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BACKGROUND

Mission:

Stormwater I nfrastructure Management isabranch under the Environmental Services
Division of Public Works. Themission of Stormwater Infrastructure Management isto
protect the environment and minimize damagefromflooding. Key activitiesof thedivison
includeAir and Water Quality, | nspectionsand Reviews, Environmental Education, the
Prince William Soil and Water Conservation District, and Drainage I nspectionsand
Maintenance. The Stormwater Infrastructure Management Division iscomposed of two

programs:. the Stormwater M anagement Fee Program and the Devel opment Fee Program.

Funding for the Stormwater M anagement Fee Program comesfrom the Stormwater

M anagement Fee under which property ownersare assessed an annual fee based onthe
property’ simperviousarea, which relatesto ssormwater flow. Fundingfor the

Devel opment Fee Program comesfrom plan review and inspection fees.

Resour ces:
FY 2004 Adopted Budget: $6,269,004
FY 2004 Authorized Steffing: 56.09
FY 2004 Adopted Budget By Activity
Environmental Education
$246,771
Inspections & Reviews $131,369
$3,075,781 Soil & Water

ConservationDistrict

$1,573,047

Drainage Inspections
& Maintenance

$1,243,036 Air & Water Quality

Major Projected FY 2004 Outputs:

Storm Water Management & Best Mgmt Practice Systems I nspected 600
Milesof Drainage Systems|nspected 355
Storm Water Ponds Maintained 70

Drainage Ass stance Requestsreceived 550
Site Devel opment Inspections 16,500
Erosion Control Inspections 8,800
Site Development PlansReviewed 1,000
Individua Lot Grading PlansReviewed 3,500
FY 2004 Targetsfor Key Results Goals:

Site Development Plans Reviewed within 22 Cdendar Days 90%
Lot Grading PlansReviewed within 10 BusinessDays 97%
Flood Plain Determinations Completed within 3 BusinessDays 100%
Drainage Ass stance Requests Responded towithin 5 BusinessDays 95%
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SUMMARY OF SERVICE EFFORTSANDACCOMPLISHMENTS
FISCAL YEARS1998 TO 2003

Following isalisting of some notable program resultsfor the Stormwater Infrastructure
Management servicearea. A pagereferencetoamore detailed discussion of each
summarizeditemisa so provided below.

Spending

Efficiency

Results

* Overal spending grew by
14% from FY 1998 to

FY 2003. Thisincrease was
driven by Development Fee
Program spending which
grew by 56%.

(pages 188 and 192)

+ InFY 2003 Prince
William spent more on
Stormwater Infrastructure
Management services than
Chesterfield and about the
same amount as Fairfax. The
difference in spending may
be attributable to differences
in key workload factors.

(page 190)

+ The Stormwater
Management Fee Program
and Development Fee
Program are fully fee
supported. Development Fee
program revenues have
substantially exceeded
spending in each year since
FY 1998. Stormwater
Management Fee Program
revenues are projected to be
adequate until FY 2007
when analysis shows a
Stormwater Management
Fee increase will be
required. (pages 194-195)

* Between FY 1998 and
FY 2003 al Stormwater
Management Fee Program
key outputs grew faster than

spending. (page 198)

+ Between FY 1998 and
FY 2003 most Devel opment
Fee Program outputs grew
faster than spending. While
spending grew by 56%,
single family inspections
were up 254%, erosion
control inspections were up
151%, site inspections were
up 77%, and site plans
reviewed were up 25%.
(page 200)

+ Prince William County fully met
Virginia Pdllutant Discharge
Elimination Program requirements.
(page 203)

+ InFY 2003, 97% of site
development and 94% of lot grading
plans were reviewed within internal
time standards. (page 205)

+ Prince William achieved a higher
rate of plans reviewed within internal
time standards than the comparison
jurisdictions. (page 206)

+ InFY 2003, 100% of flood plain
determinations were completed and
99% of drainage assistance requests
were responded to within internal time
standards. (page 207)

Useof SEA Data:

Variancesin SEA databetween jurisdictions should be used asabasisfor looking into
and considering differencesin themix of servicesoffered and operating methods
between jurisdictions. Theinformation may also beusedtoat least partially explainwhy
certain servicescost Prince William residents more or lessthan what citizensin other
jurisdictionsspend. Becauseadditional factorsbeyond thoseidentified in thisreport
maly impact spending and operating results, the datashould not be used to makeafinal
determination that onejurisdiction isoperating more efficiently than another.
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Future Stormwater InfrastructureManagement SEA Infor mation | mprovements:
Measurement of program performancein government isan evolving process. Insome
cases quantifiable performance datamay not be avail able because of the cost to develop
the dataor because methods of measurement have not yet been developed. Inthe
Stormwater Infrastructure Management service area performance datahas not yet been
developed and thereforeisnot included in thisreport regarding two key goalsaress,
water quality and thequality of planreviews. Water quality performancedataisdifficult
to devel op because of the numerous streamsin the County, the many different pollutants
that must be measured, and the need to take measures over an extended period of time.
Stormwater Infrastructure Management isworking to devel op such measures and hopes
to makethose measuresavailableinthefuture. Asanintermediate outcome measurethe
degreetowhich Prince William County isin compliancewith the Federa Clean Water
Act’ sNationd Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit program requirementsas
reviewed by the VirginiaDepartment of Environmental Quality ismonitoredandis
reported in the Results section of thisreport. Inregardsto plan review, thetimeliness of
planreview isincluded in the Results section of thisreport and management plansto
devel op aquantifiable measure of thequality of planreview toincludein futurereports.

