  Some cities count leaving Clean Water Program brochures at the library and City Hall as PIP activities to satisfy the community outreach program requirements, but such passive involvement is not sufficient to really educate the public.  Well planned interactive educational events are fundamental to public education.  One area that has not been addressed sufficiently in the past year is the self-evaluation of the failures and successes of PIP efforts, so that Program resources can be directed more effectively in the future.  The Program has committed to a systematic evaluation of its efforts in order to gauge the level of effectiveness achieved by the PIP component, and what areas need to be addressed with more care.

Some examples of excellent PIP activities are listed below:  

· Targeting many sectors of society

Alameda’s excellent PIP program targets the public at large, from young children to landlords to the business community, even the boaters at the City’s marina.  The program is very comprehensive and seeks to include as many sectors of society as possible. 

· Communicating the message

Berkeley has a stormwater webpage with information on stormwater discharges and what number to call to report discharges.  Other cities also include information on their webpage.

· Partner with other Program areas to educate the public 

Albany’s street sweeping schedules contained information on pollutants that can impact stormwater quality, and helped to ensure that citizens move their cars for more efficient street sweeping.

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

- Oakland is developing an experiential water quality education program for middle school and high school students, combining class and field outreach through its Clean Water and Creeks presentations. 

- Hayward coordinated creek clean up and exploration for two of its third grade classes.

- Fremont supports a local high school water quality monitoring program, working with 40 high school students on the clean-up of a lagoon.  In general, Fremont and Livermore conducted an exceptional outreach to schools, thus targeting a vital segment of the population.

- Piedmont coordinated with a local high school on monitoring the water quality in a local creek.

- Albany worked with one of its sixth grade science classes on planting natives along a creek.

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
- Oakland had a watershed year with a number of creek protection and restoration projects.  

- Oakland continues to support non-profit restoration groups such as:  Friends of Sausal Creek, Friends of Temescal Creek, Friends of Peralta Hacienda Historical Park.  In addition, Oakland continues to support six Adopt-A-Creek program sites by providing volunteers with tools and supplies to maintain their sites and helping to remove litter and green wastes.  Some of these efforts were also supported by Alameda County.

- Livermore distributed ladybugs as Integrated Pest Management educational materials among creek clean-up participants.  

- Several cities, such as Fremont and Livermore, publish professional and informative newsletters with sections to educate residents about stormwater pollution.

Summary

The Program collectively is a national leader in municipal stormwater program development, and fosters a cooperative and collaborative working relationship with Board staff.  Indeed, the Program has pioneered many new program elements that are widely imitated.

Some lack of detailed reporting has prevented accurate determination of compliance for all Program components.  This is being addressed by new permit language and performance standards in the Program’s updated permit.  Most permittees have active inspection programs.  The quality of inspection plans and adequacy of enforcement and follow-through are compliance aspects that will continue to receive Board scrutiny.  Board staff will follow up through individual visits with permittees and future Annual Report reviews.  PIP activities are very strong in many permittees’ programs; however, some permittees perform token or superficial efforts, which must be replaced with effective measures.

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.  We look forward to continued strong performance by the Program.
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