Board Meeting

Agenda Item 10 

March 13, 2007

Attachment 3


ATTACHMENT 3
CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

ILLEGAL DUMPING SURVEY

JANUARY 22, 2007
CSAC Illegal Dumping Survey

Conducted jointly with 

the California Integrated Waste Management Board and 

the League of California Cities

Updated January 22, 2007

Counties continue to grapple with the challenges created by illegal dumping behavior within their jurisdictions. The CIWMB/CSAC/LCC survey, completed in the summer of 2006, sheds light on both the success stories and barriers local governments encounter in their battle to combat illegal dumping.

Overview – County Results

Thirty-five of 58 counties responded to the survey, with many expressing support for sharing the findings and best practices of the completed survey. 

According to the survey results, those 35 counties spend a combined $17,981,264, or nearly $18 million dollars annually to combat illegal dumping. 

Note: Counties’ illegal dumping expenditures will prove to be lower than cities’, primarily due to the fact that most counties own landfills and therefore are able to waive disposal fees for collected waste. 

Most commonly dumped items, in order or appearance: 

Appliances, tires, household waste, furniture, vehicles, electronic waste, hazardous waste and constructions materials. 

Common sites for illegal dumping: 

Rural, unincorporated areas, such as in Amador, Butte and Calaveras Counties

Vacant lots and alleys, such as in Contra Costa and San Diego Counties

Rivers, streams, ditches and ravines, such as in Tulare, Madera and Santa Clara Counties

Unlocked dumpsters, such as in Orange and Placer Counties

Counties employ a number of programs to combat illegal dumping, including:

Enacting ordinances (Butte) 

Creating illegal dumping hotlines (Tulare)

Stepping up enforcement efforts through remote surveillance (Sacramento, San Joaquin)

Creating new and specialized collection sites (Calaveras)

Conducting free community cleanup days (El Dorado, Placer, San Joaquin, Sonoma, Yolo) 

Creating educational campaigns (Madera, Glenn, Orange, Placer, San Bernardino, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Sutter, Yuba) 

Many counties find that free community cleanup or waste disposal amnesty days prove to be cost effective methods to reduce illegal dumping, including in Madera, Tulare, Sonoma, Solano, San Bernardino and San Benito. Others found that utilizing grant funding for specialized cleanup efforts worked well, such as in Calaveras, San Joaquin and Tuolumne Counties. El Dorado, Nevada and Orange Counties offer public education programs as a cost-effective measure, and Los Angeles, Placer and Yolo Counties rely on aggressive enforcement.

The bulk of the counties surveyed indicated that funding for illegal dumping abatement programs comes primarily from landfill fees. Many counties also supplement such programs through their general fund, and most also utilize grant funding from local sources and CIWMB.

Some barriers discussed in the survey include a lack of funding and staff resources, but the majority of counties felt that the existing suite of penalties and enforcement tools were not strong enough to grab the public’s attention and truly address the problem.
Many counties indicated that larger penalties, more grant funding, increased fees, retailer or manufacturer “take back” programs, a reversal in the burden of proof for illegal dumping and a statewide educational campaign would all help in the battle to curb illegal dumping.

CSAC Illegal Dumping Survey Results

Local Cost Estimates with 35 Counties Participating

Annual Jurisdiction Costs
	Jurisdiction
	Department
	Staff Costs
	Disposal Costs
	Total Costs

	
	
	
	
	

	Amador
	
	13,500
	16,300
	29,800

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	5,000
	14,300
	19,300

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	1,500
	
	1,500

	
	Solid Waste
	7,000
	2,000
	9,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Butte
	
	141,650
	8,500
	150,150

	
	Public Works
	66,650
	
	66,650

	
	Solid Waste/Code Enforcement
	75,000
	8,500
	83,500

	
	
	
	
	

	Calaveras
	
	58,500
	142,000
	200,500

	
	County Administrator
	4,000
	
	4,000

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	17,000
	30,000
	47,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	27,500
	109,600
	137,100

	
	Public Works
	10,000
	2,100
	12,100

	
	Solid Waste
	
	200
	200

	
	
	
	
	

	Contra Costa
	
	1,841,086
	100,100
	1,941,186

	
	County Administrator
	30,000
	
	30,000

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	60,000
	10,000
	70,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	826,000
	44,600
	870,600

	
	General Services
	109,000
	11,000
	120,000

	
	Public Works
	577,000
	34,500
	611,500

	
	Sheriff
	25,000
	
	25,000

	
	Solid Waste
	39,086
	
	39,086

	
	Other Costs: Attorney
	175,000
	
	175,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Del Norte
	
	201,051
	63,696
	264,747

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	96,657
	63,696
	160,353

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	
	
	10,856

	
	General Services
	53,762
	
	53,762

	
	Public Works
	2,900
	
	2,900

	
	Sheriff
	20,000
	
	20,000

	
	Solid Waste
	
	
	14,875

	
	Other Costs: District Attorney
	2,000
	
	2,000

	
	