Communities Surveyed:

Surveysweresent to threejurisdictions: Chesterfield, Fairfax, and Henrico Counties.
Chesterfield County and Henrico County arethe closest to Prince William in popul ation
szeof any Virginiajurisdictions. Thesetwo Countiesarewithinthe Richmond, VA
metropolitanarea. Fairfax County adjoins, Prince William County and islocated within
theWashington, DC metropolitan area. Survey responseswerereceived from
Chesterfield and Fairfax County. Henrico was unableto respond to the survey thisyear.

Detailed SEA Information:

More detail ed trend and comparativeinformation iscontained in thefollowing pages
aongwith contextua information. Thefollowing pages present specific Stormwater

I nfrastructure M anagement spending and staffing indicatorsfollowed by outputsand then
results.
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Combined Stormwater M anagement Feeand Development Fee Program Dir ect
and Indirect Expenditures(Adjusted For I nflation)

Purpose: To provideanindicator of thereativelevel of spending on Stormwater
Infrastructure Management services. Stormwater I nfrastructure Management
operationsfunded through both the stormwater management fee and through
development feesareincluded. Thisisnot an efficiency measuresinceit doesnot
consider theoutput generated for thelevel of spending. Indirect expendituresare
determined annual ly through astudy conducted by an outside consultant. Inthestudy
the consultant allocatesthe cost of certain servicessuch as County Attorney services
and Finance Department servicesto the various County agenciesthat received those
servicesduringtheyear. Expendituresare adjusted for inflation to maintain
comparability betweenyears. Fisca Year 2004, the current budget year, isused asthe
baseyear for inflation adjustments.

Stormwater Infrastructure M anagement Direct and I ndirect
Expenditures Adjusted for Inflation - 1998 to 2003

$6,000,000
$683.382 $111,195
$5,000,000 $675,995 $E93,26'37
$E18,023 $p45,21f
$b44,698 8
545,756
$4,000,000 PP I
$3,000,000 |
$4(519,586 4 A $41694,850
$2.000,000 123,645 s $41285,3712 $41282,143
Transfer
$1,000,000 o -
O Indirect
M@ Direct
$0 | |
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Change
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1998 to 2003

Direct Expenditures $4,123,685 $3,904,253  $4,519,586 $4,285,372 $4,282,143  $4,694,850 14%
Indirect Expenditures $544,698 $545,756 $675,995 $618,026 $545,217 $493,260 -9%
Transfer $0 $683,382 $111,195 $0 $0 $0 Not Applicable
Total Expenditures $4,668,383 $5,133,391  $5,306,776 $4,903,398 $4,827,360  $5,188,110 11%

Trend:
Stormwater Infrastructure Management direct expendituresgrew 14 percent from
1998 to 2003.
While Stormwater Infrastructure M anagement indirect expendituresvaried across
years, 2003 indirect expenditures declined 9 percent from 1998.

Fiscal Year 2004 Adopted Budget:
" FY 2004 budgeted expenditures are up 21.7% compared to the FY 2003 adopted
budget.
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Comments:

" TheFY 2004 budget increasefunds 6 new positions, Stormwater Devel opment Fee
Reserve contributionto the Phase 11 Building, anindirect cost allocationincrease, a
drainageingpection van, and additiona drainage maintenance project funding. These
program enhancements are described in more detail on pages 382 and 383 of the
FY 2004 Adopted Fiscal Plan.

A transfer from the General Fundin 1999 and 2000 made possibleanincreaseinthe
“transfer to capital projects’ expenditure budgets.
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Direct ExpendituresBy Jurisdiction (Adjusted For I nflation)

Purpose: To provideinformation ontherelative size of operationsat the comparison
jurisdictions. Thisisnot an efficiency measuresinceit doesnot consider the output
generated for thelevel of spending. Fiscal Year 2004, the current budget year, isused
asthebaseyear for inflation adjustments.

Direct Stormwater Infrastructure M anagement
Expenditures By Jurisidiction

$6,000,000
g
Fairfax
$5,000,000 $4:729:123
\“$4,694,850
$4,000,000 1 $4,282,143 Prince William
$3,000,000
2 731.830 ——m $2,704,187
Chesterfield
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$0 ‘
2002 2003

Compared toOther Jurisdictions:
Prince William spent lesson stormwater infrastructure management servicesin 2002
and about the same amount in 2003 asFairfax. Prince William spent morethan
Chegterfield County on stormwater infrastructure management servicesin both
2002 and 2003.

Com ments.
Stormwater infrastructure management spending isimpacted by the pace of
development. Prince William reported agreater level of activity for key storm
water outputsthan Chesterfield. Compared to Fairfax, Prince William reported
more plansreviewed but fewer miles of drainage system and storm water ponds
inventoried. Henrico was unableto respond to our survey thisyear.

