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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) is conducting a program to
provide education and outreach on reducing or eliminating behaviors and practices that cause or
contribute pollution to stormwater. SPU hired Cascadia Consulting Group in 2008 to evaluate
the results of these programs. This report presents an evaluation of under standing and
adoption of targeted behaviors among targeted audiences for SPU’s NPDES public
involvement and education program activities conducted in 2007 and 2008.

The SPU programs evaluated as part of this effort include the Spill Kit Incentive Program, the
Water Quality Hotline, the Green Your Rug program, and the Car Wash Kit program. These
evauations provide the City with information about the effectiveness of these education and
outreach programs.

Spill Kit Incentive Program

SPU’s Spill Kit Incentive Program provides free spill kits, spill response plans, and training to
businesses engaged in any high-risk pollution-generating activity, such as those that use
pollutants like oil and gasin their daily operations. The spill kit program is an effort of Resource
Venture, an SPU service that helps businesses conserve resources, prevent pollution, and become
more sustainable. The program prepares businesses to address and respond to an on-site spill
appropriately. It resultsin a higher number of businesses being in compliance with stormwater
regulations, while augmenting SPU's inspection efforts.

Evaluation of the spill kit program included a survey of kit recipients to assess their use of spill
plans and kits and their understanding of stormwater pollution prevention. Resource Venture has
distributed kits to atotal of 901 businesses since the beginning of the program in 2004. SPU
conducted a survey of 104 spill kit recipientsin 2005. The current evaluation includes findings
from a survey of 301 respondents conducted in 2008 and comparisons with the 2005 baseline
survey results. Key findings from the surveys include the following:

= The number of respondents who said that they do not wash any spills away with a hose
increased in 2008 from 2005. In addition, fewer respondents say they wash away oil or
coolant.

= Half of the respondents who used the spill kit said that they had replaced the materiasin
thekit that were used for the spill.

= Similar percentages of respondents in 2008 and 2005 said that their business had written
and posted a plan for dealing with a spill, but more respondents in 2008 said that the plan
was posted near the spill kit.

= Respondents in 2008 express similar confidence to respondents in 2005 about their ability
to clean up spills quickly, knowledge of whom to contact for help containing or cleaning
up aspill, stock of spill clean-up materials on hand, and knowledge of where to obtain
and dispose of cleanup materid.
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= Respondents in 2008 expressed higher levels of agreement that having a spill plan and
clean-up kit makes their employees more aware of surface water pollution and how their
business practices can help.

The Spill Kit Incentive Program appears effective in increasing proper management of spills
among businesses reached. Participating businesses not only increased their understanding of
the importance of stormwater pollution prevention, but they have also increased their use of spill
plans and spill kits and their proper response to spills.

Water Quality Hotline

SPU’s Surface Water Quality Hotline provides away for members of the general public,
including business owners and employees, to report illicit dischargesto storm drains or surface
waters. Evaluation of this program included a telephone survey of people who reported
complaints to the Surface Water Quality Hotline or website The survey addressed ease of the
reporting process, satisfaction with the experience, and awareness of water quality concerns
among those who called the hotline. Cascadia completed atotal of 80 surveys. Key findings
from the survey include the following:

= Callers reporting incidents to the Water Quality Hotline generally were not representative
of Seattle’s overall population On average, callers were more likely to be male, college-
educated, white/Caucasian, and older than the genera public.

= The majority of callers were satisfied with their hotline experience and the City' s
response, though room remains for improvement.

= Most callers expressed an understanding of water quality incidents that warrant a report
to the hotline.

= Respondents reported that utility bills are their preferred method for hearing more about
water quality issues in the future. Note, however, that this answer reflects the well-
educated survey populationand may not be true of the genera public.

Green Your Rug

Property managers are responsible for polluted discharge to storm drains on or runoff from their
property. Thisevauation included developing a baseline measurement of property manager
awareness, understanding of, and adoption of proper disposal of used wash water from carpet
cleaning and general cleaning. The evaluation included surveys of commercia and multifamily
property managers regarding their cleaning practices and their understanding of water disposal
practices for the contractors they hire. A total of 77 property managers completed the survey.
Key findings from the survey include the following:

= Overdl, over haf of property managers know that they are legally responsible for the
proper disposal of wash water and that water disposed in an outside drain flowsto a
creek, lake, or other surface water.
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Nearly three quarters know that the best place to dispose wash water is a sink or toilet.

In practice, most property managers say that wash water from general cleaning is
properly disposed into an indoor drain when either they or contractors clean; however,
some managers do not know where general cleaning contractors dispose of wash water.

Most property managers also say that wash water from carpet cleaning is disposed into an
indoor drain or hauled away for disposa elsewhere, but some do not know where the
water is disposed.

Car Wash Kits

Various organizations located throughout Seattle host and lend out car wash kits. Other groups
borrow these kits to conduct charity car wash events at local gas stations, convenience stores, or
other parking lot locations. The car wash kit includes equipment to keep used wash water and
soaps from entering storm drains or surface waters. Cascadia conducted interviews with car
wash kit lenders and borrowers to assess their attitudes regarding the programand knowledge of
car wash kitsas well as to determine the current availability of car wash kits. A tota of eight
lenders and 12 school event coordinators were contacted, and ten interviews were completed.
Key findings from these interviews include the following:

In its current state, the Car Wash Kit program is not highly successful at achieving the
goal of preventing the release of car wash soaps and polluted water to storm drains and
surface waters.

Most lenders are not actively participating in the program and few car wash kits are
available for use by the general public.

The car wash Kkits that are available reportedly are difficult to use and sometimes
incomplete.

Many targeted borrowers are unaware of the program.
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INTRODUCTION AND PROGRAM OVERVIEW

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities is conducting a program to provide
education and outreach on reducing or eliminating behaviors and practices that cause or
contribute pollution to stormwater. SPU hired Cascadia Consulting Group in 2008 to evaluate
the results of these programs. Thisreport presents an evaluation of under standing and
adoption of targeted behaviors among targeted audiences for SPU’s NPDES public
involvement and education program activities conducted in 2007 and 2008.

The report includes chapters on the following programs and activities:
Chapter 1. Spill Kit Incentive Program
Chapter 2. Water Quality Hotline
Chapter 3. Green Your Rug
Chapter 4. Car Wash Kits

In cooperation with SPU, Cascadia developed evaluation plans for each of the four efforts listed
above. The evauation plans identified best management practices (BMPs) and targeted
audiences. They outlined a research approachas well as key measures for tracking and
reporting. The evaluation plans also included awork plan, timeline, and survey instruments as
needed for conducting the evaluation.

This report includes key information from the evaluation plan as well as summarizes results of
the evaluation itself. Appendices provide additional information, including copies of the survey
instruments used in the evaluation.
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CHAPTER 1  SPILL KIT INCENTIVE PROGRAM

Program Overview

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities is conducting a program to provide spill
kits to businesses to prevent and clean up spills of oils, chemicals, and other pollutants before
they pollute waterways. Having a spill prevention plan and a spill kit is a best management
practice (BMP) designed to prevent and clean up spills before ails, chemicals, and other
pollutants enter storm drains and contaminate surface waters.

The Spill Kit Incentive Program provides free spill kits, spill response plans, and training to
businesses engaged in any high-risk pollution-generating activity, such as those that use
pollutants like oil and gas in their daily operations. The spill kit program is an effort of Resource
Venture, an SPU service that helps businesses conserve resources, prevent pollution, and become
more sustainable. Resource Venture provides outreach, education, and customized technical
assistance on stormwater pollution prevention, waste prevention and recycling, water
conservation, green building, and climate change. (Please see Appendix A for more information
about Resource Venture and its activities from 2006 to 2008, including the spill kit program.)

The program prepares businesses to address and respond to an on-site spill appropriately. It
results in a higher number of businesses being in compliance with stormwater regulations, while
augmenting SPU inspection efforts. Since the beginning of the program in 2004, Resource
Venture has provided atotal of 920 businesses withthe following:

= Up to two free spill kits, an SPU-funded voucher, or a combination of both
= Spill plans, site maps, and waste disposal diagrams
= Basic training on spill kit use and disposal options

In 2006, Resource Venture focused on furnishing free kits, drainage maps, and spill plans to all
Seattle locations of mgjor grocery store chains, including QFC, Safeway, Albertsons, Red Apple,
Trader Jo€' s, Larry s Market, and PCC Natural Markets. Resource Venture provided 25 spill
kits through this targeted effort.

Evaluation of the spill kit program included a survey of kit recipients since 2004 to assess their
under standing of stormwater pollution prevention and their use of spill plans and kits. A
previous survey was conducted among Seattle businessesin 2005. A new survey in 2008 of spill
kit recipients included many elements of the previous survey to examine changes since 2005,
plus added a few new questions.
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Methodology

Targeted Audience

= Seattle businesses that have received spill kits since 2004.

Research Approach

In 2005, SPU conducted a survey of 104 spill kit recipients. The survey aso included 201
businesses that did not participate in the spill kit program. The survey covered awareness of the
spill kit program, reasons for participation or non-participation, attitudes about the program,
spill-related practices, clean-up practices, inspections, and business demographics.

For 2008, we conducted a similar survey with spill kit recipients. Since 2004, the Resource
Venture has distributed kits to 901 businesses. Phone contact information was recorded or
obtained for al but five of these businesses. In the course of the survey, however, interviewers
found that some phone numbers were no longer in service, and some businesses had closed. In
total, the 2008 survey contacted 846 targeted businesses that received spill kits. The interviewers
completed surveys with 301 participants, for a margin of error of +4.6% at the 95% confidence
level.

To enable comparisons with the 2005 baseline survey, we retained many questions from the
previous survey, without editing. Questions related to non-participants were omitted from the
2008 survey, as non-participating businesses were not included in the survey population for this
follow-up study. Some additional questions were also omitted in the interest of brevity and
resource constraints. Pacific Market Research(PMR), a local survey research firm fielded the
surveys, using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) technique. On average, the
surveys took 6.9 minutes to finish.

Prior to the regular fielding of the survey, we conducted a pre-test with 15 respondents to test
how the survey worked and identify any areas that needed revisions. Following the pre-test, we
made some minor revisions to improve the clarity of the survey. PMR fielded the survey in
November and December 2008.

Upon completion of the phone survey, the survey research firm prepared a topline report
summarizing responses for each question. Cascadia then analyzed the results, including making

comparisons with 2005 data where feasible, to assess understanding and adoption of targeted
behaviors.

The spill kit survey used for the 2008 program evaluation appears in Appendix B.

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 7 FEBRUARY 2009



Measurement and Reporting

The following information was gathered in 2008 for comparison with the 2005 baseline to help
evaluate the understanding and adoption of targeted behaviors among businesses that have
received spill kits:

= Awareness of spill kit program and information sources

= Awareness of and participation in spill kit workshops

= Reasons for participating in spill kit program and workshops
= Spill management practices and awareness of BMPs

= Spill plans, training practices, and attitudes

= Understanding of water quality issues related to spills

= Attitudes toward SPU and spill kit program

Following completion of the survey, PMR prepared summary tables presenting the responses to
all survey questions. Cascadiathen analyzed these data and made comparisons with the 2005
results. Although comparisons were not individually tested for statistical significance, Cascadia
used margins of error described in the 2005 report to identify apparent changes from the baseline
survey. In the 2005 survey, 104 participants who recalled receiving spill kits were surveyed,
resulting in amargin of error of approximately 9%. Differences less than 9% may be due to
sample variability rather than true changes in behavior or attitudes For smaller subgroups, the
margin of error increases, for example, a subsample of 60 participants has a margin of error of
approximately 12%.
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Results

Awareness of Spill Kit Program and Information Sources

The targeted audience contained only businesses that had received a free spill kit from the City
of Seattle; however, only 88% of respondents interviewed recalled receiving this free kit, as
shownin Table 1 below. Among respondents that recalled receiving the kit, the main ways they
learned about the program were from someone who came to their business (19%), from the City
of Seattle or a City representative (16%), or from Seattle Public Utilities (10%); see Table 2
below. In 2005, spill kit recipients were more likely to have heard about the program from

ECOSS (22% in 2005), direct mail (19%), or an inspector (13%).

Table 1. Do You Recall Receiving This Free Spill Kit? (Q1)

Response n %
Yes 265 83%
No 35 12%
Don’t know 1 0%
Total Respondents 301 100%

Table 2. Where or From Whom Did You Learn About This Spill Kit Program? (Q2)

Response* n** %
Person came to the business (non-specific) 51 19%
City of Seattle or City representative 42 16%
SPU or Seattle Public Utilities 27 10%
ECOSS—someone called or came to my business 22 8%
Direct mail 14 5%
From an inspector 11 1%
Other business owner participating 9 %
Website or | nternet 7 3%
By phone or someone contacted me 5 2%
From the corporate office, another employee, or union 5 2%
E-mail 2 1%
Newspaper 0 0%
Chamber of Commerce 0 0%
Other 27 10%
Don't know 51 19%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 265 N/A

* Of respondents who recalled receiving kit
** Multiple responses permitted
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FEBRUARY 2009



Respondents who recalled receiving a kit most commonly said that they applied through
someone who called or came to their business (32%) and online (16%), as shown in Table 3. In
2005, spill kit recipients also mainly applied through someone who called or came to their
business (31%) or online (27%), but many also applied by mail (18%).