	
	
	

	El Dorado
	
	207,037
	108,049
	315,086

	
	
	
	
	

	Fresno
	
	
	
	700,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Glenn
	
	11,788
	
	11,788

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	324
	
	324

	
	Public Works
	2,675
	
	2,675

	
	Sheriff
	832
	
	832

	
	Solid Waste
	4,824
	750
	5,574

	
	Other Costs: Air Pollution Control/CUPA
	2,383
	
	2,383

	
	
	
	
	

	Kings
	
	34,040
	16,870
	50,910

	
	County Administrator
	1,500
	
	1,500

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	4,928
	
	4,928

	
	Public Works
	23,025
	6,139
	29,164

	
	Sheriff
	3,965
	
	3,965

	
	Solid Waste
	622
	10,731
	11,353

	
	
	
	
	

	Lake
	
	53,149
	13,047
	66,196

	
	
	
	
	

	Los Angeles
	
	
	
	2,000,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Madera
	
	161,128
	7,120
	168,248

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	2,628
	
	2,628

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	6,000
	4,000
	10,000

	
	Public Works
	152,180
	2,985
	155,166

	
	Solid Waste
	320
	135
	355

	
	
	
	
	

	Monterey
	
	615,000
	64,000
	679,000

	
	County Administrator
	1,000
	
	1,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	150,000
	10,000
	160,000

	
	General Services
	1,000
	1,000
	2,000

	
	Public Works
	462,000
	53,000
	515,000

	
	Sheriff
	1,000
	
	1,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Napa
	
	62,000
	12,000
	74,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Nevada
	
	18,196
	702
	18,898

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	12,705
	
	12,705

	
	Public Works
	5,491
	702
	6,193

	
	
	
	
	

	Orange
	
	2,903,403
	329,330
	3,232,733

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	27,000
	
	27,000

	
	Public Works
	30,036
	4,330
	34,366

	
	Solid Waste
	2,846,367
	325,000
	3,171,367

	
	
	
	
	

	Placer
	
	431,588
	100,000
	531,588

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	30,000
	
	30,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	150,000
	
	150,000

	
	Public Works
	75,000
	70,000
	145,000

	
	Sheriff
	28,800
	
	

	
	Solid Waste
	140,288
	28,000
	168,288

	
	Other: Parks
	7,500
	2,000
	9,500

	
	
	
	
	

	Sacramento
	
	
	
	350,000

	
	
	
	
	

	San Benito
	
	
	
	63,500

	
	
	
	
	

	San Bernardino
	
	199,000
	807,800
	1,006,800

	
	Code Enforcement
	93,000
	
	93,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	17,300
	37,800
	55,100

	
	Sheriff
	1,700
	
	1,700

	
	Solid Waste
	87,000
	770,000
	857,000

	
	
	
	
	

	San Diego
	
	658,934
	449,184
	1,108,118

	
	County Administrator
	5,000
	
	5,000

	
	Building/Code Enforcement
	163,718
	350,000
	513,718

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	175,000
	20,000
	195,000

	
	General Services
	2,500
	
	2,500

	
	Public Works
	265,712
	79,184
	344,896

	
	Sheriff
	47,004
	
	47,004

	
	
	
	
	

	San Francisco
	
	
	
	855,000

	
	
	
	
	

	San Joaquin
	
	892,716
	150,000
	1,042,716

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	10,000
	
	10,000

	
	Public Works
	800,000
	125,000
	925,000

	
	Sheriff
	23,716
	59,000
	82,716

	
	Solid Waste
	
	25,000
	25,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Santa Clara
	
	193,489
	105,578
	299,067

	
	Public Works
	118,849
	30,578
	149,427

	
	Sheriff
	6,500
	
	6,500

	
	Solid Waste
	57,500
	75,000
	132,500

	
	Other: Integrated Waste Management
	10,640
	
	10,640

	
	
	
	
	

	Santa Cruz
	
	
	
	735,000

	
	Building/ Code Enforcement
	
	70,000
	70,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	50,000
	
	50,000

	
	Public Works
	315,000
	
	315,000

	
	Sheriff
	220,000
	
	220,000

	
	Solid Waste
	20,000
	25,000
	45,000

	
	Other: County Refuse Collection Franchise
	
	35,000
	35,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Shasta
	
	250,000
	75,000
	325,000

	
	Building/ Code Enforcement
	150,000
	70,000
	220,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	100,000
	5,000
	105,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Solano
	
	163,358
	11,928
	180,286

	
	Building/ Code Enforcement
	5,000
	
	5,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	5,000
	
	5,000

	
	General Services
	7,000
	
	7,000

	
	Public Works
	144,358
	11,928
	156,286

	
	Sheriff
	6,000
	
	6,000

	
	Solid Waste
	1,000
	
	1,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Sonoma
	
	
	