Fiscal Year 2003
Milesof Drainage  Stormwater
Systems Ponds Site Development Lot Grading
Inventoried Inventoried Plans Reviewed Lots Reviewed
Henrico Not Available Not Available Not Available  Not Available
Chesterfield 246 90 213 Not Available
Fairfax 835 1,078 439 2,257

Prince William 389 427 824 5,769
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Stormwater Management Fee Program Direct and I ndirect Expenditures
(Adjusted For Inflation)

Purpose: To provideinformation ontherelativelevel of Stormwater Management Fee
Program direct and indirect expendituresfrom 1998to 2003. The stormwater
management feeispaid by residential and nonresidential ownersof devel oped property
based on the amount of imperviousarea (rooftop, paved aress, etc.) ontheir property.
Revenuefrom the scormwater management feeisdedicated solely to the operation and
construction of watershed management projects. Indirect expendituresare determined
annually through astudy conducted by an outside consultant. Inthe study the consultant
allocatesthe cost of certain services such as County Attorney servicesand Finance
Department servicesto the various County agenciesthat received those servicesduring
theyear. Expendituresare adjusted for inflation to maintain comparability between years.
Fiscal Year 2004, the current budget year, isused asthe baseyear for inflation
adjustments.

Stormwater Management Fee Program Direct and Indirect
Expenditures Adjusted for Inflation - 1998 to 2003

$3,500,000
W Indirect Expenditures
$3.000,000 $360.870 W [@ Direct Expenditures
B - $317.130
5 - $ﬁt i163 149

$2,500,000 gﬁ l

$2,000,000 l

$1,500,000 896.158 —

$21765,993 S
! $2{574,655
$2{354,942 $24532,061  $2/478,567
$1,000,000 l
$500,000 I
$0
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Percent Change
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1998 to 2003

Direct Expenditures $2,765,993 $2,354,942 $2,896,158 $2,532,061  $2,478587  $2,574,655 7%
Indirect Expenditures $360,870 $363,435 $353,680 $317,130 $279,641 $163,149 -55%
Total Expenditures $3,126,862 $2,718,377 $3,249,838 $2,849,191  $2,758,228  $2,737,803 -12%

Trend:

" Stormwater Management Fee Program direct expenditures declined 7 percent from
199810 2003. Direct expenditureswereat their highest level of thesix year periodin
1998 and 2000.

Stormwater Management Fee Program indirect expenditures decreased 55 percent
from 1998 to 2003.
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Development Fee Program Direct and I ndirect Expenditures
(Adjusted For Inflation)

Purpose: Toprovideinformation onthereativelevel of Development Fee Program
direct andindirect expendituresfrom 1998 to 2003. Development Fee Program funding
comesfrom planreview and inspectionfees. Development Feefundingisused to meet
expensesof site plan and lot plan review, Site development inspections, and erosion
STORMWATER control ingpections. Indirect expendituresare determined annually through astudy
R o JRE conducted by an outside consultant. 1nthe study the consultant allocatesthe cost of
certain servicessuch as County Attorney servicesand Finance Department servicesto
thevarious County agenciesthat received those servicesduring theyear. Expenditures
areadjusted for inflation to maintain comparability betweenyears. Fiscal Year 2004, the
SPENDING AND STAFFING:

et | CLI'TENt budget year, isused asthe baseyear for inflation adjustments.
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee Development Fee Program Direct and Indirect Expenditures

Program
Adjusted for Inflation - 1998 to 2003
Expenditures Fee Supported $3,000,000

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW

Authorized Employees
OUTPUTS! $2,500,000
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs $330,114
Management Fee Program 2,000,000 3382 $111,195
Outputs S i $300,896 $265,576
Change in Development Fee $p22,314 ’
Program Outputs $183,828 $§182,32[L
Development Fee Program $1,500,000 -
Outputs
RESULTS: $1,000,000 $2120,195
2 ) |
e ey Fermit slsagal  sie2sazs  SUrSESiL  SUSOSSH6
pliance . . __ $1)357,693 .
Plans Reviewed within Time $500,000 = 0O Transfer
Standard . ' 0 Indirect Expenditures
Flood Plain and Drainage ) )
Assistance within Time @ Direct Expenditures
Standard $0 1 —
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Percent Change
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1998 to 2003
Direct Expenditures $1,357,693  $1,549,311 $1,623428 $1,753,311 $1,803556 $2,120,195 56%
Indirect Expenditures $183,828 $182,321  $322,314 $300,896 $265576  $330,111 80%
Transfer $0 $683,382 $111,195 $0 $0 $0  Not Applicable
Total Expenditures $1,541,521  $2,415014 $2,056,938  $2,054,207 $2,069,132  $2,450,307 59%
Trend:
“ Total Devel opment Fee Program expendituresrose by 59 percent from 1998 to
2003.

Deve opment Fee Program direct expendituresgrew steadily with an overal
increase of 56 percent between 1998 and 2003.

Development Feeindirect expendituresgrew by 80% between 1998 and 2003 with
themost significant increase occurring in 2000.

A transfer from the General Fund in 1999 and 2000 made possiblean increasein
the“transfer to capita projects’ expenditure budgets.

Comments:
Expendituresincreased in responsetoincreased devel opment and al so significant
funding beginning in 2003 to mitigate devel oper deficiencieswhen the County could
not take action against the non-performing devel oper.

Page
192
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Per cent of Total ExpendituresFeeand Grant Supported

Purpose: Thismeasure providesanindicator of the degreeto which Stormwater

I nfrastructure M anagement servicesare supported by stormwater management fee,
development fee, and grant revenue as opposed to general tax support. Themeasureis
computed by dividing total feeand grant revenueby total Stormwater Infrastructure
Management expenditures. Totd expendituresinclude both direct and indirect
expenditures.

