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Online Inspection Application

¢ Enable erosion and sediment control (ESC) inspections by
permit holder (self inspections)

¢ Ability to report, process and review inspectiandine
¢ Cityability to administer ongoing inspection activity

C Electronic document submittal for design review and
permit administration

¢ Providepublicaccessii 2 LINRP 2SO0 Ay T2 NXI
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What did Madison do to
Implement their program?
Revised municipal code &irengthen routine inspection
requirement andequire online selnspection reporting

DevelopedCity website accedsr ESC online reporting
and to providepublic acces#o results

Conducteduser trainingandinitiated new procedure$or

both City and private inspectors in May 2007
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permit holdersand administer ESC program

Collecteduser feedbacland supported
program refinement

PermiTrack;.



City of
MADISON HOME | MY ACCOUNT | SERVICES AGENCIES | CONTACT US | SEARCH

i e Updated City Website
il ENGINEERING, (fOr users)

"""""""""""""""" EROSION CONTROL: PERMIT TRACKING

WHAT IS THIS?

Permit Tracking is a tool for registered users (Contractor/Consultant/Other party ) to use so that
they can update erosion control inspe ns on any of their active projects within the City of

Madi

GO TO PERMIT TRACKING:

If you are a reqistered user (Contractor/Consultant/Other party) with an active construction site

In the <y~tr=m and you wish to update tre site or to document an Inspection, you can login it at:
nit Tracking, to update your projects,

City of
_____________________________ I LOST MY PASSWORD: { £ MADISON HOME | MY ACC SERVICES | AGENCIES ' CONTACT US ’ SEARCH
If vou have forgotten your password but remember your User 1D - '
e to help you recover
Il you have (uruouc_n both your pd5>.v0fd and User ID - please co
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MADISON
Robert F. Phillips, P.E, J !
Interim City Engineer f « Sic S 5 pping &
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------------------------ ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION SITES (PUBLIC AND PRIVATE) IN THE CITY
----------------------------- OF MADISON
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Provide UserFriendly Public Access

Projects
1. 1022 W, Johnson Street
2. 1602 5. Park Street Temporary
Parking
2014 Allied Drive Dermolition

. Air Park Ctr Parking Expansion
. Block 258

. Bobcat of Madison

. Brownlofts

. Shurchill Crossing

. City of Madizon Fire Station 12

10. Clyde Gallager Ave recon &
Starkweather Creek Stabilization

11. Commons at Secret Places Lot
125

12. Contractor Shop

13. Dr. Ducommun DOS

14. E Wash & Hwy 30 Feconstruct
15. East Praitie Commons Site
Grading

16. East Washington Retail

17. Excelsior Drive Parking Lot

Expansion
18. Eairfield Inn

19. Felland Rd Sewer Assmt District

Fht

20. General Heating & Air
Conditioning - Mew Building

21. Genesis Developrnent

22, Hawks Ridge

23. Hooper EPD Building & Shop
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Generate Project
Inspection Reports

w Project Information
w Inspector
w Weather Trends

w Overall Comments/
Followup Action

W BMP Inspection Item
Results and Notes

w Photo Documentation

City of Madison, W

Inspection Report

Wisconsin Inst. for Discovery/Morgridge Inst. for Research

Address

330 M. Orchard St and 1209 University Ave

Madisan Wi

Inspector: Joe Stout 608-575-3693
jstout@findorft.com

Inspection Date: 01/14/2009

Weather Trends: cold

Temperature: TF

Last Precip. Date: 01/13/2009

Last Precip. Amount:  .25in

Last Precip. Source: Estimate

Reason for Inspection: Routine

Comments:

Inspection Items
Name: Construction Entrance -- Rock Consfruction/Tracking Pads

Required: Yes Inspected: Yes

Status: Active Condition: Comrect

Description: Rock construction or tracking pads per the EC Plan at all
entrances to the site.

Comment:  Picture before the snow.

Name: Construction Entrance -- Sweeping/Cleaning

Required: Yes Inspected: Yes

Status: Active Condition: Comect

Description: Sweeping or cleaning as needed to keep adjacent
streels, sidewalks and other paved areas clean of any
tracked mud and/er silt deposits.

Comment: Mot much tracking out of job.




How has it worked, generally?

w Over 3,720 online inspection repoffiled for more than
222 plat, commercial and municipal projects in Madison

w Inspection data entered online by more thag City
Inspectorsand at leastLO3 private inspectors

w Believe more inspections are completed,
ungquestionablymore inspections are documented

w All information (including inspection reports) is readily
accessible onlinby City staff and public

w City staff camjuickly determinavhich projects are
being inspected routinely and follow up accordingly

w Increased opportunity fopublic access and feedback




What about the bigger issues
and tougher guestions?

w Will the inspectorg City and private&use the system?

w Will the number of site selhspections increase and reduce
the demand for City staff inspections?

w What about the integrity of selhspections?
WiIll private inspectors report deficiencies on their own sites?
How frequently are deficiencies reported by private
Inspectors? On private projects?

w How many inspections are being conducted per active projec
each year? How many inspections per inspector?

w Which construction site best management practices are most
frequently found deficient?
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® Online inspection data accumulated through parts of
four calendar years, including:
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¢ 2008 and 2009, entire construction seasons
¢ 2010, minimal data through late March

w Includes municipal projects, commercial projects and
plat (large grading) projects but no residential
construction




Will the online inspection system be used by
City and private Inspectors?