	340,000

	
	Public Works
	
	
	300,000

	
	Solid Waste
	
	
	40,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Stanislaus
	
	443,325
	38,115
	481,440

	
	
	
	
	

	Sutter
	
	35,271
	
	35,271

	
	Public Works
	30,000
	
	30,000

	
	Solid Waste
	5,271
	
	5,271

	
	
	
	
	

	Tehama
	
	46,367
	15,000
	61,367

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	2,100
	
	2,100

	
	Public Works
	39,881
	
	39,881

	
	Sheriff
	1,886
	
	1,886

	
	Solid Waste
	2,500
	15,000
	17,500

	
	
	
	
	

	Tulare
	
	187,000
	90,000
	277,000

	
	Public Works
	22,000
	
	22,000

	
	Sheriff
	160,000
	
	160,000

	
	Solid Waste
	5,000
	90,000
	95,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Tuolumne
	
	55,838
	5,575
	61,413

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	32,554
	
	32,554

	
	Public Works
	23,283
	
	23,283

	
	Solid Waste
	
	5,575
	5,575

	
	
	
	
	

	Yolo
	
	159,000
	7,000
	166,000

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	20,000
	
	20,000

	
	Public Works
	39,000
	7,000
	46,000

	
	Solid Waste
	
	
	100,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Yuba
	
	137,898
	30,558
	168,456

	
	Building/ Code Enforcement
	36,281
	30,558
	66,840

	
	Environmental Health/ Hazardous Materials
	8,960
	
	8,960

	
	Public Works
	74,056
	
	74,056

	
	Sheriff
	18,600
	
	18,600

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Staff Costs
	Disposal Costs
	Total Costs

	TOTALS:
	
	$10,175,312
	$2,767,552
	$17,981,264


CSAC ILLEGAL DUMPING SURVEY - Comments

1.
What is your county currently doing to combat littering and illegal dumping?  (i.e. mandatory collection, educational campaigns, enforcement, etc.)


Amador:  Enforcement

Butte:  The County has adopted an Illegal Dumping Ordinance that established a vehicle seizure and forfeiture ordinance and created an Illegal Dumping Hotline.  The County created a new position of “Solid Waste Code Enforcement Officer.”  And the County has a Community Cleanup Grant program where organization or individual county residents can apply to receive funds for local cleanup projects.

Calaveras:  Universal Waste Collection sites throughout the county.

Contra Costa:  Created the County’s Illegal Dumping web page; Created the County’s Recycling Hotline; Sends the owners property notices; Investigates complaints regarding littering and illegal dumping in the county; sends out information on how to properly dispose of hazardous waste.

Del Norte:  Enforcement through Administrative Citations, or Criminal Prosecution; Cleanup by staff; Cleanups by volunteers or by court ordered community service.  

El Dorado:  Mandatory collection in certain areas; free community cleanup days; free vouchers for curbside pick up of bulky items; three full-time staff conducting litter and illegal dumping abatement.

Glenn:  Anti-littering education to schools including landfill tours; contact with public at events; road signage; free recycling of used oil, filters, latex paint, antifreeze, cardboard, plastic jugs, and rinsed plastic barrels; require load tarping.

Kings:  Complaint-based enforcement

Lake:  Very low tipping fees and very low residential curbside fees, 24 days annually of Hazmobile program, free “no dumping” signs for property owners. 

Los Angeles:  Currently implementing case-by-case enforcement, as well as partnerships and grant funding to clean sites.

Madera:  Educational campaigns

Monterey:  Mandatory collection, public education, increased enforcement – including surveillance and investigation, established/facilitating Adopt-A-Road program, and providing vouchers to cover tipping fees at disposal facilities.  In addition, a County Ordinance is in development that will encourage reporting of illegal dumping activities – to include a reward system and substantial fines.

Napa:  Free bulky item and waste tire drop-off included with new garbage hauling franchises, allocating funds in a franchise fee to assist with the costs of roadside pickup.

Nevada:  Maintain an illegal dumping Hotline; Waste dumped on County right-of-way or easements are collected and disposed of by Public Works; When traceable evidence is discovered, Environmental Health pursues cleanup by the responsible party; When appropriate, enforcement action may be pursued by the Districts Attorney’s Office.

Orange:  Public education through advertisements and public announcements; If illegal dumping is being done by a business, enforcement can also be used as a deterrent.

Placer:  Our departments and agencies utilize combinations of: Mandatory collection of garbage in some areas; Education (Solid Waste, volunteer efforts, Adopt-A-Road program); Enforcement; Signage at Parks, litter cleanup, fund volunteer cleanups, free disposal coupons, free collection events, and enforcement signage.

Sacramento:  The County has implemented a comprehensive illegal dumping program which consists of the following program elements:  Enhanced response time for cleanup activities; Installation of barriers, signage and lighting; Illegal dumping sting operations; Purchase & installation of surveillance camera equipment; Media relations community outreach; Website development; Public service announcement; Reward Program.