Per cent of Total Stormwater Infrastructure Management Expenditures

Fee & Grant Supported
160% 155%
142%
0,
127% 131%
120% 111% 111%
80%
40% -
0%
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Figures are Adjusted For Inflation

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total Stormwater Fee & Grant Support $5,193,612 $4,922,900 $6,594,585 $6,415,855 $7,353641  $7,341,354
Total Stormwater Expenditures $4,668,383 $4,450,009 $5,195,581 $4,903,398 $4,827,360  $5,188,110
Percent of Expenditures Fee Supported 111% 111% 127% 131% 152% 142%

Trend:

" Thepercent of Stormwater I nfrastructure Management expendituresfeeand grant
supported was above 100 percent in each year. The percent fee and grant supported
rosequickly from 111 percent in 1998 to 152 percent in 2002 before declining to
142 percent in 2003.

Comments:
Anticipated use of revenuesin excess of expendituresisdiscussed on page 195.
The Stormwater M anagement Feewasincreased by 15 percent in 2002 to meet
State & Federd regulatory requirementsrequired by the VirginiaDepartment of
Environmentd Quality (DEQ) aspart of permit modification.
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Per cent of Stormwater M anagement Fee Program and Development Fee
Program Total ExpendituresSupported by Feeand Grant Revenue

Purpose: Thismeasure providesanindicator of the degreeto whichthe Stormwater
M anagement Fee and the Devel opment Fee programs of the Stormwater Infrastructure
Management Division are supported by stormwater management fee, and devel opment
fee, and grant revenue as opposed to general tax support. The measureiscomputed
STORMWATER by dividing feeand grant revenue by total program expenditures. Tota program

N ANAGEMENT expendituresinclude both direct and indirect expenditures.

SECTIONLOCATOR Percent of Stormwater M anagement Fee and Development Fee Program
200% - Expenditures Supported by Fee and Grant Revenue

189%
@ M anagement Fee 177%

OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:

Combined Program Spending W Development Fee 168%

Spending by Jurisdiction 157%

Stormwater Management Fee 160% .
Program

Development Fee Program 129% 125%
Expenditures Fee Supported 1129
Authorized Employees 120% ~

0,
99% 7% 104%

174%

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee 88%
Program Outputs 80% -
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

40% +—

RESULTS:

Water Quality Permit 0%
Compliance 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Plans Reviewed within Time

Standard
Flood Plain and Drainage Figures are Adjusted For Inflation
Assistance within Time 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Standard
Management Fee Program
Management Fee & Grant Support $2,767,134 $2,684,891 $3,151,339 $2,970,094 $3,440,934 $3,077,733
Management Fee Program Expend. $3,126,862 $2,718,377 $3,249,838 $2,849,191 $2,758,228 $2,737,803
Percent of Expenditures Fee Supported 88% 99% 97% 104% 125% 112%
Development Fee Program
Development Fee & Grant Support $2,426,478 $2,238,009 $3,443246 $3445761 $3,912,707 $4,263,621
*Development Fee Prog. Expenditures  $1,541,521 $1,731,632 $1,945,742 $2,054,207 $2,069,132  $2,450,307
Percent of Expenditures Fee Supported 157% 129% 177% 168% 189% 174%

*Does not include transfer to General Fund in 1999 and 2000.

Trend:

" Thepercent of Stormwater Management Fee Program expendituresfee and grant
supported ranged from alow of 88 percent in 1998 to ahigh of 125 percentin
2002. If funding and spending isadjusted to add in funding transferred from the
stormwater management fund and takeinto account expenditure carryoversfrom
prior yearsthe 1999 and 2000 expenditureswould befully fee supported. Itis
believed thiswould bethe casefor 1998 expendituresaswell, however, the
accounting recordsfor that period were not readily accessibleto enablethis
statement to befully researched.

The percent of Devel opment Fee Program expendituresfee supported ranged
fromalow of 129 percent in 1999 to ahigh of 189 percent in 2002.




Prince William County 2003 Stormwater | nfrastructure Management SEA Report

Comments

Inearly 1994, the Board of County Supervisors, on recommendation of staff,

adopted the ssormwater management fee concept. Thiscomplieswith the permit
requirement that thelocality must ensurethat adequatefundingisavailableto cover

the cost of implementing the sormwater management program.

The Board authorized astormwater management feeincrease as part of the FY 2002
budget adoption. Thefeeincrease represented a 15 percent increaseto the previousy
established feeamount. Thefeewasincreased to alevel where expenditureswould
continueto outpace revenuesin order to draw down thefund balance. Thegoa was
to utilizetheexisting fund balance prior to requesting afeeincrease. Aspart of thefee
increaseanayss, the Board wasinformed that another feeincreasewill berequiredin
FY 2007.

Excessdevelopment feerevenuewill beused: 1) to mitigate developer failuresto
perform, 2) to support an upgradeto the LIS System, and 3) asarevenue stabilization
fund.

A substantia increasein the number of plansreviewed resulted inanincreasein
revenuefrom 1998 to 2003.

In 2003 some devel opment feeswere reduced, resulting in areduction in the percent
that Devel opment Fee revenues exceeded expenditures.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:

Combined Program Spending

Spending by Jurisdiction

Stormwater Management Fee
Program

Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

RESULTS.