Table 3. How Did You Apply for Your Free Spill Kit? (Q4)

Response* n %
A person called or came to my business A 32%
Applied online 43 16%
By phone or calledin 21 8%
Went to ameeting, seminar, or presentation 13 5%
By mail 11 1%
Corporate office or district manager 9 3%
Went personally to get it 6 2%
Other 13 5%
Don’t know 65 25%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 265 100%

* Of respondents who recalled receiving kit
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The most common reasons spill kit recipients participated were to help with spills (29%), to be
prepared (28%), because their business has hazardous chemicals or the risk of spills (24%),
because it is a good thing to do (20%), or because it is good for the environment (20%). Another
15% of respondents thought that participating in the spill kit program was required, as shown in
Table 4 below. 1n 2005, recipients reported that they participated because it is good for the
environment (22%), to help with spills (19%), because they thought it was required (18%), or
because they felt obligated to accept the kit (16%).

Table 4. What are the Main Reasons Your Business
Participated in the Spill Kit Program? (Q4a)

Response* n** %
To help with spills 77 2%
To be prepared 73 28%
The business has hazardous chemicalsor business has risk of spills 63 24%
Good to have or good thing to do 54 20%
It isgood for the environment 52 20%
Itisrequired 41 15%
Because of business location or location of drains 22 8%
No main reason or it was just brought to us 17 6%
It was free 15 6%
| felt obligated to accept it 12 5%
We did not have a spill kit planin place 6 2%
To avoid inspections 5 2%
To avoid fines 0 0%
Other 18 ™0
Don’t know 13 5%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 265 N/A

* Of respondents who recalled receiving kit
** Multiple responses permitted
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Just over half of survey respondents (51%) knew that spill plan materials are available in
different languages besides English, as shown in Table 5 below. When asked which other
languages, if any, would be useful for the spill plan materials at their business, the most common
responses were none (53%) and Spanish (36%). Other languages mentioned included
Vietnamese (8%) and Chinese/Mandarin (4%); see Table 6 below. These questions were not
asked in 2005.

Table 5. Did You Know that the Spill Plan Materials Are Available
in Different Languages besides English? (Q11a)

Response n %
Yes 155 51%
No 142 47%
Don’t know 4 1%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 301 100%

Table 6. Which Other Languages, If Any, Would Be Useful
for the Spill Plan Materials at Your Business? (Q11b)

Response n* %
None (English only) 160 53%
Spanish 109 36%
Viethamese 24 8%
Chineseor Mandarin 13 4%
Amharic 9 %
Russian 5 2%
Japanese 4 1%
Other 23 8%
Don’t know 2 1%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 301 N/A

* Multiple responses permitted
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Awareness of and Participation in Spill Kit Workshops

About 13% of survey respondents said their business had participated in a spill kit training
workshop with other businesses; see Table 7. Nearly half of businesses participating in
workshops said they did so to be prepared (49% of workshop participants), as shown in Table 8
below. Among business who did not report participating in a workshop, their main reasons were
because they were not aware of the workshops (35%) or because they did not think the
workshops were necessary or they aready knew how to use the kits (23%); see Table 9 bel ow.
The workshops had not yet been offered to the 2005 survey participants and were not addressed
in the previous survey.

Table 7. Has Your Business Participated in a Spill Kit
Training Workshop with Other Businesses? (Q5)

Response n %
Yes 39 13%
No 244 81%
Don’t know 18 6%
Total Respondents 301 100%

Table 8. Why Did Your Business Participate in the Training Workshop? (Q5a)

Response* n** %
To be prepared 19 49%
Good thing to do 9 23%
Itisrequired 5 13%
To help with spills 5 13%
| felt obligated to attend 3 8%
It isgood for the environment 2 5%
The business has hazardous chemical s or business has risk of spills 2 5%
It wasfree 1 3%
We did not have a spill kit planin place 1 %
To avoid inspections 0 0%
To avoid fines 0 0%
Other (specify) 11 4%
Don’t know 1 0%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 39 N/A

* Of respondents who have participated the training workshop
** Multiple responses permitted

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 13 FEBRUARY 2009



Table 9. Why Hasn’t Your Business Participated in a Spill Kit Training Workshop? (Q5b)

Response* n** %
Was not aware of the workshops 92 35%
Not needed; we know how to use the kit 56 21%
Too busy or notime 31 12%
Not convenient time or location 13 5%
Other 43 16%
Don’t know 48 18%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 262 N/A

* Of respondents who have not participated or did not recall participating
in a training workshop
** Multiple responses permitted

In October 2008, Resource Venture hosted a free Spill Prevention and Preparedness Workshop
for businesses who participated in the Seattle Public Utilities’ Spill Kit Incentive Program. The
workshop provided spill preparedness training and information on stormwater regulations. Two
identical workshops were held on subsequent days at locations in north and south Seattle. The
two workshops included 20 participants attended from 12 different businesses. Business
categories include automobiles and transportation, manufacturing, grocery, cleaning, and
property management.

Parti cipants completed a questionnaire, rarking aspects of the workshop on a scale from one to
five, where five was best. Most participants (90%) rated the workshop a four or five
(“excellent”) overal. They also rated the workshops highly for organizationand clarity. When
asked whether the workshop was too easy or too technical, 95% of participants rated it “just
right.” All respondents said that the workshop improved their understanding of the issues, with
85% rating it a four or five (“very much’). More than half of the participants reported that they
would do something differently as aresult of the workshop. Specific responses included better
educating employees, improving spill kit locations, setting up a plan for the business, being more
aware of ties to water quality, discussing political issues about cleaning up water bodies,
understanding storm drain locations, keeping spills out of storm drains, and recycling old oil.
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Spill Management Practices and Awareness of BMPs

The survey asked about spill management practices and the frequency of spills at respondents
businesses. All respondents were asked how they address spillsin general. Table 10 below
showstheresults. Approximately two thirds (67%) of respondents said that when their business
experiences a spill they soak it up with spill materials, while only 1% said they hose it into a
street or drain. In 2005, similar percentages of respondents put down spill materials (68%) and
called a contractor (13%), but more respondents reported that they either called 911 (11%) or
hosed it into the street or drain (7%).

Table 10. When Your Business Experiences a Spill Do You Ever... (Q6)

Response n* %
Put down spill materialsto soak it up? 202 67%
Call acontractor to clean it up? 33 11%
Call 9117 15 5%
Hoseit into street or drain? 3 1%
Total Respondents 301 N/A

* Multiple responses permitted

A little over half of respondents (52%) said that their business has spills that require spill kit
materiasto clean up. Most of these businesses said that such spills occur rarely: 24% of all
respondents experience such spills on ayearly basis, while 13% experience such spills several
timesayear. About 10% of respondents combined said they have spills that require spill kit
materials on adaily or weekly basis.® See Table 11 below. Percentagesin 2005 are similar to
responses in 2008, except that more respondents in 2008 said they experience spills several times
ayear or on ayearly basis (37% in 2008 and 27% in 2005).

Table 11. How Often Does Your Business Have a Spill that Requires
Spill Kit Materials to Clean up? (Q6a)

Response n %
Daly 10 3%
Weekly 19 6%
Monthly 18 6%
Several timesayear 40 13%
Yearly 71 24%
Never 141 47%
Don’t know 2 1%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 301 100%

! Percentages in table may not sum to total due to rounding.
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Among respondents who reported experiencing spills, the large majority (85%) does not wash
any spills away with a hose; however, 2% of respondents wash oil or coolant spills away with a
hose. See Table 12 below. These figures appear improved from 2005 when the proportion of
respondents that reported that they did not wash any spill away with a hose was 65%, and 8%
washed away oil and coolant spills.

Table 12. What Type of Spills Do You Simply Wash Away with a Hose? (Q6b)

Response* n** %
None or nothing or don’t wash spills with a hose 134 85%
Water or mop water 9 6%
Soap 4 3%
Qil or coolant 3 2%
Beverages 2 1%
Food (including sauces or soups) 2 1%
Usually only use kitty litter for spills 2 1%
Don't have drainsor mop everything 1 1%
Don't know 4 3%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 158 N/A

* Of respondents who reported having spills that require spill kit materials
** Multiple responses permitted

Approximately 23% of respondents who both recalled receiving a free spill kit and said that their
business experiences spills that require a spill kit had actually used the free spill kit. See Table
13 below. Thisfigureissimilar to 2005, when 18% of eligible respondents had used the free
spill kit.

Table 13. Have You Had a Spill at Your Business
for Which You Used a Free Spill Kit? (Q6c¢)

Response* n %
Yes 32 23%
No 102 74%
Don’t know 3 2%
Refused 0 0%
Total Responses 137 100%

* Of respondents who reported having spills and recall receiving a free kit
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Of the 32 respondents who had used the free spill kit, 41% disposed of the used cleanup
materials in the trash and 22% took them to a transfer station or hazardous waste disposa site.
No respondents said they called the phone number on the spill kit. See Table 14 below. In 2005,
the majority of eligible respondents (seven of nine) said they threw the materials away in the
trash.

Table 14. How Did You Dispose of the Used Clean-up Materials from the Spill Kit? (Q6d)

Response* n** %
Threw away in trash / dumpster 13 41%
Took to atransfer station / hazardous waste disposal site 7 22%
Called another agency 4 13%
Called the City to pick up 1 3%
Gathered in barrel then picked up when full 1 3%
Other 3 0%
Called the number on the spill kit 0 D%
Don’t know 5 16%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 32 N/A

* Of businesses that used a free spill kit
** Multiple responses permitted

Of the respondents who had used the free spill kit, half (50%) said that they had replaced the
materials in the kit that were used for the spill, as shown in Table 15. Thisfigureissimilar to
2005 when five of nine eligible respondents had replaced the materials.

Table 15. Have You Ever Replaced the Materials in the Kit that
Were Used for the Spill? (Q6e)

Response* n %
Yes 16 50%
No 14 44%
Don't know 2 6%
Refused 0 0%
Total Responses 32 100%

* Of respondents who used the free spill kit
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Spill Plans and Attitudes

The majority of respondents (72%) said that their business has a written plan for dealing with a
spill, and ten respondents (3%) said that the plan is not written down but their employees know
what to do. See Table 16 below. These percentages are similar to responses in 2005.

The most common reasons respondents devel oped written spill plans were because it became
required by law (31%), to keep employees trained on what to do (29%), and for safety or
preparedness (27%). Approximately 10% of respondents reported that they have written plans
because the plans came with the spill kit or SPU wrote the plan. See Table 17 below. In 2005, a
similar percentage of respondents said they developed a plan because it became required by law
(26%), but more respondents did so because they were informed by an inspector (16%), it was

required in order to get afree spill kit (12%), and as a result of a serious spill (11%).

Table 16. Does Your Business Have a Written Plan for Dealing with a Spill? (Q7)

Response n %
Yes 218 2%
No 64 21%
It's not written down, but my employees know what to do 10 %
Don't know 8 3%
Refused 1 0%
Total 301 100%

Table 17. What Was the Primary Reason You Developed a Written Spill Plan? (Q7a)

Response* n** %
It became required by law 63 31%
To keep employees trained on what to do or everyone on same page 64 2%
Protection or be prepared or safety 59 2%
To contain spills or reduce area contamination A 16%
Came with the kit or SPU wrote the plan 22 10%
Good for the environment 19 %
Instructed to by corporate office or written by corporate 15 ™%
Because we work with chemicalsor materials that spill or the nature

of the business 12 6%
| was informed to do so by an inspector 7 3%
Supposed to or they made me (non-specific) 5 2%
In order to get the free spill kit 2 1%
Astheresult of aserious spill 0 0%
Other 16 ™
Don’t know 3 1%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 218 N/A

* Of respondents who have a written spill plan
** Multiple responses permitted
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Among respondents with written spill plans, the majority (89%) have posted the spill plan within
their business, as shown in Table 18 below. This percentage is about the same asresponsesin

2005.

Most businesses that have posted spill plans have the plan posted near or directly above the spill
kit.> See Table 19 below. This percentage is much higher than in 2005, when only 12% of
respondents with written plans reported that they had posted the plan by or on the spill kit. In
2005, however, the question was phrased in a more open-ended manner, which affected the
answers Asaresult, these two figures are not directly comparable, though this desired behavior

does appear to have increased since 2005.

Table 18. Do You Have the Spill Plan Posted within Your Business? (Q9)

Response* n %
Yes 195 8%
No 19 D%
Don’t know 4 2%
Refused 0 0%
Total 218 100%
* Of respondents who have a written spill plan
Table 19. Is the Spill Plan Posted Directly above the Spill Kit,
Near the Spill Kit, or Somewhere Else? (Q9a)

Response* n** %
Near the spill kit 78 40%
Directly above the spill kit 7 3%
Multiple locations 75 3B%
Other 3 2%
Don’t know 1 1%
Refused 0 0%
Total Respondents 195 N/A

* Of respondents who have posted a written spill plan

** Multiple responses permitted

Participants were asked whether they agree or disagree with statements about spills at their
business that could end up in storm drains; see Table 20 below. The percentages in 2008 are

similar to responses in 2005.

The vast mgjority of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed (96%) that they could clean up a
spill quickly, so that it would not leave their site or enter a storm drain; none disagreed.

2 Multiple responses were permitted; this percentage does not double count respondents who said both near and directly above the spill kit.
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The mgjority of respondents (90%) also agreed they know whom to call for help containing and
cleaning up a big spill; however, 8% of respondents disagreed that they know whom to call.

The vast majority of respondents (94%) agreed that they have spill clean-up materialsin stock,
and 2% said that they do not.

Most respondents (89%) agreed that they know where to obtain spill clean-up materials to
restock their supply, though only 76% strongly agreed with this statement.® 1n addition, 8%
disagreed, saying they do not know where to obtain materials.

