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Overview & Methods 

The revised NPDES Phase I permit includes nine proposed changes in the Public Education and 
Outreach section. The STORM Steering Committee surveyed STORM members using 
SurveyMonkey® to generate a collective response to the permit changes. A complete listing of 
comments is available in Appendix A. The survey was made available from November 22nd – 
December 1st, 2017. For each proposed change, permittees: 

1. Rated the extent to which they agreed with a change on a Likert scale of 1, completely disagree, 
to 7 completely agree. Means for each change are provided.  

2. Provided comments describing the reasoning behind each rating. Themes within comments 
were pulled out and are described for each proposed change. Please see Appendix A for all 
recorded comments.  
 

Responses to Each Itemized Proposed Change 

S5.C10. Introductory paragraph: revised the formatting and added language to clarify the three-
prong approach to the public education and outreach program, each component (e.g. building 
awareness, behavior change, and stewardship) was included in the 2013 permit. Additional language 
to emphasize and clarify how the program can be a regional effort as well as an individual permittee 
program. 

Permittees generally agreed about this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.5 (SD = 
0.56). 

Concerns over regional implementation. Two Permittees commented that the requirement to 
implement regional campaigns may be inappropriate and only jurisdictions that decide to work 
regionally should be required to implement.  

One Permittee commented that regional coordination made sense for both municipalities and 
audiences. 

  

S5.C.10.b: Specific language changes to clarify requirements, and that the selection of target 
audiences and subject areas must be based on addressing a local water quality priority. 

Permittees were relatively neutral about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.2 
(SD = 0.73).  

Re-organize audience and BMPs. Unclear why unrelated audiences and BMPs are clumped 
together (e.g., general public and business; vehicle and equipment maintenance with building 
maintenance). See comment in Appendix A for full listing of issue. 
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Informal process. One Permittee shared that they interpreted this section as allowing jurisdictions 
to informally select target audiences and local water quality issues; jurisdictions can approach the 
selection of these in different ways. 

Remove definitive wording. One Permittee suggested changing “must” to “may”, as some 
jurisdictions may have limited water quality issues. 

S5.C.10.b.i: Language clarifications that this is the “general awareness” requirement, and the 
minimum level of effort. 

Permittees generally agreed with this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.6 (SD = 
0.75).  

Clarity requested. Permittees requested that audiences and BMP listings be cleaned up so that 
pairings are logical.  

Extra credit for regional collaboration. One Permittee suggested that those who support 
collaborative efforts beyond one’s jurisdictional boundaries receive credit for that work. 

S5.C.10.b.i. (1): Revisions to clarify target audiences and subject areas. Subject area: impacts of illicit 
discharges and how to report them was removed as this topic is a requirement of the IDDE section. 

Permittees generally agreed with this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.2 (SD = 
0.73). 

Include vulnerable and underserved populations. Adding this language can help nudge 
jurisdictions to incorporating equity approaches in their stormwater outreach and education efforts.  

Strategic communications for Permit. Ostensibly regarding the removal of illicit discharges and 
how to report them, one Permittee wants to know how this information will now be conveyed as 
coordinating communications across Permit areas is critical.  

S5.C.10.b.ii: Language clarifications that this is the “behavior change” requirement, and the 
minimum level of effort. 

Permittees were generally positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.2 
(SD = 0.8).  

Phase I jurisdictions could do more. Suggested more flexible language that would encourage 
larger jurisdictions to build a more robust behavior change program and not settle for selecting one 
audience and one behavior. Does not recommend specifying exactly how many audiences or 
behaviors Phase I should target, but rather encourage comprehensive behavior change 
programming.  

Extra credit for regional collaboration. Again, incentivize regional collaborations to give 
municipalities another reason to work on a larger scale project.  
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S5.C.10.b.ii. (1): Revisions to clarify target audiences and BMPs. Target audiences may now be 
selected to focus on priority audiences and BMPs. General public was removed as a target audience 
as this category is too broad to focus a behavior change program. Behavior change programs should 
target a more specific audience so that it is easier to discern barriers and opportunities for the 
desired behavior. Target audiences were combined in this section for clarity. Source control BMPs is 
added a BMP to promote. 