Water Quality Permit
Compliance

Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard

Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard




Prince William County 2003 Stormwater | nfrastructure Management SEA Report

Authorized Employees

Purpose: Thismeasureprovidesanindicator of therelativelevel of Stormwater

Infrastructure Management authorized employees. 1t aso providesabreakdown of

authorized empl oyees between Stormwater Management Fee and Stormwater

Devel opment Fee supported positions. All permanent employeesareincluded.

Permanent part timeemployeesarereported asfull timeequivalents. Temporary and
STORMWATER contractual employeesare not counted.

INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT

SECTION LOCATOR Authorized Employees - 1998 to 2003
30

OVERVIEW

25.58

SPENDING AND STAFFING: 25 24.3124'78
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee 20
Program ]
Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees 15 4
OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee 10 4
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs 5
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs

Development Fee Program 0
Outputs

B Management Fee Program |

@ Development Fee Program

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
RESULTS:

Water Quality Permit

Compliance Percent Change

Plans Reviewed within Time 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1998 to 2003
Standard » Management Fee Program 21,89 20.79 20.39 2174 24.31 2351 7%

Flood Plain and Drainage Development Fee Program  17.48 19.83 21.20 23.18 24.78 25,58 46%
Assistance within Time p 09 : : : : : :

Standard Total 39.37 40.62 4159 44.92 49.09 49.09 25%

Trend:
Tota Stormwater Management I nfrastructure Division authorized positionsgrew by
25 percent from 1998 to 2003. Stormwater Management Fee Program authorized
positionsgrew by 7 percent while Devel opment Fee Program authorized positions
grew by 46 percent.

Comments:
A substantial increasein devel opment activity was experienced during this period.
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Authorized PositionsBy Jurisdiction

Purpose: To provideinformation ontherelative size of operationsat the comparison
juridictions.

Stormwater Infrastructure M anagement
Authorized Positions By Jurisdiction
100

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE

E‘B\ MANAGEMENT
80 -
7550 SECTION LOCATOR

Fairfax

OVERVIEW

60 SPENDING AND STAFFING:

49.09 49.09 Prince William Combined Program Spending

e . Spending by Jurisdiction
48.00 49.00 Chesterfidd Stormwater Management Fee

40 Program

Development Fee Program

Expenditures Fee Supported
20 Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
0 Management Fee Program
Outputs
2002 2003 Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

Compared toOther Jurisdictions: RESULTS:
PrinceWilliam had fewer Stormwater M anagement I nfrastructure authorized Wgtgrmp uality Permit

employeesthan Fairfax and about the same as Chesterfield. P s (Fje%amed within Time

Flood Plain and Drainage

Comments: gasﬁggr&ce within Time
© Stormwater Infrastructure Management Surveyswere sent to Chesterfield, Fairfax,
and Henrico County. Henrico wasunableto respond to the survey.
Stormwater infrastructure management staffing isimpacted by the pace of
development. Prince William reported agreater level of activity for key storm water
outputsthan Chesterfield. Compared to Fairfax, Prince William reported more plans
reviewed but fewer milesof drainage system and storm water pondsinventoried.

Fiscal Year 2003
Milesof Drainage  Stormwater
Systems Ponds Site Development Lot Grading
Inventoried Inventoried Plans Reviewed Lots Reviewed
Henrico Not Available Not Available Not Available  Not Available
Chesterfield 246 20 213 Not Available
Fairfax 835 1,078 439 2,257

Prince William 389 427 824 5,769
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Per cent Changein Key Stormwater M anagement Fee OutputsVersus
Changein Direct Spending

Purpose: Tocomparethe percentage changein key Stormwater Management Fee
outputs between 1998 and 2003 with the percent changein Stormwater M anagement
Feedirect expenditures. Indirect expendituresarenotincluded. Themeasureis
computed by dividing the 1998 va ueinto the changefrom 1998 to 2003.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE

Per centage Change in Key Stormwater M anagement Fee Program Outputs
MANAGEMENT

480% — 45500 Versus Changein Direct Spending - 1998 to 2003
(]

SECTION LOCATOR

430%

OVERVIEW
380%

SPENDING AND STAFFING:

Combined Program Spending 330%

Spending by Jurisdiction

Stormwater Management Fee JIERES

Program

Development Fee Program 230%

Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

180%

OUTPUTS!
Change in Management Fee || 130% 114%
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program 80%
ChO nge i Deve F 30% 1%
ange in Development Fee o -
Program Outputs ) %
D%/L?tl OBtert Fee Program -20% Ponds Inventoried Drainage SystemMiles Drainage Asst Reguests Spending
p Inventoried
RESULTS:
Weter Quality Permit
ompliance Storm Water Drainage System Drainage Assistance Direct
H&”jnﬁgﬁa“’ed within Time Ponds Inventoried MilesInventoried Reguests Received Spending
F Xod.gain andtﬁraiTnage 2003 Value 427 389 603 $2,574,655
Songancewithin Time 1998 Value 77 182 512 $2,765,993
Change 350 207 91 ($191,338)
Percent Change 455% 114% 18% -71%
Trend:
All Stormwater Management Fee outputsincreased substantialy faster than
spending between 1998 and 2003.

Comments:

" Fromyear toyear there can be substantial variability in each of these key outpuits.
Thefollowing page providesthefiveyear trend for each key Stormwater
Management Feeoutput.