Online Inspections Filed = Private

(City and Private Inspectors) m City
S 1732

1,254




Will the number of seltinspections increase
and off-set the number of City inspections?

Online Inspections Filed

(City vs Private Inspectors)
3 ey City (total)

= &= City (private)
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1 City inspection of
private projects




What about the integrity of selfinspections?
WIll private inspectors report deficiencies
on their own sites?

Inspections Passed/ Failed
by Inspector Type

rd
i

Failed By Private
M Passed By Private
M Failed By City

W Passed By City




How do the rates of reported deficiencies
compare for privatevs public inspectors?

"Failed" Inspection Rates ——9% Failed by City
By City vs Private Inspectors

13.1%
_

-
11.0%

—l—% Failed by Private

10.5%

Percent Passing




How does inspection of public projects
compare to private projects?

Inspections Passed/ Failed
by Project Owner Type

Failed Private
M Passed Private
W Failed Municipal

M Passed Municipal




How do inspection failure rates on public
projects compare to private projects?

"Failed"” Inspection Rates —#—%Failure on Public
Municipal vs Privately Owned Projects B— % Failure on Private

12 Q0/
19.970

"~ 10.4%

10.4%—— g — a 10.3%

9.8

Percent Passing




How many inspections have been
completed per active project year?

Public Project Inspections Private Project Inspections
Year No. of No. of Inspections No. of No. of Inspections
Inspections  Projects per Project | Inspections Projects per Project

2007 309 25 12.4 216 30 7.2
2008 486 56 8.7 /68 121 6.4

2009 492 40 12.3 1,240 130 9.5




How many inspections have been
completed per inspector?

Inspections Per City Inspector Inspections Per Private Inspector

Year No. of No. of Inspections No. of No. of Inspections
Inspections Inspectors | per Inspector f Inspections Inspectorsj per Inspector

2007 327 6@ 54.5 198 16 12.4
2008 547 9 60.8 707 64 11.0

2009 619 11 56.3 1,113 66 16.9

(1) Some doubling of user accounts
(2) Very limited data




Which construction site BMPSs are most
frequently found deficient?

Silt Fence 14 Polymer Application
Rock Construction/Tracking Pads 12 Photos

Sweeping/Cleaning Heavy Mulching
Inlet Protection Seeding - Temporary
Filter Fabric Insert Straw Bale Fence
Stone Check Dam

Polymer/Water Application

Excavation Dewatering
Composite Silt Sock

Erosion Control Mat Phased Seeding
Bale Ditch Check

Sediment Basin 485 Total Deficiencies
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Deficient Erosion Control BMPs by Category

Deficient BMP Categories

l Street/ Storm Sewer
M Perimeter Control

M Surface Area

B Drainage Ways

M Basins

1 Other




Deficient ESC BMPs by Category:
Municipal vs Private Projects

Municipal Projects Private Projects

[l Street/ Storm Sewer M Perimeter Control [ Street/ Storm Sewer W Perimeter Control

B Surface Area M Drainage Ways B Surface Area B Drainage Ways

W Basins O Other :
14 0% B Basins 32/0 O Other

6% 5%

A Projects mostly in rightf-way A Projects outside rightf-way
A Surface area control challenges A Street and storm sewer; perimeter
control challenges




Lots of dataz any conclusions?

w Use of the online ESC inspection increases access to
project and inspection records

w Seltinspections tend to report deficient BMPs at about
the same rate as public inspections

w Inspections are likely still not completed at required
frequency, but more frequently than when not reported

w ESC BMP deficiencies tend to occur at about the same
frequency on public and private projects

w Continued diligence (and perhaps training) is indicated
for BMPs that protect storm drainage systems and
provide perimeter control




Questions? Discussion?

For more information on this presentation C2NJ Y2NB AYF2NXYI .

or PermiTrackse contact: ESC program, contact:
JeffMazanecPE Greg Fries, PE
SrProject Manager Engineer IV
RA Smith National Inc. City of Madison, WI
Jeff Mazanec@RASMithNational.com GFries@ci.madison.wi.us
(920)731-8397 Ext 3406 (608) 2671199

More information at http://www.mynpdespermit.com/

PermiTracks: W

R.A. Smith National is an Authorized and Engineering
Business Partner of the PermiTrack products.


http://www.mynpdespermit.com/