Permittees were more neutral about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.2 (SD 
= 0.86).  

Suggested BMPs: 

 Ecology should update the list of current BMPs; it is likely outdated at this point and does 
not reflect the most pressing water quality issues 

 Add option: “Other behavior identified as a specific, local concern 

Suggested target audiences: 

 Vulnerable or underserved populations 

 Need language around demographics, non-traditional communities, equity, environmental 
or racial justice, so that municipalities begin thinking about this in project design 

Clarifying question. What if there is an audience that is not listed in the permit language that could 
benefit from outreach? Would a jurisdiction still receive credit? 

S5.C.10.c: Requires a new evaluation of the on-going behavior change program to determine 
program effectiveness and the next steps. Using this evaluation, Permittees will design the next 
iteration of the program using community-based social marketing methods to develop a strategy and 
schedule. Three different options to proceed are offered:  

i. Develop a strategy and schedule to more effectively implement the existing program, or  

This option is to refine the existing, ongoing, behavior change program with the inclusion of 
community based social marketing methods. This includes, if not part of the program already, a plan 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the program going forward. 

  ii. Develop a strategy and schedule to expand the existing program to a new target audience or  

BMPs; or This option is to expand the existing, ongoing behavior change program to a new 
audience with the same BMP, or same audience but a new BMP may be a better fit or more effective 
at achieving the desired behavior change. 

 iii. Develop a strategy and schedule for a new target audience and BMP behavior change campaign.  

This option is to develop a new approach for the behavior change program, focusing on a new 
audience and BMP than the existing program.  
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Solely relying on providing information is not adequate to changing the behavior of individuals. 
Community-based social marketing is a Best Management Practice to promoting and achieving 
behavior change. Community-based social marketing uses tools and findings from social psychology 
to discover the perceived barriers to behavior change and ways of overcoming these barriers 
(McKenzie-Mohr 2011). Community-based social marketing is pragmatic and generally involves: 

• identifying the barriers for a specific demographic (target audience) to a desired behavior 
• developing and piloting a program to overcome these barriers 
• implementing the program across a community 
• evaluating the effectiveness of the program 

Permittees averaged response was generally neutral with a mean of 5.0 (SD = 1.02), although 
responses were more polarized on this proposed change.  

Clarifications. What exactly is meant by on-going behavior change program? 

 One Permittee wanted to know what exactly is required to be evaluated: a single behavior 
change program from the previous term? The entire breadth of behavior change programs 
from the previous term? Simply adding to the required evaluation from the previous term?  

 The three options provided waver in their specificity – understanding what is meant from 
on-going behavior change program would help clarify. 

More strategic approach. All four Permittees that commented on this change indicated that they 
generally approved of using community-based social marketing and a more strategic approach. 

S5.C.10.d: Provides the date by which the strategy developed under S5.C.10.c must begin to be 
implemented. This does not necessarily mean when a new or refined program must roll out to the 
target audience, but may include the start of a survey or focus groups of the target audience or other 
early tasks that inform the behavior change program. 

Permittees were more neutral about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.8 (SD 
= 0.80).  

Modify implementation timeline. One Permittee suggested clarifying contradictory language and 
expanding the timeline, especially if the evaluation is to include the full breadth of behavior-change 
programs.  

S5.C.10.e: Provides the due date to report on the effectiveness of the strategy and any potential 
changes to improve effectiveness of the behavior change program. This provision provides time for 
the program to be developed and be implemented, including me to evaluate and report on the 
effectiveness of the behavior change program or in other words, how did the target audience receive 
the message and change their behavior to the desired actions?  

Please consider and comment on whether the time-frame provided above in this preliminary draft is 
appropriate and compliance with this schedule is feasible. If not, please explain. 