San Benito:  Mandatory refuse and recycling collection as of January 2002.

San Bernardino:  In 2004, mandatory collection was imposed on more urbanized areas; Code Enforcement, in association with the Solid Waste Management Division, will conduct 30 community cleanups in 2006; Using grant money from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB), a new illegal dumping enforcement program is commencing; the County operates a facility for the collection of household hazardous wastes; the County is developing an illegal dumping ordinance and supporting education campaign; a 30-second television public service announcement has been developed.

San Diego:  The County utilizes various enforcement tools, including citations and abatements; do not have limited educational campaigns.

San Joaquin:  Mandatory garbage collection in most unincorporated areas; Placement of remote camera(s) in the “high-use” dumping locations; Waste Tire Enforcement Grant to regulate the tire haulers and facilities that store, sell, transport, recycle and dispose of waste tires; Local ordinance increasing fines and rewards for illegal dumping; Annual dumpster days cleanup offered.

Santa Clara:  The Sheriff’s Office responds and investigates reports of illegal dumping.  The Environmental Health/Integrated Waste Management: Enforces county ordinance sections that require mandatory garbage collection; Inspection and surveillance activities as a Waste Tire guarantee; Inspection of refuse collection vehicles; The County’s HHW program has developed and implemented an outreach and collection campaign.

Santa Cruz:  Educational campaigns; Follow up enforcement is evidence is found linking dumping to individual or business; Posting no-dumping/abandoned vehicle signs; Cost recovery for abandoned vehicle replacement. 

Solano:  Mandatory Collection; Education and Enforcement; Use of City and County Code Enforcement staff to address vehicles abatement and Environmental Health LEA collecting money to fund extra help staff with pick up programs in Public Works.

Sonoma:  Household Hazmat collection at the landfill is at no cost for small (non-commercial) quantities.  Free monitor/TV disposal at the landfill.  Free dumpsters available for scheduled cleanups.

Sutter:  County has mandatory collection in incorporated and most unincorporated areas.  Staff educates public about illegal dumping.  Brochures have been developed to educate public about illegal dumping of tires.  Enforcement.  Staff charges hourly rate for each enforcement hour spent investigating.

Tehama:  The landfill budgets for tipping fees to cleanup illegal dump sites if labor is provided for cleanup.  The Planning Dept recently started a vehicle abatement program to lessen the potential for abandoned vehicles.

Tulare:  The Sheriff’s Office has a litter and tire abatement program that uses inmates to clean up illegal dumping; Semi-Annual community cleanups with reduced disposal fees; County Ordinance requiring refuse collection.

Tuolumne:  Proposing to hire a Solid Waste Technician to implement the Board approved Tuolumne County Illegal Disposal Prevention and Abatement Program.

Yolo:  Good Neighbor Coupon – County provides free disposal for materials that residents voluntarily pickup in County right-of-ways and issues a coupon worth up to $12 for future disposal each time; Code Enforcement Coupon; Waiver for Volunteer Clean-up groups - the County waives disposal fees for volunteer cleanup events; Education.

Yuba:  County has mandatory collection in incorporated and most unincorporated areas.  Staff educates public about illegal dumping.  Brochures have been developed to educate public about illegal dumping of tires.  Enforcement.  Staff charges hourly rate for each enforcement hour spent investigating.

2.
What is the item most commonly illegally dumped, for example: gravel, household refuse, appliances, hazardous waste, bio-waste, e-waste, tires, furniture, vehicles or something else?

Amador:  Household waste, appliances, tires and vehicles.

Butte:  Household refuse, appliances, tires and mattresses.

Calaveras:  Tires, batteries, appliances, construction debris, vehicles.

Contra Costa:  Household refuse, followed by landscape trimmings, furniture, tires, construction materials, vehicles, appliances, medical and e-waste.

Del Norte:  Appliances, furniture, tires.

El Dorado:  Gravel, household refuse, appliances, hazardous waste, e-waste, tires, furniture, vehicles.

Glenn:  General refuse, white goods, Freon containing devices, furniture and mattresses, automotives/boats, tires.

Kings:  Tires, furniture, appliances, and household refuse.

Lake:  Household waste, appliances, furniture and mattresses, vehicles, construction materials, mobile homes, hazardous waste.

Los Angeles:  Electronic waste, furniture, construction and demolition, and household waste.

Madera:  Household refuse, tires, furniture, vehicles and hazardous waste.

Monterey:  Construction debris, household refuse, bio-waste, appliances, illegal drug lab materials, e-waste, tires, furniture, vehicles, hazardous waste.

Napa:  Household refuse, appliances, all types of e-waste, tires. 

Nevada:  Household refuse, vehicles, furniture, tires, C&D, HHW, and e-waste.

Orange:  Used oil, e-waste and hazardous waste, household refuse, paint, appliances.

Placer:  Tires, garbage, vehicles, appliances, electronics, hazardous materials, and furniture.