Thenumber of stormwater pondsinventoried and the number of drainage system
milesinventoriedisacumulative number which growswith devel opment.
Stormwater proceduresrequireinspection of all pondstwiceayear and inspection
of drainage systemson an asneeded basis. When inspectionsare conducted they
may result in additional work intheform of pond or drainage system maintenance.
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Number of Stormwater Pondsand Milesof Drainage Systems|nventoried and
Drainage Assistance Requests

Purpose: To provideinformation on changesin the number of ssormwater pondsand
milesof drainage systemsinventoried and drainage assi stance requestsreceived by year
from 1998 to 2003.

Number of Storm Water Ponds Inventoried and Drainage System Miles Inventoried
450 STORMWATER

—e— Sormwater Ponds / 427 INFRASTRUCTURE

MANAGEMENT
i /' 369 SECTIONLOCATOR
350

ﬂ/ OVERVIEW
300 /./ 17 SPENDING AND STAFFING:

400

Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
250 4 Stormwater Management Fee
236 Rogram
Development Fee Program
200 208 Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

150

OUTPUTS:

=187
117 Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
ﬂ7/ Management Fee Program
Outputs
50 Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
0 Outputs

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 RESULTS. |

Water Quality Permit
Compliance

Number of Drainage Assistance Requests Received P'gt”asn'g%ewed within Time

Flood Plain and Drainage

640 Assistance within Time

700 7 603 Standard

600 - 512 490

100

n

446
500 ~

400

300

200 +

100 +

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Trend:
Thenumber of stormwater pondsinventoried and drainage system milesinventoried
grew rapidly and steadily between 1998 and 2003.
After remaining relatively stablefrom 1998 to 2000 the number of drainage assistance
requestsreceived increased substantially in 2001and then againin 2003.

Comments:
Thesubstantial FY 2001 and FY 2003 increasein the number of drainage assistance
requestsreceived resulted from anincreaseinrainfal eventsand anincreasein
sub-division devel opment withinthe County.
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Per cent Changein Development Fee Program OutputsVer susChangein
Direct Spending

Purpose: To comparethe percentage changein key Development Fee Program
outputs between 1998 and 2003 with the percent changein Devel opment Fee Program
direct expenditures. Indirect expendituresarenot included. The measureiscomputed
by dividing the 1998 va ueinto the changefrom 1998 to 2003.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE Per centage Change in Key Devel opment Fee Program Outputs

MANAGEMENT 200% Versus Changein Spending - 1998 to 2003
0

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW 254%
250%

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee 200%
Program

Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported 151%
Authorized Employees 150%

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs 100%
Management Fee Program ° 7%

Outputs

Change in Development Fee 56%
Program Outputs 50%

Development Fee Program

25%

Outputs
RESULTS: 0% Not Available
Water Quality Permit ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Compliance Ste Plans Lot Grading Lots Ste Inspections Erosion Control ~ Single Family Srending
Plans Reviewed within Time Reviewed Reviewed Inspections Inspections
Standard
Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard StePlans Lot Grading Site Erosion Control ~ Single Family Direct
Reviewed LotsReviewed Inspections Inspections  Unit Inspections  Spending
2003 Vaue 824 5,769 12,650 13,352 7,956 $2,120,195
1998 Vdue 658 Not Avallable 7,157 5,325 2,247 $1,357,693
Change 166 Not Available 5,493 8,027 5,709 762,503
Percent Change 25% Not Available 1% 151% 254% 56%

Trend:
From FY 1998to FY 2003, most output measures except site plansreviewed
increased at amuch faster rate than program spending.
From year to year there can be substantia variability in each of these key outpuits.
Thefollowing two pagesdisplay thefiveyear trend for each key ouput.
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Number of Site Development and Individual L ot Grading PlansReviewed

Purpose: To provideinformation on changesin the number of site development and lot
grading plansreviewed. Lot grading plansmay contain multiplelots. Eachlotonaplanis
counted asalot grading plan reviewed. Stormwater I nfrastructure Management reviews
siteand lot grading plansto ensure devel opment standards set forth in the Design and
Congtruction Manua (DCSM) are met and that we maintain and preserve water quality.

STORMWATER
. - . ) INFRASTRUCTURE
Site Devel opment and Individual Lot Grading Plans Reviewed MANAGEMENT

7,000

SECTIONLOCATOR

6,000 +— 1 Stte Development 5,769 OVERVIEW
' W Lot Grading

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee
Program
Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee

Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

RESULTS:
Water Quality Permit
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Compliance
Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard
Flood Plain and Drainage
Trend: Assistance within Time

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

Standard

During the period from 1998 to 2003, the number of site devel opment plansreviewed
ranged from ahigh of 824 in 2003 to alow of 631in2000. The number of site
development plansreviewed in 2003 was 25 percent greater thanin 1998.
Thenumber of individual lot grading plansreviewed rosefrom 2,780in 2000t0 5,796
in2003, an overall increase of 108 percent. Thenumber of individud lot grading
plansreviewed prior to 2000 was hot available.