The majority of respondents (94%) agreed that they know how to dispose properly of spill cleant
up materials, with 75% strongly agreeing. About 4% of respondents disagreed, saying they do
not know how to properly dispose of materials.

Most respondents (91%) agreed that having a spill plan and clean-up kit makes their employees
more aware of surface water pollution and how their business practices can help, with 70%
strongly agreeing. Approximately 3% of respondents disagree with the statemert.

Table 20. Please Tell Me Whether You Agree or Disagree with the Following Statements
about Spills at Your Business that Could End up in Storm Drains. (Q13b-Q)

Neither
Strongly  Somewhat Agreenor Somewhat  Strongly
Statement* Agree Agree  Disagree Disagree  Disagree
| can clean up aspill quickly so that it 86% 10% 2% 0% 0%

will not leave my site or enter into a
drain. (Q13b)

If it was a big spill, I know whom to 81% % 1% 6% 2%
call to get help containing and
cleaning it up. (Q13c)

I have spill clean-up materialsin 8% 5% 1% 1% 1%
stock. (Q13d)

| know where to obtain spill clean-up 76% 14% 1% 2% 1%
materialsto restock my supply.

(Q13e)

I know how to properly dispose of 5% 19% 0% 2% 2%
these clean-up materials. (Q13f)

Having a spill plan and clean-up kit 70% 21% 3% 2% 1%

makes my employees more aware of
surface water pollution and how our
business practices can help. (Q13g)

*Percentages are of all survey participants (n=301); percentages for “ don’t know” and refused are not presented.

3 Percentagesin table may not sum to t otal due to rounding.
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Understanding of Water Quality Issues Related to Spills

A little over three quarters (77%) of respondents said that they know where water and spillsin
their storm drains go; however, they were not asked to specify alocation. See Table 21 below.
In 2005, approximately 81% of spill kit recipients said they knew where their storm drains go,
and 86% reported that some storm drains flow to the nearest creek, lake, or Puget Sound, and
some go to the treatment plant.

Table 21. Do You Know Where Water and Spills in Your Storm Drains Go? (Q12)

Response n %
Yes 231 7%
No 69 23%
Refused 1 0%
Total 301 100%

Attitudes Toward SPU and Spill Kit Program

Most respondents who recalled receiving a free spill kit found the program very helpful (54%) or
somewhat helpful (31%). These figures are similar to 2005, although in 2008 dightly fewer
participants found the program very helpful (62% in 2005), but more found it somewhat helpful
(26%). See Table 22 below.

Table 22. How Helpful or Unhelpful Was the Spill Kit Program,
Either from the Kit You Received or the Knowledge That You Gained? (Q16)

Response* n %
Very helpful 143 54%
Somewhat hel pful 83 31%
Neither helpful nor unhelpful 13 5%
Somewhat unhelpful 9 %
Very unhelpful 12 5%
Don't know 3 1%
Refused 2 1%
Total 265 100%

* Of respondents who recalled receiving kit
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Participant Demographics

Participants were asked about the type and size of their businesses. Approximately a quarter
(24%) of respondents identified their businesses as automobile repair, gas stations, or auto body.
Other common business types were industrial or manufacturing (14%); restaurant, bakery, or bar
(13%); and sales, retail, or auto sales (13%). See Table 23 below. The mix of business typesis
similar to respondents in 2005, but the proportions are somewhat different. 1n 2005, the most
common business types were automobile repair or gas stations (34%), restaurants (27%), and
industrial or manufacturing (11%).

Table 23. What Is the Type of Your Business? (D1)

Response n %
Automobile repair / gas station / auto body, etc. 71 24%
Industrial or manufacturing 43 14%
Restaurant / bakery / bar 40 13%
Sales/ retail / auto sales 40 13%
Grocery store 12 1%
Construction / painting / home materials (tile / doors/ windows) 12 4%
School / child care/ learning center 8 3%
Delivery / freight / shipping / warehouse 7 2%
Print shop 4 1%
Health care (dental / doctor / pharmacy) 3 1%
Swimming pool 1 0%
Outdoor / tree care/ horticulture 0 0%
Other (specify) 59 20%
Don’t know 0 0%
Refused 1 0%
Total 301 100%
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Slightly over half of businesses (52%) have ten or fewer employees at the location that was
surveyed. About 15% of businesses have more than 50 employees. See Table 24 below. In
2005, the responding businesses were generally similar in size, with 57% having ten or fewer
employees and 7% having more than 50 employees.

Table 24. How Many People, Including Yourself, Work for Your Business
at This Location? (D5)

Size Category n %
5 employees or fewer 102 A%
6 to 10 employees 55 18%
11 to 15 employees 26 D%
16 to 20 employees 23 8%
21 to 50 employees 46 15%
51 to 100 employees 23 8%
101 or more employees 21 %
Don’t know 4 1%
Refused 1 0%
Total 301 100%

Conclusions

Among respondents who reported experiencing spills that require spill kit materials, more
respondents in 2008 said that they do not wash any spills away with a hose (85% in 2008 and
65% in 2005). In addition, fewer respondents say they wash away oil or coolant (2% in 2008
and 8% in 2005).

Of the respondents who have used the free spill kit, half (50%) said that they had replaced the
materials in the kit that were used for the spill.

Similar percentages of respondents in 2008 and 2005 said that their business had written and
posted a plan for dealing with a spill, but more respondents in 2008 said that the plan was posted
near the spill kit.

Respondents in 2008 express similar confidence to respondents in 2005 about their ability to
clean up spills quickly, knowledge of whom to contact for help containing or cleaning up a spill,
stock of spill cleant up materials on hand, and knowledge of where to obtain and dispose of
cleanup material. However, respondents in 2008 expressed higher levels of agreement that
having a spill plan and clean-up kit makes their employees more aware of surface water pollution
and how their business practices can help.
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CHAPTER 2 WATER QUALITY HOTLINE

Program Overview

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities operates a Water Quality Hotline for
reporting illicit discharges to storm drains, streets, and waterways.

The Water Quality Hotline is intended to provide a way for members of the general public,
including business owners and employees, to report illicit discharges. Following reported
violations, SPU s Environmental Compliance Inspectors conduct a site visit and prepare an
appropriate response, which may include identifying corrective actions and notifying the state
Department of Ecology if warranted. The inspector maintains a log and prepares a case report
for each violation. At the conclusion of the process, the inspector reports back to the hotline
caller on the resolution of the case.

This evaluation included a survey of people who reported complaints to the Surface Water
Quality Hotline or website to measure the ease of the reporting process, satisfaction with the
experience, and awareness of water quality concerns among those who called the hotline. A
broader future evaluation could assess awareness of the hotline and understanding of water
guality concerns among the general public. Additional program assessment could follow up with
reported violators identified through the hotline.

Methodology

Targeted Audience

= Individuals that have reported illicit discharges, spills, or other water quality concerns to
SPU using the Water Quality Hotline are the targeted audience for this program
evaluation.

Research Approach

The analysis was conducted using telephone surveys. SPU provided records of 287 phone calls
to the Water Quality Hotline received in 2007. Callers that requested to remain anonymous were
excluded from the list. The log of hotline calls included the following items:

= Date of the report

Cdle’'sfirg and last name

Caller’ s address

Caller’ s phone number and alternate number (if available)

Caller' se-mail address (if available)
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= Reported location of the incident
= Brief description of the problem

Of the 287 records, 46 did not include phone numbers but additional phone numbers proved
invalid when we tried to call them. Some hotline callers made multiple reports in 2007; repeat
calls were excluded, and we attempted to complete one survey for each unique caller. The
original 287 calls represented 253 unique callers. After missing or invalid phone numbers were
eliminated, 166 callers remained. Some callers we contacted did not recall reporting the water
quality complaint, and others routinely address water quality incidents as part of their public
agency jobs and declined to participate. (Some public employees did participate in the survey,
however.) After these exclusions, we conducted surveys with 80 respondents, or 56% of the
targeted audience. Cascadia made at |east three attempts to reach each potential respondent by
phone. After repeated calls, we were unsuccessful in reaching 59 hotline callers; excluding this
group raises the response rate to 94% of those contacted. Table 25 summarizes these figures.

Table 25. Summary of Survey Attempts and Responses

Noranonymous calls to Hotline in 2007 287
Unique callers (duplicates excluded) 253
Invalid or missing phone numbers -87 = 166 remaining

Respondents who did not recall reporting; public  -22
employees who address water quality complaints
as part of their jobs (and declined to participate)

144 remaining

Unreachable after repeated attempts -59 = 85remaining

Survey respondents 80 (94% of reachable targets;
56% response rate excluding
wrong numbers/contacts)

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 25 FEBRUARY 2009



Measurement and Reporting

To evaluate the ease of the reporting process using the Water Quality Hotline and website, as
well as access to the hotline or website, and understanding of “illicit discharge,” respondents
were questioned using the survey attached at the end of this evaluation plan. Cascadia conducted
apre-test of the phone survey with small initial group of respondents and modified the survey as
needed following the pre-test.

The survey covered the following information:
=  Typeof caler (e.g., citizen or business)
= Neighborhood of residence or business
= How the caller heard about SPU s Water Quality Hotline/website
= Primary concern or reason for call

= Awareness of storm drainage system and water quality impact associated with reported
incident

= Suggestions for improving hotline response

Based on the results of the survey, Cascadia prepared summary tables presenting the responses to
survey questions and a brief summary highlighting key findings and overall program impact
covering:

= Brief description of program elements and evaluation methods

Number of targeted audience members contacted

Number of targeted audience responses

Results of responses

Conclusions based upon responses

Results
Survey Respondent Demographics

Most survey respondents contacted the Water Quality Hotline by phone (90%), and the
remainder reported incidents using SPU’ s website. Approximately athird of respondents (33%)
stated that they had previoudly reported incidents, prior to the report about which they were
being surveyed.

The majority of respondents contacted the Water Quality Hotline as aresident (73%), while
others reported as an employee (23%) or abusiness owner (5%). Most residentia respondents
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live in a single-family residence (79%). Respondents were also categorized based on whether
they worked for the government (21%) or not (73%). The single largest category of respondents
(58%) called as aresident and did not work for the government. See Table 26 below.

Table 26. Type of Caller (Resident or Business)

Not a Public Public Unknown or
Employee Employee Unclear Total
Employee 9 11% 7 9% 2 3% 18 23%
Owner 3 4% 1 1% 0 0% 4 5%
Resident 46  58% 9 11% 3 4% 58 73%
Total 58 73% 17 21% 5 6% 80 100%

Hotline callers generally were not representative of Seattle’s overall population. Callers were
more likely to be male, college-educated, white, and older than average. Approximately 57% of
survey respondents were male. About 80% of callers had at least a four-year college degree, in
comparison with 47% citywide. Among hotline callers, 79% identified themselves as
white/Caucasian, compared to 70% of Seattle' soveral population. More than half of the
respondents reported their age as between 35 and 54 (54%), compared to 31% citywide. Another
23% reported being between ages 55 and 64, in contrast withonly 8% citywide.* People who
contacted the Water Quality Hotline reported incidents in a variety of neighborhoods across
Sedttle; callers named 47 different neighborhoods or areas in their incident reports.

How the Caller Heard about SPU’s Water Quality Hotline

Respondents reported |earning about the Water Quality Hotline through a website (21%), word
of mouth (11%), or an advertisement (5%). Other responses included from SPU or the City of
Seattle (13%), through work (8%), or because they work for SPU or on water quality (8%). See
Table 27 below.

Table 27. How the Caller Heard about SPU’s Water Quality Hotline (Q3)

Response n %
Website 17 21%
Word of mouth 9 11%
Advertisement 4 5%
Mail/postcard 1 1%
Utility bill information 1 1%
Dor’t remember 16 20%
Other 31 39%
Dor’t know/refused 1 1%
Total 80 100%

4 Citywide demographic statistics from the Census Bureau in “ Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000 (Seattle city,
Washington),” available at www.ofm.wa.gov/census2000/profiles/place/1605363000.pdf (accessed February 6, 2009).
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Over half of respondents said that it was very easy (23%) or somewhat easy (36%) to find the
hotline number or website. Another 13% of respondents said that it was somewhat difficult, and

8% said that it was very difficult. See Table 28 below.

Table 28. Ease of Finding the Hotline Number or Website (Q4)

Response n %
Very easy 18 23%
Somewhat easy 29 36%
Neutral 3 4%
Somewhat difficult 10 13%
Very difficult 6 8%
Dor’t remember 12 15%
Dor’t know/refused 2 3%
Total 80 100%

Respondents were asked an open-ended question about how the City could make the phone

number or website easier to find. (To smplify the questions for respondents, the survey
generally referred to “the City” as awhole, rather than “SPU” or “Sesttle Public Utilities”

specifically.) Common responses included the following:

= Making them easier to find on the City s website or when searching the internet (9
respondents)

= Putting the number on utility bills (8 respondents)
= Putting the number onstorm drains and signs near water bodies (6 respondents)

= Making the number easier to find in the phone book (4 respondents).
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Primary Concern or Reason for Call

Over haf of survey respondents contacted the Water Quality Hotline primarily because they
witnessed dumping or a spill (54%). Approximately 16% of respondents called because they
noticed negative effects of water quality or toxic substances, such as afoam or film on the water
or dead birds and grass. Other respondents reported a drainage problem (9%), contaminated or

construction runoff (8%), or a sewage problem (4%). See Table 29 below.