Sacramento:  Furniture, appliances.

San Benito:  Tires, construction waste.

San Bernardino:  Construction debris, household refuse, e-waste, tires, waste oil, paint, solvents, and illegal drug lab waste.

San Diego:  Household wastes, tires, appliances, furniture, vehicles.

San Joaquin:  Household refuse, tires, appliances, and hazardous materials.

Santa Clara:  Household garbage, paints, chemical cans, medical waste, dirt, TV’s, computers, furniture, cars, car parts, trailers and old building materials.

Santa Cruz:  Appliances, TV’s/Monitors, tires and vehicles.

Shasta:  N/A

Solano:  Appliances, electronic waste, large bulk items not accepted for free at the landfills, waste haulers or curbside pickup.

Sonoma:  Household refuse, appliances and tires.

Sutter:  Household refuse, appliances, tires, e-waste, furniture and vehicles.

Tehama:  Appliances, furniture, and tires

Tulare:  Tires, furniture, appliances, and household waste.

Tuolumne:  Tires, household refuse, e-waste, furniture and appliances.

Yolo:  Tires, Appliances, electronics, furniture, mattresses, garbage, litter, construction/remodeling debris.

Yuba:  Household refuse, appliances, tires, e-waste, furniture and vehicles.

3.  
What is the most common area where illegal dumping occurs in your jurisdiction – remote areas, rural roadsides, waterways, private property, government property or city streets and alleys?

Amador:  Remote areas, rural roadsides, and private and public property.

Butte:  Rural roadsides.

Calaveras:  Rural roadsides.

Contra Costa:  Along roads and remote areas; public streets in the lowest income neighborhoods; vacant lots, private property.

Del Norte:  Remote areas of rural roads – these are frequently adjacent to rivers and streams.

El Dorado:  Rural roadsides and remote areas, private property.

Glenn:  Most of Glenn County’s roads fall into the rural, remote category, and this is where most complaints come from.

Kings:  Private property in remote areas, including arroyos and irrigation ditches/canals.

Lake:  County and city parks dumpsters, rural undeveloped areas, rivers and streams. 

Los Angeles:  Abandoned empty lots, remote rural areas, and former landfills and community disposal sites.

Madera:  Remote areas, rural roadsides, waterways, private property.

Monterey:  Remote, rural roadsides.

Napa:  Roads with limited population.

Nevada:  Remote undeveloped areas, rural roadsides and private property.

Orange:  City streets and alleys, rural roadsides, flood control channels, unlocked dumpsters, government property.

Placer:  Remote areas, private property, along rural roads, commercial dumpsters, and parks.

Sacramento:  Rural Roads

San Benito:  Rural roadsides, usually private property; Dumping in the San Benito river and its tributaries.

San Bernardino:  Private property in rural areas, rural roadways, and vacant property.

San Diego:  Remote areas, roadsides, alleys.
San Joaquin:  Remote and rural roadside areas and channels.

Santa Clara:  Remote areas along roadside on public or private property.  Ravines in remote areas are also popular for ditching cars and large items of furniture.

Santa Cruz:  Remote turnouts on public and private roads, ravines off rural roads, farmland, and rural private property.

Shasta:  N/A

Solano:  Rural roadsides in public right of way or private property as well as remote waterways.

Sonoma:  Rural roadsides

Sutter:  Remote areas, farmlands, rural roadsides, waterways and private property.

Tehama:  Remote areas, rural roadsides

Tulare:  Roadsides, waterways and private property that is conveniently close to communities but out-of-the-way enough to hide from public view while dumping.

Tuolumne:  Remote areas and rural roadsides

Yolo:  Remote areas along county roadways adjacent to agriculture fields and waterways.

Yuba:  Remote areas, farmlands, rural roadsides, waterways and private property.

4.
What programs that you are currently doing have you found to be the most cost effective?

Butte:  Adopt-A-Highway

Calaveras:  Waste Tire cleanup

Contra Costa:  Roadside litter pickup; place responsibility for cleaning of illegally dumped debris on garbage companies/landfills/transfer stations; mandatory subscription and Waste Tire program.

Del Norte:  Issuing Administrative Citations when a suspect can be located; use of court ordered community service for cleanup; Abandoned Vehicle Authority to remove abandoned/junk cars.

El Dorado:  Public education for recycling, contract with CalTrans for litter abatement on State highways.

Glenn:  Just get out and get it.

Kings:  We recently started a program with water districts and the Farm Bureau to combine resources with the County and the Kings Waste Recycling Authority to “pre-pay” the tipping fee when private property owners or water districts bring illegally dumped refuse to the MRF.

Los Angeles:  Aggressive enforcement to get illegal dumpers to bear the cost.

Madera:  Waste disposal amnesty days.

Monterey:  Extensive utilization of either inmate or “Work Alternative” personnel to accomplish the removal of illegally dumped materials.  A clean road tends to discourage additional dumping activities.