Comments:
Theincreaseinindividua lot grading plansexperiencedin 2003 islargely attributable
to submission of plansfor large planned communitieswith many lots.
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Number of Inspectionsby I nspection Type

Purpose: To provideinformation on changesinthe number of site, erosion control, and
singlefamily unitinspections. Stormwater I nfrastructure Management inspectssitesto
ensure conformance with County standardsand regul ationsrel ating to stormwater
management, erosion and sediment control, best management practices, andthe
preservation of resource protection aress.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE ; ;
M ANAGEMENT Number of Inspections By Inspection Type
T —— 18,000
SECTION LOCATOR Ste
OVERVIEW 16000 1 _g  Erosion Control 15252

SPENDING AND STAFFING: 14,000 Single Family
Combined Program Spending 13,352
Spending by Jurisdiction 12000 12,650
Stormwater Management Fee '

Program
Development Fee Program 10,000 9,790
Expenditures Fee Supported 9,426 /
Authorized Employees 8,000 8,416 - 7,991 8,160 7,956

OUTPUTS: 7,157 311 8077

Change in Management Fee 6.000

Program Outputs ’ B5325——W 5 474 4976
Management Fee Program 4,000 ' d

Outputs ) 3
Change in Development Fee 3,269 3835

Program Outputs 2000 2,247
Development Fee Program '

Outputs 0

RESULTS:

Water Quality Permit 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Compliance
Plans Reviewed within Time

Standard i
Flood Plain and Drainage Trend:

i UL - Thenumber of siteinspectionsroserapidly from 1998 to 2002 beforedeclining in

2003. Overall, the number of siteinspectionsincreased 77 percent from 1998 to

2003.

Thenumber of erosion control inspectionsincreased from 5,325 in 1998 to 13,352
in 2003, a151 percent increase. The most dramatic increase occurred from 2002
to 2003 with a67 percent increasein the number of erosion control inspection
withinoneyesar.

Thenumber of singlefamily unit inspectionsincreased 254 percent from 1998to
2003.

Comments:

" Thedeclineinthe number of site planinspectionscompleted in 2003 isdueto one
of seven inspectorsbeing out during alarge part of this period.
Erosion control ingpectionstake onahigher priority during periodsof heavy rainfall
asoccurredin 2003.
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Water Quality Permit Compliance

Purpose: Toprovideanindicator of Prince William County’ seffortsto maintain water
quality and comply with the Federal Clean Water Act. The State Department of Environ-
menta Quality (DEQ) annualy reviewsPrince William’ scompliancewith therequirements
of the Federd Clean Water Act’ sNationa Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit
program for ssormwater discharges. Thismeasurereportswhether or not Prince William

wasin compliancewith theVVPDESrequirements. Thisindicator providesinformationon [ STORMWATER _
whether the County isimplementing required programsto protect water quality but does MANAGEMENT

not provide metricson changesin actua water qudity, suchinformationiscurrently not SECTION LOCATOR

available but plans have been madeto devel op such datain thefuture. OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:

Compliance with Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Comg'ip]gdbsfﬁ{gfj?cﬁgﬁﬁdmg

Permit Program Requirements Stormwatefr Management Fee
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% Program

100% Development Fee Program

Expenditures Fee Supported

Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
60% | Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program

40% Outputs

RESULTS:
Wgter uality Permit
ompliance
20% Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard
Food Plain and Drainage
0% Assistance within Time

Standard
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

80% -

Trend:
Prince William County fully met the VirginiaPol lutant Discharge Elimination System
Program requirementsin each year from 1998 through 2003.

Comments:

" PrinceWilliam County issubject tothe Federal Clean Water Act’ sNational Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit programfor itsstormwater
discharges. Thisprogramisadministered by DEQ under EPA oversight asVirginia
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES). Under thispermit, Prince William
County isrequired to implement acomprehensive scorm water management (SWM)
program to control the quality of itsstorm water dischargesin accordancewith the
VPDESpermit. Inaddition, the County isrequired to dedicate adequate funding to
implement the program.
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Comments(continued):

" VPDESconsolidates various County programs, such as, development plan review,
erosion and sediment control, drainage, and BM P maintenance, Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Arearegulation, control of illicit discharge and improper disposal,
septic pump-out, management program for pesticides, herbicidesand fertilizers,
control of inflow and infiltration from sanitary sewers, etc. Inaddition, VPDES
permit requiresamandatory chemica monitoring programto monitor the stream

o ) s ) :
[ STORMWATER _ thgr gual ity and outreach activitiesto educate people on pollution prevention
MANAGEMENT activities.

SECTION LOCATOR “ PrinceWilliam County will be subject to EPA's Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
OVERVIEW regulations. TMDL regulationsimpose numeric restrictionson the discharge of
_ target pollutantsto streams designated asimpaired based on DEQ’ smonitoring
SPENDING AND STAFFING:

Combined Program Spencing data. Itislikely that TMDL regulationwill be consolidated into the County’s
gpoernm\llvgtery Ma'naé(é;?mt Fee VPDES permitsasaconditioninthenear future.
Program

P raegong sl | TheBacteria Source Tracking (BST) study iscurrently underway withVirginia

Expenditures Fee Supported ; ; . : . .
Authorized Employees Polytechnic I nstitute and State University which monitorsalarge number of County

OUTPUTS: streamsfor fecal coliform bacteria. Beginningin July 2003, eighteen (18) stream

Change in Management Fee locationsin four watersheds throughout the County have been sampled onamonthly
ogram Outputs

M gl?ggrtgmt Fee Program basisto determine bacterial impairment in the stream and to trace the source of

Change in Development Fee contamination. Thisdataisbeing developed and thereforeisnot yet available.
Program Outputs

Devel%pment F%e Program
Outputs

RESULTS:

Water Quality Permit
Compliance

Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard

Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard
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Per cent of Siteand L ot PlansReviewed within Internal Time Standard

Purpose: Toprovideinformation onthetimelinessof steandlot planreviews. This
measureiscomputed by dividing thetotal number of plansreviewed into the number
reviewed within aninternally established target plan review time. Prince William County
has established 22 calendar daysfor initial sitedevel opment plansand 10 businessdays
for lot grading plansastheinternal plan review time standard.