Table 29. Primary Concern or Reason for Call

Category n %
Dumping or spill 43 54%
Noticed negative effects (e.g., foam, plant or animal death) 13 16%
Drainage problem 7 9%
Contaminated or construction runoff 6 8%
Sewage problem 3 4%
Other 5 6%
Not recorded 1 1%
Total 80 100%

Reasons for Future Calls and Water Quality Awareness

When asked what types of incidents or problemsthey thought should be reported to the hotline,
respondents most commonly mentioned dumping or a spill (38%) and water quality problems or

pollution in general (25%), as shown in Table 30.

Table 30. Reasons to Call in the Future (Q13)

Category n %
Dumping or spill 30 38%
Water quality or pollution problems (nor-specific) 20 25%
Contaminated or construction runoff 12 15%
Notice negative effects (e.g., smell, animal death) 9 11%
Drainage or sewage problem 9 11%
Other 12 15%
Refused or didn’t know 13 16%
Total N/A*  N/A*

* multiple responses allowed; totals not provided due to multiple responses
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Satisfaction with Hotline Experience and Suggestions

When asked about the City's response time to their water quality complaint, more than half
called the response time either “fast” (30%) or “reasonable” (21%), as shown in Table 31.
Among respondents, 11% characterized the response as “too dow.”

Table 31. Perceived City Response Time (Q7)

Response n %
Fast 24 30%
Reasonable 17 21%
Too slow 9 11%
Dor’t remember 4 5%
Dor’t know/refused 26 33%
Total 80 100%

The survey also asked respondents about whether they thought the problem was fixed. Nearly
half (45%) said yes, and 28% said no. The remainder did not recall or did not know whether the
problem had been addressed. Table 32 shows these results. (Note that the SPU inspectors are
required to follow up on al complaints and ensure that any water quality problems are addressed.
This question addressed hotline callers’ perceptions, rather than the actual disposition of the
incident.)

Table 32. Whether They Think the Problem was Fixed (Q8)

Response n %
Yes 36 45%
No 22 28%
Dor’t remember 5 6%
Dor’t know/refused 17 21%
Total 80 100%
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The survey asked respondents about their overall satisfaction with how the City handled the
water quality complaint. Well over half of respondents were either “very satisfied” (36%) or
“somewhat satisfied” (21%), as shown in Table 33. One quarter was either “somewhat
dissatisfied” (14%) or “very dissatisfied” (11%).

Table 33. Satisfaction with How the City Handled the Complaint (Q9)

Response n %
Very satisfied 29 36%
Somewhat satisfied 17 21%
Neutral 11 14%
Somewhat dissatisfied 11 14%
Very dissatisfied 9 11%
Dor’t know/refused 3 4%
Total 80 100%

When asked when they would use the Water Quality Hotline again, the vast majority (89%) of
respondents said that they would do so. A large majority (83%) a so reported that they would

recommend the hotline to others. Table 34 shows these results.

Table 34. Whether Respondent Would Call Again (Q10)
or Recommend the Hotline/Website to Others (Q11)

Call again Recommend
Response n % n %
Yes 71 89% 66 83%
No 5 6% 8 10%
Don't know/refused 4 5% 6 8%
Total 80  100% 80 100%
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To help identify future outreach strategies, the survey asked respondents how they would like to
hear about water quality-related issues in the future. As shown in Table 35, utility bill inserts
were the preferred method, which 44% of respondents mentioned. Website and mail were
ranked much lower, with 13% and 10% of respondents, respectively. Other suggestions included
by e-mail (5 respondents), in flyers or mailers (3 respondents), on billboards or signs (2

respondents), and in newspapers (2 respondents).

Table 35. How Respondents Would Like to
Hear about Water Quality in the Future (Q12)

Response n %
Utility bill inserts 35 44%
Website 10 13%
Mail 8 10%
All the above 5 6%
Other 10 13%
Dor’t know/refused 12 15%
Total 80 100%

The survey also provided an opportunity for respondents to offer additional open-ended
comments regarding water quality concerns. Table 36 on the following page lists these verbatim
responses, which include both positive kudos as well as criticisms of the hotline process.
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Table 36. Additional Comments from Survey Respondents (Q14)
(Verbatim Responses)

City itself isthe cause of most problems on South Lake Union; not equipped to handle flow of water and other
i Ssues.

City responded quickly.
Do not have such atime lag between call and follow-up.

Employee of SPU [name] has never responded to e-mail messages or phone messages that caller left. Did not
follow up on complaint until compelled by interagency demands.

Filter water before it enters creeks; put filters on storm drains.

Follow up, deal with problem, enforcerules.

Frustrating process.

Get regular people in focus group and pay them $10 if they can find numbers on SPU website in under 5 minutes.
Make website more user-friendly. People at SPU are super.

Good luck cleaning up pollution.

Great job!

Has reported leaks in City pipes, and City has fixed the majority of them which is great.

Have an easy way for people to report general construction site concerns (not only water quality).

Have more information about incident and be more timely with follow-up.

Hire employees who will do something.

If number was easier to find, many more people would report problems.

If the City wants me to answer these questions, they should have gotten back to me before 8 months had gone by.

List problemsthat SPU would like to hear about on the hotline, alternate ways to dispose of what shouldn’t bein
water, what to keep out of toilets.

Make sure SPU follows up. Sweep streets, require businesses to clean stoops, energize people to get out and do
more in their communities. Get out and knock on doorsto |et people know how the City can help.

M ore important to police polluters than conduct surveys.

More severe fines and punishment for dumping, large fines and imprisonment.

[Name] isgreat and very responsive.

No comments other than that she didn’t think she would have to be talking about this again.
Offer rewards for reporting.

People who are responsible for spills should be ticketed; City needsto educate the public.

Publicize cases like this, print in newspaper. Caller isengineer and frequently sees construction of docks where
extrawood/fiberglassis sawed off and goes right into water. Includein permit for dock construction.

Should have leaf programs and adopt-a-drain programs.
Show public “before” and “after” pictures of Lake Washington, enforce rules and regulations, police more.

SPU should send out an e-mail alert as responses come in. Caller applauds SPU for conducting this survey but
wants to know precisely how it is being used to improve services; otherwise caller wants to be reimbursed for his
time.

Tell City to come clean up leaves near storm drains every fall; respond quickly to complaints.
The City should always follow up with callers who make reports.
Themayor isevil. Dig more cleaning pits out by Northgate Mall.

Very dissatisfied because he called the city twice and never heard back, and he does not think problem was
addressed.

Very happy with how the City handled her issue.

When we spend millions on cleaning up Puget Sound, the garbage trucks should not be leaking fluid all over the
roadways.

Worked out very well; City was responsive.
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Conclusions

Callers reporting incidents to the Water Quality Hotline generally did not compose a
representative sample of Seattleites. On average, callers were more likely to be male, college-
educated, white/Caucasian, and older than the general public. The majority of callers were
satisfied with their hotline experience and the City' s response, though room remains for
improvement, particularly as noted in the openrended verbatim comments that some respondents
offered at the end of the survey (Table 36 on the previous page).

Most callers expressed an understanding of water quality incidents that warrant a report to the
hotline. Respondents a so reported on how they would like to hear more about water quality
issues in the future, with utility bill inserts ranking much higher than the other options. This
answer reflects the well-educated survey population, however, and may not be reflective of the
general public.
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CHAPTER 3 GREEN YOUR RUG PROGRAM

Program Overview

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities is conducting the Green Your Rug
program to provide education and outreach to property managers regarding carpet cleaning
practices and stormwater pollution prevention. Property managers are the responsible entity for
polluted discharge to storm drains on or runoff from their property. (SPU also conducted a
separate program for residential carpet cleaning in single-family homes.)

Best management practices (BMPs) are designed to prevent release of carpet cleaning soaps and
polluted water to storm drains and surface waters. One element of this program included
developing a baseline measurement of property manager awareness, understanding of, and
adoption of proper disposal of used wash water from carpet cleaning.

Evaluation of this program involved a survey of property managers of commercial and
residential buildings regarding their carpet and general cleaning practices, wash water disposal
practices, and awareness of water quality issues. This chapter describes the evaluation of the
Green Your Rug program.

Methodology

Targeted Audience

= Property managers of commercial and multifamily buildings.

Research Approach

To develop the baseline assessment, we surveyed property managers of multifamily and
commercia buildings regarding their carpet cleaning practices. Property managers are
organizations or individuals that manage properties with either a single commercial or severa
residential or commercial tenants. Property managers may clean their own carpets or contract
for carpet cleaning services.

In preparation for a workshop with property managers in fall 2008, the Resource Venture
program developed a list of contact information based on its ongoing tracking database for the
program as well as additional contacts from SPU, such listsof property managers used for indoor
and outdoor water conservation outreach efforts. The compiled list contained 227 property
managers. In addition, Cascadia added additional contacts identified in the course of preparing
for and conducting the property manager workshop, for atotal of 264 property managers.
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For those property managers that had e- mail addresses included in the lists, Cascadia staff
membersfirst sent a survey using an online survey mechanism, Survey Monkey. We also sent
an electronic reminder message to fill out the survey. Through phone calls to the remaining
property managers, Cascadia obtained 30 additional e-mail addresses to add to the electronic
survey. Intotal, Cascadia sent electronic surveysto 195 e-mail addresses for property managers.
Of these, 57 property managers responded using the online survey; 25 e-mail addresses bounced,
and 100 people did not respond.

For those property managers that neither had e-mail addresses included in the origina lists nor
provided them by phone, Cascadia conducted telephone surveys. In addition, we aso conducted
phone surveys with property managers who did not respond to the electronic survey, even after
receiving areminder. After sufficient response time had passed (about two weeks), Cascadia
staff made phone calls to the remaining property managers who had not responded to the survey.
We sought to conduct the same survey by phone with the remaining property managers.

Cascadia attempted phone contacts to 99 property managers. Of those numbers, 33 were wrong
numbers, disconnected, or otherwise not valid for the targeted property manager. From the
phone calls, we obtained e-mail addresses for 30 of the property managers and sent them
invitations to compl ete the online survey. We completed phone surveys with 20 property
managers, and 14 were called at least three times with no response. Two property managers
refused to participate in the survey.

Cascadia entered all survey responses, from both the electronic and telephone survey, into an
electronic file for record-keeping and analysis. Table 37 summarizes the attempts to contact all
property managers and the survey responses obtained. Of the 192 potentially reachable property
managers in the targeted audience, 77 respondents participated in the survey, for a 40% response
rate. The Property Manager Green Your Rug survey is attached at the end of this evaluation
plan.

Table 37. Summary of Survey Attempts and Responses

Property managers on compiled contact lists 264
Invalid or missing phone numbers -33

Invalid e-mail addresses (and no phone numbers) -25

Unreachable after repeated attempts -14
Targeted survey recipients 192
Survey respondents 77 (40% of reachable

targets, 37% response
rate excluding invalid
numbersg/e-mails)
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Measurement and Reporting

The following information was gathered for the baseline assessment, reporting, and for the
development of education and outreach materials and activities targeting property managers
and/or carpet cleaning companies in the future:

= Average frequency of carpet cleanings by type of tenant (e.g., multifamily, type of
business)

= Typical timing of carpet cleaning

= Digposa practices for used wash water among property managers and cleaning
contractors

= Property manager awareness of proper disposal practices

= Property manager awareness of storm drainage system (linkage to water bodies) and
effect of used wash water on stormwater

= Property manager awareness of responsibility for contractors’ proper disposal practices

Based on the results of the survey, Cascadia prepared the following summary tables presenting
the responses to survey questions along with a brief summary highlighting key findings and
overall program impact.

Results

Property Manager and Building Characteristics

Property managers surveyed varied in the number and types of buildings they manage. Over a
third of property managers (35%) manage only one building, while another 18% manage 20 or
more buildings. The vast majority of respondents manage buildings with carpet in common
areas (91%) and tenant areas (100%).

Approximately 42% of respondents manage commercial buildings, 40% multifamily residential
buildings, and 16% manage both. Among commercial managers, 82% manage offices and 68%
manage retail space; only one reported managing manufacturing space.

Responsibility for Cleaning Carpets and General Cleaning

Most property managers whose buildings have carpets in common areas hire another company or
contractor (85%) to clean the carpets, afew (3%) clean the carpets themselves, and some (7%)
do both. Other responses included that tenants or homeowners hire cleaners (three respondents)
and that their building have no common areas (one respondent). See Table 38 below. For tenant
areas, 38% of respondents require tenants to clean those carpets.
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For genera cleaning, 56% of property managers reported hiring a contractor, while 20% of
property managers provide general cleaning services themselves, and another 14% say they do
both. Other parties responsible for general cleaning include housekeepers or other staff (five
respondents), homeowners (one respondent), and specific companies (one respondent). See

Table 38 below.

Table 39 lists carpet cleaning companies that respondents reported using; Table 40 lists general

cleaning companies.