Napa:  The only cost-effective programs are the state-funded ones.

Nevada:  Environmental Health’s monitoring of the Illegal Dumping Hotline and coordinating with Public Works to dispose of the waste.  Public Works providing an e-waste collection center and a HHW & ABOP Collection Center at the local Transfer Station.  Public Works also provides an excellent public education website for recycling and waste disposal.

Orange:  Educational Outreach in the hazardous waste regulatory program and through grants from the CIWMB; Mandatory collection; Use of locked dumpsters.

Placer:  Mandatory collection and enforcement signage (Sheriff)

Sacramento:  The post and cable installations have changed behavior and are a cost effective measure; Anecdotal remarks indicate that our roll out of the pilot Appointment Based Neighborhood Clean Up program is also making a difference.

San Benito:  The quarterly “bulky item recycle days” program.

San Bernardino:  The community cleanup program.

San Diego:  Majority are in Code Enforcement areas; recently increased our investments in education and outreach.

San Joaquin:  The San Joaquin County Dept of Public Works (DPW) Household Hazardous Waste Facility provides a recycling/disposal alternative for hazardous materials generated in the county.  The CIWMB Waste Tire Enforcement Grant helps to curtail illegal tire disposal in the County.

Santa Clara:  Where illegal dumping/litter issues are rectified easily, then the costs for correction is relatively low compared to more chronic and obstinate cases.  The Roads Department works with the Dept of Corrections to utilize inmates and others assigned to community service to remove trash from roadsides on both weekdays and on scheduled weekends.

Santa Cruz:  Use of inmate labor to supplement the clean-up crews for roadside litter and illegal dumping.

Solano:  County Cleanup Days as well as Earth Day.

Sonoma: Community Cleanups are cost effective as community volunteers do the majority of ‘staffing.’  Household Hazardous Waste disposal at the landfill avoids some of the costly cleanups from roadside dumping of the products.

Sutter:  Responding to citizen complaints and surveillance by the staff.

Tehama:  Payment of tipping fees if local residents supply labor.

Tulare:  Reduced or waived fee programs such as semi-annual community cleanups in which County disposal fees are half-price and case-by-case approved cleanup of illegal dumping in which the disposal fees are entirely waived.

Tuolumne:  Advertisement, grant funded programs such as tire amnesty month, planned cleanups throughout the county and Clean Up Days Coupons.

Yolo:  We recently discontinued our existing cleanup events (bulky waste collection) program for the unincorporated areas in the county because it did not appear to be reducing the illegal dumping.

Yuba:  Responding to citizen complaints and surveillance by the staff.

5.
What funding sources do you utilize to cover the costs of these programs?

Amador:  General Fund.

Butte:  County landfill gate fees

Calaveras:  Code violation fines and vehicle registration fees

Contra Costa:  Solid waste/recycling collection franchise fees; Department funds

Del Norte:  General Fund and Abandoned Vehicle Authority funds

El Dorado:  Parcel fees, CalTrans, CIWMB grants

Glenn:  Landfill budget as miscellaneous items

Kings:  Reduced tip fee at the MRF, a contribution to the Farm Bureau, water districts, and the County.

Lake:  Landfill fees, grants for materials and/or sites, volunteer time, Public Works road funds, code enforcement funds.

Los Angeles:  Grants from the State, piecemeal expenditures by various County agencies, volunteers and in kind donation of funds, supplies, and labor from local businesses and organizations.

Madera:  Grants, General Fund, and special district funding.

Monterey:  “General Fund” dollars are expended for the County staff costs and tipping fees associated with illegal dumping efforts.  In addition, a voucher program – funded by the disposal site operators – assists in the litter abatement efforts on both public and private property.

Napa:  State grants, franchise fees, and Public Works funding.

Nevada:  Environmental Health is Fee for Service and will invoice for time spent on enforcement activities.  Public Works is funded through parcel charges and gate fees.

Orange:  The CIWMB provides grants to local jurisdictions that fund educational outreach for used oil recycling; disposal fees.

Placer:  Public funds, disposal tipping fees, garbage franchise fees, and grants.

Sacramento:  State Grant, Dept of Waste Management and Recycling, Dept of Transportation, Solid Waste Authority.

San Benito:  Tipping fees and franchise hauler contributions are both utilized to fund the quarterly “Bulky Item Recycle Days” program.

San Bernardino:  Landfill tipping fees and grants.

San Diego:  County General Fund and the State Abandoned Vehicle Abatement Program; also utilize revenue from some county leases to address illegal dumping on those leased sites.

San Joaquin:  EHD Solid Waste Trust Fund for Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) activities; EHD/DPW CIWMB Farm and Ranch Cleanup Grant; EHD CIWMB Enforcement Assistance Grant; EHD CIWMB Waste Tire Enforcement Grant; Public Works Road Fund, Flood Control and Solid Waste Enterprise funding; County General Fund predominately supports Sheriff Patrol costs.