Percent of Site Development and Lot Grading Plans
Reviewed Within Internal Standard

90% 91% 92% 91%
] 84%

100% - 97%

80% -+

60% -+

40% {—

20% +—

0%

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Trend:

" Thepercent of sitedevelopment plansreviewed within theinternal standard
(22 calendar days) varied between alow of 84 percent in 2000 and ahigh of 97
percentin 1998. 1n 2003, 94 percent of site devel opment planswerereviewed
withinthe 22 standard.
The percent of |ot grading plansreviewed withintheinterna standard
(10 businessdays) rosefrom 91 percent in 2002 to 97 percent in 2003. Datafor
yearsprior to 2002 isnot available.

Comments:

" Theprocessof reviewinglot plansinvolvestheactua plan review timeby
Stormwater Infrastructure M anagement staff but also involvesreturning plansto
buildersfor needed corrections. Theautomated system capturesthetotal el apsed
time (both Stormwater plan review timeand timethe plans are being reworked by
thebuilder). Asaresult, for 2001 theinformation systemisunableto report the
percent of |ot plansreviewed by Stormwater within 10 businessdays. 2000 data
wasnot available. 1998 and 1999 dataisreported asnot available sinceamanual
processwas used that may have had errors.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee
Program
Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

RESULTS:

Water Quality Permit
Compliance

Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard

Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard
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STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee
Program
Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

RESULTS:
Water qUaIity Permit
iance

omp
Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard

Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard

Per cent of Site Development and L ot Grading PlansReviewed
within Internal Time Standar ds

Purpose: Toprovideinformation onthetimelinessof steandlot planreviews. This
measureiscomputed by dividing thetotal number of plansreviewed into the number
reviewed withinaninternaly established target plan review time. Eachjurisdiction
establishestheir own target timeto review planswithin (internal standard). The
established targetsare provided by reporting jurisdictionin thetable below.

FY 2003 Percent of Site and Lot Grading Plans Reviewed Within
Each Jurisdiction's I nternal Standard

Prince William

9%
94%

Chesterfield
88%
Fairf 2%
alrrax
| 62% | Lot
‘ @ Site
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Plan Review Time Standar dsBy Jurisdiction
Prince William Fairfax Henrico Chesterfield
Site Development Plans | 22 calendar days | 60 calendar days | 10 businessdays | 45 calendar days
Lot Grading Plans 10 businessdays | 14 calendar days | 10 business days 48 hours

Comparison:

Prince William reviewed agreater percent of site devel opment plansand lot grading
plansthan Fairfax and agreater percent of site development plansthan Chesterfield
withininternally established target plan review timestandards. Dataon the percent
of lot grading plansreviewed within time standardswas not availablefor Chesterfield.

Comments:

Dataregarding the percent of site devel opment plansand ot grading plansreviewed

withininterna time standardswas not availablefor Henrico County.

Thefollowing table provides both the FY 2002 and FY 2003 percent of siteplans
and lot grading plansreviewed within each jurisdiction’ sinterna standard:

Percent of Plans Reviewed Within Jurisdiction's Standard

Prince William

Fairfax

Chesterfield

Site Development Plans

2003
2002

Lot Grading Plans

2003
2002

94%
92%

97%
91%

62%
64%

22%
36%

88%
98%

Not Available
Not Available
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Per cent of Flood Plain Deter minationsand DrainageAssistance Requests
within Internal TimeStandard

Purpose: Toprovideinformation onthetimelinessof processing flood plain
determinationsand drainage assi stance requests. Thismeasureiscomputed by dividing
thetotal number processed into the number processed withinaninternaly established
targettime. Prince William County hasestablished 3 businessdaysasthetarget for flood
plain determinationsand 5 business daysfrom receipt of request tofirst responseasthe
target for handling drainage ass stance requests.

Percent of Flood Plain Determinations and Drainage A ssistance
Requests Within Internal Standard

100% —__100% 100% 100% 100% goo 100% ggos
94% 0 9%
80% -
60% -~
40% -~
20%
@ Flood Plain
W Drainage
0%
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Trend:
100 percent of flood plain determinationswere completed within theinterna time
standard in each year from 1998 through 2003.
The percent of drainage assi stance requestsresponded to within theinternal time
standard increased from 94 percent in 1998 to 99 percent in 2003.

STORMWATER
INFRASTRUCTURE
MANAGEMENT

SECTION LOCATOR

OVERVIEW

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
Combined Program Spending
Spending by Jurisdiction
Stormwater Management Fee
Program
Development Fee Program
Expenditures Fee Supported
Authorized Employees

OUTPUTS:
Change in Management Fee
Program Outputs
Management Fee Program
Outputs
Change in Development Fee
Program Outputs
Development Fee Program
Outputs

RESULTS.

Water Quality Permit
Compliance

Plans Reviewed within Time
Standard

Flood Plain and Drainage
Assistance within Time
Standard
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