Table 38. Responsibility for Cleaning Carpets and General Cleaning

Carpet Cleaning | General Cleaning
Response n % n %
Property manager hires company/contractor 64 85% 39 56%
Property manager cleans carpets 2 3% 14 20%
Both 5 7% 10 14%
Other 4 5% 7 10%
Total 75 100% 70 100%
Table 39. Carpet Cleaning Contractors and Companies

ABM Janitorial Master

All Start Metropolitan Building Maintenance

Alliance Building Services NW Floor Care Services

American Building Maintenance
AVM

Bravo Carpet Care

Carpet Cleaning Specialists
Cascadian Building Maintenance
Classic Carpet

Custom Solutions Carpet Care
DA Burns

Direct Carpet

Esteamed Services

GCA Services

Golden Wand

King Kleaning

Koala Carpet Cleaning
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Pacific Janitorial Services
Pacific Modular dba Millicare Carpet Cleaning
Professional Building Services
Rainbow International

Sedttle Best Services

Sesttle Carpet Cleaning

Seattle’s Finest Carpet Cleaner
Sergey’s Deluxe

True Clean

Venturi

White Cleaning

Whitman Global Carpet Cleaning
Xtreme Clean
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Table 40. General Cleaning Contractors and Companies

ABM Janitorial Services
Alliance

American Building Maintenance
Butler Cleaning

Cascadian Building Maintenance
Environmental Services

N Leonard Cleaning
New Star

Olga’ s Cleaning Service
Omar Cleaning Service
Pacific Building Services
PJ s Janitorial

Esteamed Services Refreshing Cleaning
GCA Services Ruby’s Janitorial
GCS SBM

Maid Brigade Seattle Best Services
Metropolitan Building Maintenance Service Master

Frequency and Timing of Carpet Cleanings

Among property managers who hire outside contractors for carpet cleaning, 72% (47 of 65
respondents) clean as needed; the remainder use contractors to clean on aregular schedule.
Property managers who manage mainly multifamily buildings typically hire a contractor to clean
as needed (90% of responding multifamily managers). In contrast, managers of mainly
commercial property more often use contractors to clean on aregular schedule (57% of
responding commercial managers), and sometimes use contractors as needed (43%). See Table
41 below.

Table 41. Average Frequency of Carpet Cleaning by Outside Contractor

On-callor Onaregular No

as needed schedule response Total
Multifamily 18 2 3 23
Commercia 10 13 1 24
Bott multifamily and commercial 8 0 1 9
Other property type 1 0 0 1
No response 10 3 0 13
Total 47 18 5 70

Among property managers who clean carpets themselves, three managers reported cleaning
carpets yearly; two reported cleaning twice a year; two clean quarterly; and one cleans common
areas as needed and tenant areas upon move-out.

Most property managers did not report the typical time of day carpets are cleaned at their
properties. Among the eight respondents, four reported cleaning at night, and four clean during
the day.
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Disposal Practices for Used Wash Water from Carpet and General Cleaning

Overdl, 37% of property managers say that wash water from carpet cleaning is disposed in an
indoor drain, but another 33% do not know where the water is disposed. In addition, 19% say
the water is hauled away from the cleaning site for disposal elsewhere. See Table 42 below.

Among property managers who hire contractors to clean carpets, over athird (36%) do not know
where the wash water is disposed, while another third of this group (33%) report that it is
disposed into a utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain. Approximately a fifth (21%) of property
managers that contract carpet cleaning report that the contractor hauls the water away for
disposal elsewhere. A small percentage of property managers say the contractors dispose of
wash either into an outdoor drain (3%) or onto the lawn or outdoor landscaping (2%). Other
responses included into janitoria sinks (two respondents) and that the respondent used adry
system. Only two property managers reported that the carpet cleaning company had ever asked
where to dispose wash water; those managers instructed them to use an indoor sink.

Among property managers who clean the carpets themselves using a method that produces wash
water, five pour the wash water into utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain, while one pours it
down an outdoor drain.

Table 42. Carpet Wash Water Disposal

Property
Contractors | Managers Total
Response n % n % n %
Into utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain : 20 33% 5 NA:; 25 37%
Haul away from cleaning site for disposal 13 21% 0 NA 13 19%
Into outdoor drain 2 3% 1 NA 3 4%
On lawn or landscaping outdoors 1 2% 0 NA 1 1%
Dor’t know 22 36%: NA NAP 22 33%
Other 3 5%: NA NA 3 4%
Total 61 100% 6 NA: 67 100%

Overall 83% of property managers report that wash water from general cleaning is disposed in an
indoor drain, while another 13% do not know where the water is disposed. See Table 43 below.

Among property managers who hire contractors for general cleaning, over three quarters (78%)
report that it is disposed into a utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain. Approximately 18% of
these property managers do not know where the water is disposed. Other responses were into
janitorial sinks (two respondents). Only three property managers reported that the general
cleaning company had ever asked where to dispose wash water; one manager instructed them to
use an indoor sink, while another instructed them to use the garage floor drain.

® Percentages are not provided due to the small ssmple size.
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Among property managers who perform general cleaning themselves, the vast magjority (96%)
dispose of wash water into utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain, while one poursit down an

outdoor drain.

Table 43. General Wash Water Disposal Location

Property
Contractors Managers Total
Response n % n % n %
Into utility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain 38 78% 22 96% 60 83%
Into outdoor drain 0 0% 1 4% 1 1%

On lawn or landscaping outdoors 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Haul away from cleaning site for disposal 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Dor’t know 9 18% : NA NA 9 13%
Other 2 4% i NA NA 2 3%
Total 49 100% 23 100% 72 100%

Property Manager Awareness of Legal Responsibility, Proper Disposal Practices,
and Stormwater System

Over half of property managers (54%) know that they are legally responsible for the proper
disposal of wash water from the properties they manage. Nearly afifth (19%) of respondents
think that the cleaning company is legally responsible. Other responses included the building
owner (6 respondents), dori t know (6 respondents), homeowners (one respondent), the sewer
(one respondent), and both the owner and manager (one respondent). See Table 44 below.

Table 44. Perceived Legal Responsibility for Proper Disposal of Wash Water

Response n %
Property manager 36 54%
Cleaning company 13 19%
Tenants 3 4%
Other 15 22%
Total 67 100%

When asked to select the best place for disposing wash water, most property managers (72%)
chose asink or toilet. Over afifth of respondents (23%) did not know, but only 2% of
respondents said an outdoor drain is the proper disposal location. Other responses included a
recycling areafor property disposal of toxic water (one respondent) and a storage container for
watering landscaping (one respondent). See Table 45 below. More than half of property
managers (39) said that they would like information on proper disposal practices for wash water.
Resource Venture provided factsheets to these property managers in response to these requests.
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Copies of the following outreach materials are included in Appendix A:
= “Stormwater Pollution Prevention” factsheet
= “Free Pollution Spill Kits Available for Seattle Businesses’ flyer
= “How to Clean up a Spill” ill kit poster

=  “How to Clean up Fats, Oils & Grease” (FOG) poster

Table 45. Awareness of Proper Wash Water Disposal

Response n %
A sink or toilet 46 72%
An outdoor drain 1 2%
Dor’t know 15 23%
Other 2 3%
Total 64 100%

When asked where wash water poured down an outdoor drain goes, over half of respondents
(55%) said that it goesinto a creek, lake, or other surface water. About afifth of respondents
(22%) did not know where outdoor drains go. Some respondents said that wash water in an
outdoor drain goes to a water treatment plant (9%) or to groundwater (8%). Other responses
included into storm drains (three respondents) and either to surface water or a treatment plant
depending on the type of outdoor drain (one respondent). See Table 46 below.

Table 46. Awareness of Outdoor Drain Discharge Location

Response n %
A creek, lake, or other surface water 35 55%
Water treatment plant 6 9%
Groundwater 5 8%
Dor’'t know 14 22%
Other 4 6%
Total 64 100%
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Chemical Storage Practices

Most property managers (73%) reported that cleaning and landscaping chemicals at their
properties are stored indoors. Another 17% reported that they do not store chemicals on their
properties. See Table 47 below. Of those surveyed, 29 managers said that they would like
information on proper storage of chemicals on their properties.

Table 47. Storage Locations for Cleaning and Landscaping Chemicals

Response n %
Indoors 51 73%
Outdoors 4 6%
Dor’t have chemicals 12 17%
Other 3 4%
Total 70 100%

Conclusions

Overdll, over half of property managers know that they are legally responsible for the proper
disposal of wash water (54%) and that water disposed in an outside drain flows to a creek, lake,
or other surface water (55%). Nearly three quarters (72%) know that the best place to dispose
wash water isasink or toilet. In practice, most property managers (83%) say that wash water
from general cleaning is properly disposed into an indoor drain when either they or contractors
clean; however, 13% of managers do not know where general cleaning contractors dispose of
wash water. Most property managers also say that wash water from carpet cleaning is disposed
into an indoor drain (37%) or hauled away for disposal e sewhere (19%), but another 33% do not
know where the water is disposed.
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CHAPTER 4 CAR WASH KIT PROGRAM

Program Overview

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal
Stormwater Permit requirements, Seattle Public Utilities Car Wash Kit program makes car
wash kits available to organizations conducting car washes to reduce polluted stormwater runoff.

The car washkits are a best management practice designed to prevent release of car wash soaps
and polluted water to storm drains and surface waters. Different organizations, such as city
offices, community centers, high schools, and nonprofits, host the car wash kits and make them
available for community organizations to check out for use at car wash events. These car wash
events are typically charity fundraisers held at local gas stations, convenience stores, schools, or
other parking lot locations. The car wash kit includes equipment to keep used wash water and
soaps from entering storm drains and surface waters. Instead, the polluted water is pumped into
indoor drains, where it enters the sanitary sewer system for wastewater treatment.

This chapter describes the evaluation of the Car Wash K it program. The evaluation assessed
understanding and adoption of targeted behaviors regarding car washing as well as overal utility
of the program We conducted key informant interviews with car wash kit lenders and
borrowers. We also developed surveys for car wash-sponsoring organizations as well as drivers
participating in car wash events which may be fielded during the car wash season beginning in
spring 2009. The surveys are included in Appendix F.

Methodology

Targeted Audiences

The Car Wash Kit program is intended to encourage the following targeted audiences to adopt
best management practices for car washing:

= QOrganizations sponsoring car washes (e.g., schools groups, sports teams, churches,
community centers, nonprofits).

= Car drivers who do not wash their cars at car wash facilities (driver surveys were
designed and are ready for fielding during the spring/summer car wash season).
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Research Approach

To evaluate the effectiveness of the current program, we contacted the following groups to
obtain information about their understanding and use of car wash Kits:

= Theeight organizations (referred to as “lenders”) that loan car wash kits free of charge to
other local organizations for the purposes of protecting water quality in Seattle.®

= Car wash event coordinators at 12 public high schools in Seattle to assess if a car wash
kit has been used at school-sponsored car wash events as well as to learn more about
where the events are typically held and how many happen in an average school year.

Cascadia contacted the car wash kit lenders, shown in Table 48, regarding their experience with

car washes and the Car Wash Kit program. We completed interviews with the lenders marked
with asterisks.

Table 48. Seattle Car Wash Kit Lenders

Car Wash Kit Lending Organizations

Ballard High School Proyecto Saber Club
Camp Long Environmental Learning Center*

Carkeek Park Environmental Learning Center*

City of Seattle/Seattle Public Utilities
Environmental Coalition of South Seattle (ECOSS)*
Ravenna-Eckstein Community Center*

Roosevelt High School*

Samoan Community Church

® Through a King County program that is no longer active, goproximately 20 additional organizationsin King County, outside Sesttle, also host
car wash kits
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Cascadia a so contacted activities coordinators or principals at the following Seattle public high
schools that borrowed car wash kits, shown in Table 49.

Table 49. Seattle Public High School Car Wash Kit Borrowers

Seattle Public High Schoolsthat Borrowed Car Wash Kits

Ballard High School Nathan Hale High School*
The Center School NovaHigh School
Cleveland High School* Rainier Beach High School
Franklin High School* Roosevelt High School*
Garfield High School* Sealth High School
Ingraham High School West Seattle High School

Measurement and Reporting

Car wash kit lerders and car wash fundraiser event coordinators from Seattle public schools were
targeted for key informant interviews. The interviews were intended to assesstheir attitudes
regarding the programand their knowledge of car wash kits as well as to determine the current
availability of car wash kits. Eight lenders were contacted in July and August 2008, resulting in
five lender interviews. In September 2008, Cascadia contacted 12 school event coordinators,
resulting in five borrower informant interviews. Interviews were conducted by telephone, and
some respondents provided feedback by e-mail.

The evaluation was designed to include surveys of car wash kit lenders, borrowers (organizations
hosting car washes that use that kit), and drivers who attend these events to have their cars
washed. Due to the seasonal nature of car wash events, the driver survey portion of the
evaluation was planned for spring/summer 2009.

Results

Responses from car wash kit lenders and fundraiser coordinators from Seattle public high
schools are summarized below. Key questions focused on the current state of the Car Wash Kit
program and perceived challenges to the program’s current and future success. A list of car
wash kit borrowers from April to August 2008 can be found in Apperdix E.

Car Wash Kit Lenders

Lenders of car wash kits were asked their impressions of the program at their particular location,
specifics about the number of complete kits, and whether a designated program coordinator had
been assigned. Out of the eight designated lenders, two organizations (Ballard High School
Proyecto Saber Club and the Samoan Community Church) did not return multiple calls and e-
mail messages requesting participationin the program evaluation It is assumed these locations
no longer have an active car wash kit program.
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Car Wash Kit Availability

The interviews suggest that few kits are available to the general public. Out of multiple kits
originaly provided by the program, the evaluation identified only one kit that is fully stocked,
functional, and actively loaned to the public (Camp Long Environmental Learning Center). A
second kit is incomplete but isactively loaned to organizations that provide their own hose
(ECOSS). Camp Long and ECOSS loaned these kits to atotal of nine organizations hosting 14
events during the 2008 car wash season from May to August.

Two kits are each used exclusively by asingle borrower (Carkeek Park Environmental Learning
Center and Ravenna-Eckstein Community Center). Roosevelt High School no longer uses or
loans out its kit, now that the school has begun hosting events in a nearby grocery store parking
lot. The remaining kits are assumed to be no longer in use because the hosting organizations did
not respond to repeated inquiries. The program participant list should be updated to reflect
current program coordinators and which organizations loantheir car wash kits to outside groups
and the genera public.