Santa Clara:  User fees that are charged to refuse collection vehicles and solid waste facilities; the Waste Tire Program is funded by grant monies received through the CIWMB.

Santa Cruz:  Recycling and refuse programs enterprise fund (Solid Waste) provides most of the funding.  A portion of the funding for abandoned vehicle abatement comes from vehicle registration fees.

Shasta:  N/A

Solano:  Landfill dumping fees collected by LEA and Resource Management for mitigation.

Sonoma:  A portion of the litter control cost is recovered by a surcharge on refuse disposal.  Monitor/TV disposal costs are now reimbursed by state programs.

Sutter:  Mostly Regional waste management authority, CIWMB and fines in terms of staff time spent on enforcement to responsible parties.

Tehama:  Disposal is budgeted as part of landfill operations paid by tipping fee of legally disposed waste.

Tulare:  Solid Waste Enterprise Fund provides for the Sheriff’s litter and tire abatement program and the reduced or waived disposal fees for County cleanup programs.  The Road Fund provides for litter abatement activities performed by Road employees.  The County Redevelopment Agency offsets some costs of the  community cleanups that occur within the Redevelopment Project Areas.  

Tuolumne:  Tipping fees and some grants.

Yolo:  No general funds are used.  The landfill is an enterprise fund.  Revenue is primarily from tipping fees, with minor amounts from energy royalties, recycling sales and grant funds.

Yuba:  Mostly Regional waste management authority, CIWMB and fines in terms of staff time spent on enforcement to responsible parties.

6.
What barriers have you encountered in your county’s work to combat littering and illegal dumping?

Amador:  Staff and funding.

Butte:  The ability to access a higher penalty would help defray costs and act as a stronger deterrent to potential law breakers.

Calaveras:  Monitoring of remote and rugged roadways

Contra Costa:  Lack of adequate penalties in existing statute, funding.

Del Norte:  Penalties less than legal dumping fees; Tire disposal fees too high; cost of recycling tires too high, forcing disposal in landfill.

El Dorado:  Rural areas make it easy to dump illegally, litter on State highways seems to be constant, most areas of county do not have mandatory garbage collection.

Glenn:  Cost of disposal; lazy, stupid, cheap, or angry people; very low priority for prosecution.

Kings:  Difficulty in catching illegal dumpers in the act.  The perception that our courts do not impose adequate penalties whenever someone is caught dumping illegally.

Lake:  Unenforceable laws, untrained, unavailable or unwilling code enforcers, pre-emption issue for local ordinances, lack of pre-disposal fees for many banned or expensive disposal items. 

Los Angeles:  Citation powers for the regulatory agencies, clean up or lien power.  Clarification of laws to make property owners responsible for cleanups of dump sites on private property.

Madera:  The District Attorney and supporting agencies be required to file mandatory charges for individuals who confess or have been caught in the act of illegal dumping or littering.

Monterey:  Involvement of the Ag Industry - Illegal dumping fluctuates with the harvest seasons; Enforcement Barriers – funding for health and law enforcement personnel; Availability and affordability of legal disposal sites.

Napa:  The biggest barrier is regulatory direction that bans e-waste from landfills with no funding options, recycling infrastructure, or concurrent public education campaign.

Nevada:  Lack of staff resources to thoroughly pursue all violators when evidence is discovered in illegally disposed refuse.

Orange:  Identifying the perpetrators who illegally dump with educational outreach, and providing additional methods for residents to dispose of their universal wastes.

Placer: Inadequate staffing, program costs, costs of providing free disposal, lack and cost of education, enforcement priority (Sheriff), limited enforcement options.

Sacramento:  Lack of resources.

San Benito:  Evidence test to ‘prove’ illegal dumping.

San Bernardino:  Availability of law enforcement; finding and prosecuting illegal parties; Cost of enforcement.

San Diego:  Large and very remote rural areas; limited funding.

San Joaquin:  Illegal dumping is pervasive throughout the county and state; Public apathy and disregard for the environment; difficulty catching perpetrators.

Santa Clara:  Workload priorities; the enforcement fine process alone; One barrier is the difficulty in preventing Illegal dumping due to the remoteness of some areas of the County.

Santa Cruz:  Too many rural roadways to adequately police; Not enough money to conduct good enforcement and creation of more disincentives for littering.

Shasta:  N/A

Solano:  Adequate resources to catch and prosecute offenders.  The State proposes changes in waste stream disposal before new programs to handle waste stream are available at the City and County level.

Sonoma:  Identifying who is doing the dumping is a problem and litter/dumping is not a priority of law enforcement.

Sutter:  Easy access to known dump sites, poverty, lack of education, easy to get away without any legal action against the offender.

Tehama:  Low on the list of priorities for many departments.  Lack of funding.

Tulare:  Lack of funding for programs.  Lack of ability to properly enforce County Ordinance requiring refuse collection.