Program Communication, Coordination, and Tracking

Program ownership and communication regarding kit resupply are lacking. Interviewed lenders
do not actively promote the Car Wash Kit program, and their responses indicated a general lack
of communication regarding the program The program currently lacks a method for tracking
event attendees or for clearly communicating to drivers that the kits are in use. Severa sites
have incomplete kits, and interviewees noted that they did not know how to obtain additional
materials. Only one organization, ECOSS, had a designated car wash kit coordinator that
remained consistent throughout the program. One respondent explained:

We haven’'t had a complete carwash kit for some time. SPU borrowed one for a
construction contractor who never returned it and apparently they didn’'t have
contact info for them. The last one we have here isincomplete, as one of the
businesses that borrowed it cut the hose end off. We have been loaning it out still
periodically, just letting the businesses know that they need to furnish their own
hose.

Kit Borrower Relationships

The program appears most effective when lender organizations have an exclusive or consistent
borrower. Two lenders loaned the car wash kits exclusively to community teen centers that held
regularly scheduled and frequent car wash events. This ongoing relationship allowed the kit
lenders to educate the borrowers about salmontfriendly car washes and proper use of the kit.
The teen groups then educated participating drivers about the use of these kits and promoted
their events as good aternatives to washing cars at home.

The Carkeek Park Environmental Learning Center loans its kit exclusively to the Montlake
Community Center’ s Teen Group, which hosts car washes every Monday during the summer
months. The Ravenna-Eckstein Community Center lends itskit to the Meadowbrook
Community Center’ s Teen Camp. One coordinator explained:
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[We] love having [the car wash kit] here. It has helped our teen camp raise
money for field trips. It has also been nice because it seemsto bring patronsin
that have not been here before. | get many comments of “ Wow, | had no idea you
guys were |located here.”

Lenders who loaned kits to multiple borrowers expressed frustration about educating borrowers
on proper kit use and the importance of salmon-safe car-washing methods. ECOSS aso
expressed difficulty in tracking event details, as events typically happened on weekends when its
offices were closed.

Ease of Kit Use

All lenders interviewed commented that the car wash kits are difficult to use and generally
require modification and instruction when given to borrowers. The Montlake Community Center
needed SPU to remove a pipe in their drain to fit the kit basin properly. The Roosevelt High
School kit coordinator stated that the kit was too difficult and cumbersome to use Roosevelt has
snce stopped using the kit in favor of hosting events in a nearby grocery store parking lot. The
two Environmental Learning Centers noted that they would not expect borrowers to be able to
use the kits without training and site manipulation.

Car Wash Fundraiser Event Coordinators (Potential Borrowers)

Fundraiser coordinators at Seattle public high schools were interviewed to represent the targeted
audience of borrowers that host car wash events. Key questions focused on current practices,
information related to school car wash events, and knowledge of the existing Car Wash Kit

program.

Program Awareness

Respondents were largely unaware of the program. The mgjority of interviewees have a regular
car wash season, but they were unaware of proper wash water disposal methods and had not
heard of the car wash kits. Theonly high school car wash event coordinator interviewed who
was aware of the programis aso adesignated lender that no longer uses the kit or lends it out.

Frequency of Car Wash Events

Sedttle public high schools vary in the frequency that they host car washes as fundraising events.
Nathan Hale High School typically hosts two events each month during the spring and summer,
and Roosevelt High School reported that it hosts frequent car washes. Frarklin High School
hosted two events during the 2007-2008 school year. Nova High School reported that it did not
host any car washevents.

Interest in Car Wash Kits

School event coordinators interviewed are open to using the kits, however, and they requested
more information about the program. Of the five coordinators with active car wash activities at
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their respective schools, four responded that they would like additional information on the
program. At Franklin High School, students reportedly use “environmentally friendly” soap, but
the activities coordinator was not specifically aware of “salmonfriendly” car washes or the car
wash kits. The coordinator requested further information on the car wash kits and how to host
“salmon-friendly” car washes. The Nathan Hale High School event coordinator was not aware
of the Car Wash Kit program but would like to use the kits for future events. The two quotes
below were typical among interviewees regarding their level of awareness of and interest in the
Car WashKit program

[We have] not hosted any [car wash] events in quite some time due mainly to the
lack of availability of designated car washing lots such as Costco. | was
unawar e that car washing kits exist and would like to receive more information.

I’'m new to this position and don’t think we have had a car wash herein along
time. If wedo, we'll use the kit.

Conclusions

In its current state, the Car Wash Kit program is not highly successful at achieving the goal of
preventing the release of car wash sogps and polluted water into storm drains and surface waters.
Most lenders are not actively participating in the program and few kits are available for use by
the general public. Kitsthat are available are reportedly difficult to use and sometimes
incomplete. Potential borrowers (high schools) are largely unaware of the program, indicating
insufficient program outreach and promotion
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APPENDIX A. RESOURCE VENTURE STORMWATER PROGRAMS

This appendix provides a brief overview of Resource Venture's education, outreach and
technical assistance activitiesregarding stormwater conducted between 2006 and 2008.

Resource Venture provides outreach, education, and technical assistance to help businesses
conserve resources, reduce or prevent pollution, and become more sustainable. The program isa
service of Seattle Public Utilities (SPU), and both general outreach services and customized
assistance are offered in waste prevention and recycling, water conservation, stormwater
pollution prevention, green building, and climate change.

Spill Kit Incentive Program

Resource Venture s Spill Kit Incentive Program provides free spill kits, spill response plans, and
training to businesses engaged in any high-risk pollution generating activity, such as those that
use pollutants like oil and gas in their daily operations. The program prepares businesses to
address and respond to an on-site spill appropriately. It resultsin a higher number of businesses
being in compliance with stormwater regulations, while augmenting SPU inspection efforts.
Since the beginning of the program in 2004, Resource Venture has provided atotal of 920
businesses with:

= Up to two free spill kits, an SPU-funded voucher, or a combination of both
= Spill plans, site maps, and waste disposal diagrams
= Basictraining on spill kit use and disposal options

In 2006, Resource Venture focused on furnishing free kits, drainage maps, and spill plansto al
Seattle locations of major grocery store chains, including QFC, Safeway, Albertsons, Red Apple,
Trader Jo€' s, Larry sMarket, and PCC Natural Markets. Resource Venture provided 25 spill
kits through this targeted effort.

Mobile Businesses

Resource Venture and SPU coordinated with the Seattle Fire Department (SFD) and jointly
developed a brochure for all food service establishments explaining proper maintenance
activities concerning hood and vent cleaning. Resource Venture also conducted surveys of both
carpet cleaners and hood and vent cleaners regarding their wastewater disposal methods and their
reactions to city assistance to encourage appropriate wastewater disposal.

Fats, Oils, and Grease

SPU spends hundreds of thousands of dollars every year cleaning out sewer pipes clogged by
fats, oils, and grease (FOG). Reducing this cost requires proactive education and outreach to
businesses and residents that may be washing or pouring FOG down sinksor floor drains. In
2006, Resource Venture developed educational materials to support FOG education, including
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posters, door hangers, maintenance how-to information and stickers in multiple other languages.
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Russian, Tagalog, Thai, and Vietnamese.

In addition, Resource Venture worked with the Washington Restaurant Association to discuss
side sewer code changes and their potential impact on restaurants. The program continues
educational effortsregarding FOG by answering e-mail and hotline inquiries and by updating
FOG information on its website (www.resourceventure.org), which averages 2,400 visitors per
month The FOG page is the top-viewed webpage on the Stormwater section of the Resource
Venture website.

Technical Assistance

Resource Venture provides in-depth assistance to businesses to bring them into compliance with
Seattle's stormwater regulations. This work included addressing specific corrective actions
identified by SPU inspectors, helping businesses develop Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPPs), providing necessary information for completing waste characterization tests (TCLP
test) for solids, and developing strategies for redesigning facilities to minimize stormwater
pollution and runoff from substances that accumulate in stormwater treatment systems. In
addition, Resource Venture coordinates with King County s Voucher Incentive Program for
business vouchers.

Property Manager Outreach Materials

Resource Venture mailed outreach materials to property managers who requested more
information about proper disposal of wash water as aresult of the Green Y our Rug survey.
Survey respondents were also encouraged to visit www.resourceventure.org for additional
resource conservation information and strategies.

The remainder of this appendix includes copies of the following outreach materials for
stormwater pollution prevention:

= “Stormwater Pollution Prevention” factsheet
= “Free Pollution Spill Kits Available for Seattle Businesses™ flyer
= “How to Clean up a Spill” spill kit poster

=  “How to Clean up Fats, Oils & Grease” (FOG) poster
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention

High-Risk Activities

Tha Codke Idanittfies alght acthvitles that pose 2 high sk of
e Tk e st rmniweaker, Businm sss s whose operaions Invobve
arvg of thess achite ang malned b Impd ament s psdiic

O rak bora | source coninod measunss — and spll pressention
mrecs U — unles thelr skes draln onlbyto e public
comibdned seaver s bam

Fusling Operations: Trarefaming fuel Into moblk whiclkes
of equipmient at pemrmnent statlons (suchias gas statkore),
tem porany statlore (such & coretnidd on stee) and mablle
fusiling statlons (sudh as mablk tEnk g,

Exarphe S Monogamen! Froctce 8P Deveizp and
iTplamant o PRl cieas Upand MR i and rain evpiabeds

‘Washing and Jdsaning Vehiclas, BQUpment & Bulldings:
Mioblk waahiic ke steami deanineg, waehing vebldes at

comimerdal carwashes and parmmanent parkdng faciitdses
irental G lots and et Bk sl, washire] boeods arsqul prsnt
bzl di, carbdoeny dagining of commisrchil ook nig
squipment, weehing tha oozl of buldingsand moblks
Intarkor bkding ckianing.

Examph S0 Tarporanii Dok ST shonmd e o oo sacd and
dypcaaof af sy Bl O sanfa e e Bl o op e

Loading ared Unkzading Uquids or Solid Materak by
Truck o Fall: Trareda min g reon -oontal e 2ed Bulk quids
from truckor ral and 1oedng and unkoadireg matsd ads ata
commardal of Industral leading dock.

Exaeph S kel and Ceark mank amanganay Sk oif el
Moz e il O Prowide Bmpioiie Paning on how o cpants
he vahel TRAn emphoieer i o per d vy PRocag e Fo aunkl

o 1

Storing Liquids in Stationary Aboseround Tanks: Shoring
llquids ;uchias chambzls, R llos, pastckdas, =olvanls,

e ass of pebrolsum products In satonargtanks aboss tha
groend.

Examph S0 L atip pone and e nochind pad’s of dops ond

Feo ool o inchends ol

B Resource I
w"ﬁen’[ure Groan Businass Solutians

page 2

Storage of Liquids Food Wadtes or Dangenodk: Wastes in
Cutdds Portable Containers Cubskds storage of vegstabla
qreciss, animal greces, otharfood wastas, wad dl [kquld

P dsbock, Claaning compounds, Chamicals, solkd wastgor
dan qarous waets,

Evompie B P Liguvds shouwid be shoved il dipht Attng Ndi in
DOMETET ARG 40 avakT oonkac! mitl slommeter e Hovoge aeg
Y0 S e Oy SoTE A T A oo of 0 S e ot
maniTiAT, 1RO o i voruesa o e vt ok o 1S o T
bl T o NQUUTE oo B ot e

Otz Stor @3 of Mon-Doria ines 2ed Materials,
By-Products of Findshed Froduds: Zoring things [ks
non-Bqubd pseticidas of Fertlzsrs, oontamilrebed sodl, oo
products orfood wastas, metaks, bulidng mater ks, sared,
qrareed, noaed saltand bopeoll

Eeampis 8 P Sove Hooipded snetenials fdoorand oy e
oovino! mlty slonmimeter X meionalr o Sovnd Ut IO, SovET
It Hocipl with masth seeling of Sps ond Jec W S walh

FOTPERA G S REE 0 Ot "5:;'5'.'."'.“1 [k s P s

Clutdds Manufecbring: Procsssing fabdcton and
il ks reance o repalrof wahikdses and squipment. Other
scamphes Induds sind Bestineg, palnting, coatng o
finishireg ol wehildes, produc=and squlpmsent

Ecamipis M P S A% WO ored B0 o o LTkt
et v o gt Bask o, X poanlbiy, e o voouuss i
D rareio ocheon e e WThanavey posibly, cower Hi
aned Do ned manh maly Bk Ao fdrain

Lands=zping Coretnoaction o Malmtananos: Landscaps
construdkionand obher“land dsturing acthities; ako
fertitarand pastcide application and disposal oF yand
wiets near 2 public dralrege systam

Examipe B P Prrce By Qenir Oippdeg, and Sl vededialion
Inko pord werste Bine or compoat ey 90 ol menst or Mo

Aot eTes aviee B el o B

Assourca Wanurg Cortact InTomnation:
WA, Mesad Inoasa e oig)
(0] 243 AE0%

o wervieof Secttle Publer Lo

decoarrmada Sorm o peopds sl b ikl B p el s o pecpsmid. () Frirsed oo e o paa



Free Pollution Spill Kits

Available for Seattle Businesses
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APPENDIX B. SPILL KIT INCENTIVE PROGRAM SURVEY

Numbering is not consecutive because it follows the 2005 survey for ease of comparison, even
though some questions have been deleted (and numbering was not consecutive in the original
2005 survey).