Tuolumne:  Research and identify a consistent long term funding, manpower to implement the Tuolumne County Illegal Disposal Prevention and Abatement Program, manpower to cleanup sites.

Yolo:  Lack of state and regional programs.  Illegal dumping does not observe jurisdictional boundaries; High cost to monitor and clean up frequent dumping sites; Insufficient penalties deter illegal dumpers and; low priority to investigate and/or prosecute illegal dumpers.

Yuba:  Easy access to known dump sites, poverty, lack of education, easy to get away without any legal action against the offender.

7.
What changes would you like to see made to fix some of the encounters you’ve encountered?  Do you believe the changes could be done through regulatory changes, or would they need to be made through legislation?

Amador:  Grant funds for private and public property cleanups.

Butte:  Larger administrative penalties would have to be done through legislation.

Calaveras:  Double the AVA fee

Contra Costa:  Need more funding dedicated to illegal dumping abatement/enforcement, additional legislation is needed; Would be helpful if some of the tire disposal fees collected with purchase of new tires could be used to encourage recycling of tires modeled after the CRV program for aluminum cans; or a program like the E-waste disposal program to give consumers a cost effective means to properly dispose of unwanted appliances; Funding for a full time litter enforcement officer; Funding for prosecution through the District Attorney’s Office of repeat offenders.

Del Norte:  Increase maximum allowable fines for Administrative Citations for illegal dumping; Subsidize local tire recycling in rural areas.

El Dorado:  More public service announcements against highway littering; in process of passing a local Adopt-A-Road ordinance.

Glenn:  Block Grant Amnesty Days for refrigerators or appliances; manufacturer and retailer “take back” programs; higher priority on arrest and prosecution, including portable surveillance equipment for repeat sites.

Kings:  Subsidize legal disposal of bulky and electronic waste.

Los Angeles:  Streamlined grant funding opportunities, including funding for small sites; simplification of process for private property cleanups, billing responsible parties, etc.

Madera:  Having the cases filed in the Superior Court (Enforcing our current laws) and the violators be fined in an amount equal to the total cost of the cleanup.

Monterey:  Regardless of the method utilized to fix the barriers (regulatory or legislative) – key will be the funding of staff personnel to enforce the chosen process.  The Agricultural Industry needs to be involved in any definitive effort; improvement of disposal site locations, facility operation hours, and tipping fees commensurate with the user population’s income.

Napa:  Immediate funding to local jurisdictions for clean up of material that has been banned from landfills.

Nevada:  Enhanced utilization of investigators from the District Attorney’s Office; Further utilization of CIWMB Cleanup Grant programs; Funding to further support Environmental Health’s Investigations of illegal dumping complaints.

Orange:  Legislation can promote manufacturers and retail companies to take back electronic wastes for proper recycling.

Placer:  Additional grant funding and expanded enforcement options.

Sacramento:  An adequate funding mechanism to fully address the issue is needed.

San Benito:  Legislation is needed to reverse the burden of proof for illegal dumping.

San Bernardino:  Local agencies need legislative authority to issue citations to illegal dumping violators as well as additional funding for enforcement activities.  Regulatory changes to enable the collection of deposits on the purchase of new electronic items are also necessary to fund the collection and disposal of e-waste.

San Diego:  Establishment of additional/convenient dumpsites could allow the public to dispose of household and e-waste.  Additionally, increased and coordinated public education at the State level would be beneficial.

San Joaquin:  Legislation to require predisposal or advance fees for the most commonly dumped items or materials to fund state and local recycling and disposal costs; consider mandatory collection statewide; professional public outreach/mass media campaign to discourage illegal dumping statewide.

Santa Clara:  Accountability for the last identified registered owner of illegally dumped vehicles or crafts; implement a lien process for cleanup; implement an easier way to fine and prosecute those that litter and illegally dump; focus finding industries and areas of society that could use more education regarding these matters.  Enforcement could be stepped up.

Santa Cruz:  Stiffer penalties for illegal dumping and littering; More State funding to provide for follow-up investigation to locate and prosecute offenders.

Shasta:  N/A

Solano:  Prior to legislation of waste stream the funding to adequately handle the programs.  Offer more exemptions – streamline approvals- expand farm cleanup solutions – create alternative disposal.

Sonoma:  Mandatory garbage pickup for all residents.  It may help to have a hotline number for citizens to contact when they see roadside dumping.  Increased enforcement of fines and penalties.

Sutter:  Continuous surveillance of know dumpsites and legal action against caught offenders; legislative changes need to be made.

Tehama:  N/A

Tulare:  Increased funding for programs.

Tuolumne:  Make more grant money available and make it easier to get.

Yolo:  A State or regional promotional campaign to bring the problem to the public’s attention and get them involved; higher penalties for illegal dumping and/or; rewards or incentives for reporting offenders.  Some of these solutions may require state legislation and funding.

Yuba:  Continuous surveillance of know dumpsites and legal action against caught offenders; legislative changes need to be made.

-end-
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