November 2008

Caller Introduction and Screening

INTRO 1 Hello, thisis with Pacific Market Research, calling about the spill
prevention kit you recelved from Seattle Public Utilities.

(IF NEEDED: The spill prevention kit includes materialsto clean up spills, such as oil or
chemicals that could enter storm drains or waterways. Seattle Public Utilities and its Resource
Venture program have given free spill kits and training to businesses since 2004.)

May | please speak with[name on list] [if contact no longer works there or not available long-
term, then ask for owner / manager] ?

Yes

Not available at this time (schedule for callback/leave message)

No (Skip to THANKO9)

Don't know/refused (Skip to THANKO9)

O WN -

(IF NEEDED: Let me assure you that thisis not a sales call. Pacific Market Research does not
sell any consumer products or services. We are conducting this study to assist in planning a
stormwater program. Everything you say will remain strictly anonymous. None of your
personal information will be released, and your name and tel ephone number will not end up on
any list asa result of your participation.)

GENDER Enter Gender
1 Mae
2 Femae

S1 My first question is for classification purposes only. First, what isthe zip code at your
business address?

981 _

99999 Don't know/refused
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Awareness & Acceptance of Spill Kit Program

Q1  Our records show that in 200 _, Seattle Public Utilities and the Resource Venture
provided your business with a free spill kit and help with spill plans for preventing and cleaning
up spills that may occur on your site. Do you recall receiving this free spill kit?

(Read if necessary: By “ spill” 1 mean any type of spill, such as ails, chemicals, or other
pollutants that could end up in storm drains or waterways.)

1 Yes

2 No (Skip to Q5)

8 Don't know (Skip to Q5)
9 Refused (Skip to Q5)

Q2 (Askif Q1=1) How did you learn about this Spill Kit Program? (Select all that apply;
do not read list)

Direct mall

Newspaper

Website / Internet

E-mall

By Phone/ Someone contacted me

Other business owner participating

From an inspector

ECOSS [ pronounced “ ee-kose” | —someone called or came to my business
Person came to the business (non-specific)

10 SPU/Seattle Public Utilities

11 City of Seattle/ City Representative

12 Chamber of Commerce

13 From the corporate office / another employee / union

14 Other (specify)

15 Don't know

16 Refused

OCOoO~NOOOUTRAA,WNBE

Q4  (Askif Q1 =1) How did you apply for your free spill kit? (Select one response; do not
read list)

Applied online

By phone/ called in

By mall

A person called/came to my business
Corporate office / district manager

Went to a meeting / Seminar / Presentation
Went personaly to get it

Other (specify)

Don't know

Refused

P OoO~NOUIA WN PP

o
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Qda (Askif Q1 =1) What are the main reasons your business participated in the Spill Kit
Program? (Sclect all that apply; do not read list; probe for clarity)

It was free

It is good for the environment

It is required

To avoid inspections

To avoid fines

To help with spills

We did not have a spill kit plan in place

| felt obligated to accept it

Good to have / good thing to do

10 To be prepared

11 The business has hazardous chemicals / business has risk of spills
12 Because of business location / location of drains

13 No main reason / it was just brought to us

14 Other (specify)

15 Don't know

16 Refused

O©ooO~NO O WNE

Q5  Hasyour business participated in a spill kit training workshop with other businesses?
1 Yes
2 No (Skip to Q5b)
8 Don't know (Skip to Q5b)
9 Refused (Skip to Q5b)

Q5a (If Q5=1) Why did your business participate in the training workshop? (Do not read
list)

It was free

It is good for the environment

It is required

To avoid inspections

To avoid fines

To help with spills

We did not have a spill kit plan in place

| felt obligated to attend

Good thing to do

10 To be prepared

11 The business has hazardous chemicals / business has risk of spills
12 Other (specify)

13 Don't know

14 Refused

O©oo~NOoOOTh~,WNE
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Q5b  (If Q5=2) Why hasn't your business participated in a spill kit training workshop? (Do

not read list)

Was not aware of the workshops

Too busy / no time

Not convenient time or location

Not needed; we know how to use the kit
Other (specify)

Don't know

Refused

~N~No ok, wNE

Q6  When your business experiences a spill, do you ever... (Sdect all that apply; rotate

response options 1 to 4; do not read other options)

1 Hose it into street or drain?

2 Put down spill materials to soak it up?
3 Call a contractor to clean it up?

4 Call 911?

(Do not read rest of list below)
Sweep or mop up and dispose of in garbage
Depends on the type of spill
Don't have spills
Other (specify)
None of the above
0 Don't know
1 Refused

R 2 OO0 N O

Yes/ No
Yes/ No
Yes/ No
Yes/ No

Q6a How often does your business have a spill that requires spill kit materials to clean up?
[IF NEEDED: Spill kit materials include pads, floor dry, or kitty litter.] (Read list1-6)

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Several times a year

Yearly

Never (skip to Q7 intro)
Don't know (skip to Q7 intro)
Refused (skip to Q7 intro)

O©oooUlTh,WNE
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Q6b  What type of spills do you ssimply wash away with ahose? (Open-ended, probe for
clarity; do not read list)
None/ Nothing / dori t wash spills with a hose
Oil / coolant
Food (sauces/ soups)
Beverages
Water / mop water
Soap
Usually only use kitty litter for spills
Don't have drains / mop everything
8 Don't know
9 Refused

OOOoOO~NOOUITA,WNE

Q6c (Askif Ql=1) Haveyou had aspill a your business for which you used the free spill
kit?

Yes

No (skip to Q7 intro)

Don't know (skip to Q7 intro)

Refused (skip to Q7 intro)

©O© WN PP

Q6d (Askif Q6c =1) How did you dispose of the used cleanup materials from the spill kit?
(Select all that apply; do not read list)

Threw away in trash / dumpster

Took to atransfer station / hazardous waste disposal site
Called the City to pick up

Called the number on the spill kit

Called another agency

Other (specify)

Gathered in barrel then picked up when full

Don't know

Refused

O©oO~NOOTEWNE

Q6e (Askif Q6c =1) Have you ever replaced the materials in the kit that were used for the
spill?

Yes

No

Don't know

Refused

A WN
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Spill Plans and Practices

Q7 Intro

The next few questions concern spills that might happen at your business and

could reach storm drains nearby.

Q7  Doesyour business have awritten plan for dealing with a spill? (Do not read list)

O©o0owWwWwNEF

Yes

No (skip to Q10)

It's not written down, but my employees know what to do (skip to Q10)
Don't know (skip to Q10)

Refused (skip to Q10)

Q8 (Askif Q7 =1) What was the primary reason you developed awritten spill plan? (Select
all that apply; do not read list)

1 It became required by law
2 As the result of a serious spill
3 | was informed to do so by an inspector
4 Good for the environment
5 In order to get the free spill kit
6 Because we work with chemicals / materials that spill / nature of the business
7 Instructed to by corporate office / written by corporate
8 To keep employees trained on what to do / everyone on same page
9 Protection / be prepared / safety
10 To contain spills/ reduce area contamination
11 Came with the kit / SPU wrote the plan
12 Supposed to / they made me (non specific)
13 Other (specify)
14 Don't know
15 Refused
Q9 (Askif Q7 =1) Do you have the spill plan posted within your business?
1 Yes
2 No (skip to Q10)
8 Don't know (skip to Q10)
9 Refused (skip to Q10)

Q9% (Askif Q9=1) Isthe spill plan posted directly above the spill kit, near the spill Kit, or
somewhere else? (allow multiple responses; do not read li st)

O©o0oUTWN K-

Directly above the spill kit

Near the spill kit

Multiple locations (clarify if any copies are located above or near the spill kit)
Other (specify)

Don't know

Refused
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Q1lla Did you know that the spill plan materias are available in different languages besides

English?
1 Yes
2 No
8 Don't know
9 Refused

Q11b Which other languages, if any, would be useful for the spill plan materials at your

business? (Do not read list)
None (English only)
Spanish
Chinese/Mandarin
Japanese
Vietnamese
Russian
Amharic
Other (specify)
Don't know

0 Refused

P OO~NOOOUILAWNPRE

Q12 Do you know where water and spills in your storm drains go?
1 Yes
2 No
9 Refused

Q13 Intro Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statements about
spills at your business that could end up in storm drains. (Rotate Q13b to Q130)

Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with...
Q13b | can clean up a spill quickly so that it will not leave my site or enter into adrain.

Would that be somewhat (agree /disagree) or strongly (agree / disagree)?
Strongly disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

Don't know

Refused

©O©oooThhwWNE

Q13c |If itwasabig spill, I know who to call to get help containing and cleaning it up.
Q13d | have spill clean-up materials in stock.
Q13e | know where to obtain spill clean-up materials to restock my supply.

Q13f | know how to properly dispose of these cleanup materials.
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Q13g Having aspill plan and cleanup kit makes my employees more aware of surface water
pollution and how our business practices can help.

Q16 (Askif Q1=1) How helpful or unhelpful was the Spill Kit Program, either from the kit
you received or the knowledge that you gained? Would you say it was helpful, unhelpful, or
neither? Would that be very (helpful / unhelpful) or somewhat (helpful / unhelpful)?

Very unhelpful

Somewhat unhelpful

Neither helpful nor unhelpful

Somewhat helpful

Very helpful

Don't know

Refused

OO, WNPE

Business Demographics
D Intro The following questions are for demographic purposes only.

D1  What isthetype of your business? [IF NEEDED: What kind of businessisit? Or, what
isits primary business function?] (Select one response; do not read list; probeto clarify if
necessary)

1 Automobile repair / gas station / auto body, etc.

2 Restaurant / bakery / bar

3 Industrial or Manufacturing

4 Print shop

5 Grocery store

8 Other (specify)

9 Don't know

10 Refused

11 Sadles/ Retail / Auto sdles

12 Swimming pool

13 Delivery / Freight / Shipping / Warehouse

14 Health care (dental / doctor / pharmacy)

15 School / child care / learning center

16 Construction / painting / home materials (tile / doors / windows)

17 Outdoor / tree care / horticulture

D3  How long have you been with this company?
L Enter in number of years (enter “0” for less than one year)
98 Don't know
99 Refused
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D4  What isyour job title?

President / CEO / Owner

Vice president

General Manager (GM) / “the” manager
Assistant / Shift manager

Other manager

Director

Other (specify)

Don't know

Refused

O©oo~NoOOTh, WN R

D5 How many people, including yourself, work for your business at this location?
____ Enter number of employees
9998 Don't know
9999 Refused

Closing / Thank Yous
Thank Those are al of the questions | have. Thank you very much for your time today

Thank 9 Thank you for your time. Have a good day / night.
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APPENDIX C. WATER QUALITY HOTLINE SURVEY

Introduction

Hi, I’m calling to follow up on areport you made to the Surface Water Quality hotline or website
last year on [date] . The questions only take afew minutes, and your answers will help Seattle
track how it’s doing and improve its services. Isthisagood time? [If not, find out when to
reschedule.]

If more explanation isneeded: Thisis not a marketing call, and your information will be kept
confidential. We are gathering information to help meet Seattle’s permit requirements under the
national Clean Water Act [don’t say, unless someone asks or needs more clarification: National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase | Municipal Stormwater Permit]. The
information will be used to develop education and outreach programs. In this case, we are asking
you and other Water Quality Hotline callers about how you knew about the Hotline and your
experience with calling it. None of your personal information will be released, and your name and
telephone number will not be used for any marketing purposes as a result of your participation.

Caller Information

First, I'd like to verify information that was recorded at the time of your original report. Were
you the reporting party? Y our answers to this survey are anonymous and will not be associated
with any information that identifies you or your business. The City would like to confirm this
information to help track the accuracy of its reporting system, but this information will be
separated from the rest of your answers. [If not, ask for correct person and restart.]

=  Wereyou calling as aresident or as an employee or owner of a business?

= Neighborhood of residence or business

= Areyou a government employee?

= Brief description of problem asincluded in the spreadsheet of Water Quality Hotline
Complainants provided by SPU.
Record gender (not a question)
Reporting Experience

Now I'd like to ak you some questions about your report to the Hotline/website.

1. Did you make your report by phone or through the website?

Phone

Website

Other (please specify)
Don't know/refused
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2. Haveyou ever reported awater quality complaint in the past?

Yes (If yes, how many times? )
No
Don't know/refused

3. How did you first hear about the Water Quality Hotline phone number or website?

Advertisement

Utility bill information [ Curb Waste & Conserve newsletter]
Mail/postcard

Website

Word of mouth

Other (please specify)

Don't know/refused

4. How easy or difficult wasit for you to find the phone number to call or the website to
make your report?

Very easy
Somewhat easy

Neutral

Some difficult
Very difficult
Don't know/refused

5. What could the City do make the phone number or website easier to find? (open-ended)
Follow-up Experience

6. Did you hear back from the City regarding your water quality report?

Yes
No
Don't know/refused

7. Did you think the City s response to you was...

Fast

Reasonable

Too slow

Don't know/refused
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8. To your knowledge, was the problem you called about fixed?

Yes

No

Don't know
Refused

9. Overall, how do you feel about how the City handled your water quality complaint?
Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don't know/refused

10. Would you call the Water Quality hotline again?

Yes
No
Don't know/refused

11. Would you recommend the Water Quality hotline or website to others?

Yes
No
Don't know/refused

12. How would you like to hear about water quality in the future?
Mail
Utility bill inserts
Website
Other (please specify)

Awareness of Water Quality Concerns

13. What kinds of incidents or problems do you think should be reported to the Water
Quality Hotline? (open-ended)

14. Do you have any additional comments you d like to share on this topic?

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 71 FEBRUARY 2009



Demographics

Finally, to help us improve our outreach and make sure that our programs reach all of Seattle,
I"d like to ask a few demographic questions.

For Businesses (Employees, Managers, and Owners)

D1  Whatis your type of business? (Select oneresponse do not read list; probe to clarify if
necessary)

Automobile repair / gas station / auto body, etc.
Construction / painting / home materials (tile / doors / windows)
Education (school / child care / learning center)
Grocery store

Health care (dental / doctor / pharmacy)
Industrial or manufacturing

Landscaping / tree care / outdoor

Restaurant / bakery / bar

Sales/ retail (except grocery)

10 Warehouse/ freight / shipping / delivery

11 Other (specify)

98 Don't know

99 Refused

O©ooO~NO O WNE

For Residents

D2  Which of the following best describes your home? Isit a...

Single family house

Duplex [don't read unless needed to clarify: two-family house]
Townhouse

Apartment or condo

Other (please specify)

D3  Pleaselet us know whichof the following best identify your raceor ethnicity (allow
multiple answers, if given):

Hispanic/Latino

White/Caucasian

Black /African American

American Indian'Alaskan Native
Asian Pacific Idander/Native Hawaiian
Other

Refused
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D4  What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Some high school or less

Graduated from high school

Some college

Two- year degree (AA, community college)
Four-year college degree (BA, BS)

Some graduate/professional school
Graduate/professional degree

D5  What isyour preferred language for written materials? (do not read list)

Amharic

Cambodian
Chinese/Mandarin/Cantonese
English

Japanese

Korean

Lao

Russian

Somali

Spanish

Tagalog

Thai

Vietnamese

Other (please specify)

D6  What isyour age?

18-24

25-34

35-54

55-64

65 years of age or older
Decline to answer

Those are all of the questions | have. Thank you very much for your time today. Y our answers
will be helpful as Seattle works to keep the city clean. Have a good day / night.
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APPENDIX D. GREEN YOUR RUG SURVEY

SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

1. Introduction to Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

Your responses to this survey will help Seattle Public Utilities improve its programs and help keep Seattle clean.
This survey should fake about 5 fo 8 minutes. Thank you for your time!

How many bulidings do you manage?
O

(2

()as

O 1o

Oy11-10

O 20 or more

Do the building(s) you manage have carpets in the commeon areas, such as entry halls?
O Yes (all buildings)
(O seme buildings, but not al

OND

(O bon't knaw
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

2. Carpet in Tenant Areas

Do the building{s) you manage have carpets in the tenant areas, such as individual apartments or offices?
() es (all buildings)
() some buikdings, but not al

OND

O Don't know

If there are carpets in tenant areas, are tenants required to do any carpet cleaning?

O Mo carpets in tenant areas
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

3. Carpet Cleaning Provider(s)

Who cleans the carpets in the common areas, such as entry halls?
O. Property manager hires company/cantracior

O Property manager cdeans carpets

(O Bain

O Criiver

If other, please specify balow
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

4. Carpet Cleaning by Property Manager

How often are the carpets usually cleaned in your building(s) by your property management company?
() Yearly

O Towice 3 year

O Quartarly

(O Montnly

O Other [please spacify)

(If there is carpet in more than one area of the building) Is the frequency of cleaning different for the commeon areas
and the individual tenant areas?

() Yes (please expiain below)

O Mo

() carpet s not in both areas
O Don't know

If yes, please explain below

Are the carpets usually cleaned during the day or at night?
O oy
O nignt

The method you use for cleaning...

O Froduces wash water
() 1s completely chemical (produces no wash water)
Q) oter ez sty ]
|
If wash water is produced, how do you dispose of the used wash water when you're finished with the cleaning?
O Paour into wtility sink, toilet, or other indoor drain
(O Pour into outdoor drain

O Paour on lawn or landscaping outdoors
O Haul away from cleaning site for disposal (please explain below)

{If hauled away or other, please explain where wash water is disposed of)
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

How does the company that cleans your carpets provide service?
O On a regular schadule (for example, every three months)
O Cm-call or as neaded

Which company do you contract with to clean carpets? (Remember that your answers are confidential and will not be
connected with any identifying Information about your business.)

Has the carpet cleaning company ever asked where to dispose of used wash water?

O Yes
O Mo

O Dot knaow

If yes, what did you tell them?

' |

=

Where does the used wash water usually go when they clean your carpets?
O' Into @ utdity sink, failet, ar other indaar drain

O Imto an outdoor drain

O On the lawn or landscaping outdoars
O Company haulks away from cleaning sie for disposal
O Dion't know

(O Other [piease specify)
i
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers
6. General Cleaning Provider(s)

Who usually does the general cleaning (other than carpets) in your building(s)?
O Propery manager hires company/contracion

O Property manager does genaral cleaning

(O Bath
O: Crher

if other, please explain balow
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

7. General Cleaning by Property Manager

For general cleaning [other than carpets, such as mopping), how do you dispose of used wash water when you're
finished with the cleaning?

O. Paur into utility sink, toilet, ar other indoor drain
O Pour inta cutdoor drain
O FPour on kewn or [andscaping cutdoors

O Haul away from cleaning site for disposal

{If hauled away or ather, please axplain where wash water is disposed of)
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

How does the company that conducts general cleaning provide service?
O n a regular schedule (for example, weakly)
O Cm-call or as neaded

Which company do you contract with to provide general cleaning? {Remember that your answers are confidential
and will not be connected with any identifiying information about your business).

Has the general cleaning company ever asked where to dispose of used wash water?

O Yes

O Mo

O Dion't know

If 5o, what did you tell them?
' =l
=

Where does the used wash water usually go when they clean?
O' Into @ utdity sink, failet, ar other indaar drain

O Imto an outdoor drain

O On the lawn or landscaping outdoars
O Company haulks away from cleaning sie for disposal
O Dion't know

(O Other [piease specify)
i
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

8. Water Quality and BMP Understanding and Attitudes

Is it better to put used wash water into...
O An outdoor drain

O A sink or toilet

() Dan't know

O_Glherr (pleass specify)

Where does used wash water go after it flows into an outdoor drain?
O Accreek, lake, or ather surface water

O Groundwsatet

(O Water treatment plant
O Dian't knew

() Cther (piease specify)

Who is legally responsible for proper disposal of waste water from your property?
D Cleaning company

D Property managar

D Tenants

[ cther (piease specify)
|

Would you like information en proper disposal practices for used wash water from cleaning?

(O ves
Qe

Where do you store cleaning and landscaping chemicals?
[ outdoors

D Indaors

D Dan't have cleaning or landscaping chemicals

[ oont know

[ cther (please specify)
|
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

Would you like information on the proper storage of chemicals on your property?

O Yas
O Mo

How would you prefer to receive more information and assistance?

O Mailing

(O website

() Phene

O Im-parson

O Cither (please specify)

If you would like to receive information by mail, please list your mailing address(es) below. (Your survey responses
are confidential, and any contact information you provide will be kept separately.)

=
H

Do you have any additional information you'd like to share on this topic?

=
H
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SPU Cleaning Survey for Property Managers

10. Demographic and Contact Information

All responses are confidential, and no identifying information about your business will be shared with the City or
SPU. In a completely separate place, Resource Venture keeps a list of property managers to provide assistance
on ways to save money and keep our city clean,

Your name

I |
Company name

[ |
Types of properties managed

O Multi-family

O Commercial

() ath

(O Other (piease specify)

If commercial properties, type|s) of businesses included
[ reti
[] office

D Manufacturing

[ otrer (prease speciy)
|

Property locations (names of neighborhoods is sufficient)
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APPENDIX E. CAR WASH KIT BORROWERS LIST

The following organizations and events borrowed car wash kits between April and August 2008.

Dates Borrowed

L ocation of Event

Name of Organization

5/9/08
5/17/08, 8/09/08

6/7/08
7/12/08

7/19/08, 7/26/08

8/17/08

5/18/08, 6/1/08, 6/21/08
5/31/08, 6/17/08
6/21/08

Ongoing

Ongoing

2008 NPDES EVALUATION

Alki Elementary School

Grocery Outlet (Martin Luther
King Jr. Way & E. Union St.)

West Sedttle

Grocery Outlet (Martin Luther
King Jr. Way & E. Union St.)

Montlake 76 Gas Station

West Seattle

4811 Wallingford Ave. N.
7501 35th Ave. SW

2204 S. Jackson St.

M ontlake Community Center

M eadowbrook Community Center

87

Alki PTA
Spiritual Israel Church

West Seattle High School
Family Car Wash

University of Washington Oceanographic
Society

Restoration of Arts
St. Benedict School
Swedish Automotive
1504 Club

Montlake Community Center Teen Camp

Meadowbrook Community Center Teen Camp

FEBRUARY 2009



[ This page intentionally left blank]

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 88 FEBRUARY 2009



APPENDIX F. CAR WASH KIT SURVEYS

l_ Lender Site Information (1o be completed by lending staff) —l
O Camp Long ELC O Carkeek Park ELLC O Ravenna-Eckstein CC

Resou rce O Ballard High School O ECOSS O City of Seattle/SPU

Ventu re [ Samoan CorTlmunity Church  Check-out date
O Roosevelt High School Staff name

Car Wash Kit Evaluation Survey

Thank you for filling out our car wash kit survey! Please fill out the front of this survey when you
check out the car wash kit, and return it to the staff person when you are finished. When you return
the kit, please fill out the back of the survey.

Borrower Survey 1: Kit Check-out

Borrower Information

Name Organization

Mailing address (Sirees, Siaie, Zip)

Telephone nnmber Email

LEvent date(s) Hust business/organization

Event location (address)

Borrower type
2 Scheol chib o Sports tearm O Comumnity organization

COther  (please specifi)

Event type
O Fundraiser C Other  (please specify)

1. Has youwr organization used the car wash kit hefore?

O Yes U No

2. How did you learn about the car wash kik? (select afl thai apply)
O Local event O Web O Someone told me about it
O Publication O T've scen if used before  © Other (plevse specify)

3. Why are you borrowing the kit? {select afi that apply)
2 Host gite required or requested it
& To educate drivers about fish-fiendly car washing
& 'T'o meet legal requirements
O To keep soap and wash water out of storm draing and water bodics
£ T protect water gquality
G Other

I 5274355042 I

2008 NPDES EVALUATION 89 FEBRUARY 2009



Resource

Venture

| Borrower Survey 2: Kit Return

Date returned

Total number of cars washed (or best estimate)

Approximate number of attendees (or best estimate)

Number of driver surveys completed (7urn in surveys to lender)

1. Would you use the kit in the future?
O Yes (skdp to Question 3) O No

2, If you would not use the kit again (" No" in Question 1), why not?
© Toe diffioult or cumberseme to use
© Don't think it's important
& Not conducting car washes in the fiture
O Other (please specify)

3. Were the instruciions ¢lear in the kit?
O Yes O Mo

4, 'Was the kit easy to use?
Q Yes ONo  (Why not? }

h

. Did you know who to contfact if you needed help?
O Yes O Mo

6, Where was the used water discharged?
¢ Indoor drain O Storm drain 2 Lawn
O Other  (please specify)

7. Did wash water go anywhere besides the storm drain where the kit was set up?
O No O Yes (Where?

-

8. Do you have any other comments to share that conld improve the car wash kit?
{Thank you for helping ws figure out what is working!)

I 5103356044 I
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[ ]
Resource | Driver Survey |

. Venture

1. How many people of driving age (16 and up) are in your vehicle today, including you?

o1 02 03 04 0535 O 6 or more (how many? )
2. Why did you stop for a car wash here instead of going elsewhere or washing your car at home?
(choose all that apply)
O Convenient/car needed a wash O Environmental reasons
O | wanted to support your organization O Cost savings
O Other (please specify)
3. Have you heard of "salmon friendly" car washes? O Yes O No
4. Were you aware that this is a ""salmon friendly'" car wash? O Yes O No (skip to Question 6)
5. If yes in Question 3, how did you know it was salmon friendly? fchoose afl thal apply

© Saw sign O Saw "Bert the Salmon” O Saw equipment
O Other  {please specifvi

6. Were you aware thai "salmon friendly car washes help keep pollutants out of eur creeks, lakes,
and Poget Soond? ¢ vy O No
7. How often do vou wash your ear?
¢ Onee o week or more @ 1-2 times o month O Every other month
O 2-5 times a year C Onee a year or less
8. Where do you most often wash your car?
 Full-service (professionaly car wash facility < Charity car wash (like today's) O Al home
O Self-service (do-it-yourselfy car was facility  © Antomated drive-threngh car wash
9. When you wush your car at home, where does the water go? {choose alf that apply)
O Never wash car at home O Lawn or gravel O Creek, lake, or other surface water
& Storm drain © Sanitary sewer O Don't know

G Other  ploase specify)

10. How concerned are you about the effect of car washing on water quality in creels, lakes, and
Puget Seund?

O Not at all concerned  © Not very concerned O Somewhat concemed  © Very concerned

11. Please rate how likely yon are to use these car wash alternatives next time vou need o wash

your car, (F="highly unlitely" and 5="very likely") highly unlikely verp fikely
1 2 3 4 5
a) Wash your car on youor lawn? o o) o O o
b1 Take vour car (o a seli-service {(do-it-yourself} car wash facility? Q O O o G
¢} Take your car 1o a full-service (professional } car wash facility? Q O O O O
o} O G O O

) Attend "salmon friendly” car washes like today's event?

2053366498 I
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