Permittees generally agreed with this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.2 (SD = 
0.37). 
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S5.C.10.f: Describes the stewardship element of the program. Revisions added for clarification. 

Permittees generally approved this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.4 (SD = 
0.51).  

Extra credit for regional collaboration. Again, would like those who work beyond regional 
boundaries to be rewarded.  

Good intent, but doesn’t offer much. Resource intensive and return on investment for attendees 
is low/short-lived.   

Overall comments.  

Tables instead of bulleted lists. 

Environmental Justice. Incorporate environmental justice to water quality education and outreach 
efforts.  

Climate change. Consideration of how a changing climate will impact us and how that may affect 
our systems. 

Behavioral science. Continuing to build knowledge and experience on human systems and 
behavior, behavior change and effective approaches. 
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Appendix A 

S5.C10. Introductory paragraph: revised the formatting and added language to clarify the three-
prong approach to the public education and outreach program, each component (e.g. building 
awareness, behavior change, and stewardship) was included in the 2013 permit. Additional language 
to emphasize and clarify how the program can be a regional effort as well as an individual permittee 
program. 

We mostly agree. However, we believe it should be clarified that if a jurisdiction decides to work 
regionally that the chosen program should be implemented at a local level. In other words, it should 
be expressed that a thoughtful attempt be made at working regionally, rather than something 
cursory. We believe that is nearly expressed in the final sentence, “Each Permittee shall implement 
what is developed regionally at the local jurisdiction.” But perhaps it would be clearer to say, given 
what comes before, “If a permittee chooses to develop a regional program, it must be implemented 
at a local jurisdictional level” In order to clarify what must be done only if a jurisdiction chooses to 
work regionally. 

Yes - regional coordination make sense; for the municipalities and for our audiences. 

My main issue with this language is the use of "shall." Each Permittee shall implement what is 
developed regionally at the local jurisdiction. The wording shall be changed to "may." Otherwise, 
jurisdictions are being committed to campaigns that might not suit their communities. 

S5.C.10.b: Specific language changes to clarify requirements, and that the selection of target 
audiences and subject areas must be based on addressing a local water quality priority. 

We do like the idea of moving towards a solid chain of logic from specific pollutant to program to 
audience best suited to program. We want to express that the way we read this section is that the 
process by which we select target audiences and local water quality issues of import is a relatively 
informal process and each jurisdiction may approach this documentation in differing ways. 

I might change must to may - some municipalities may have limited local water quality impacts 
(perhaps groundwater?), e.g. on the east side of WA 

b.i: Why is the general public and businesses together? These are different audiences with different 
interests, levels of involvement and opportunities to impact the stormwater system. There are 
should be, at least, four target audiences: general public, businesses, professionals and school-age 
children. b.ii: This is a meatloaf of words - whatever was handy was tossed onto the page with little 
regard. Why are all of these audiences lumped together (see comments above)? How are children a 
target audience for home and building maintenance or carpet cleaning? Or stormwater facility 
maintenance? AND Why are the BMPs lumped together? How is vehicle and equipment 
maintenance related to building maintenance? Or carpet cleaning and auto repair? And what is the 
difference between vehicle maintenance and auto maintenance? This is confusing. 

S5.C.10.b.i: Language clarifications that this is the “general awareness” requirement, and the 
minimum level of effort. 
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A minimum level of effort could be in support of larger, regional campaigns. Maybe extra credit for 
supporting collaborative efforts beyond one's borders/fee area/jurisdiction 

See comments from Question 2. 

S5.C.1.a.i.(a): Revisions to clarify target audiences and subject areas. Subject area: impacts of illicit 
discharges and how to report them was removed as this topic is a requirement of the IDDE section. 

Both here and in the target audiences for behavior change we wonder if it would help nudge 
jurisdictions towards considering service equity in their stormwater program by adding “vulnerable” 
or “underserved population” language, perhaps in parentheses. In our experience, having the 
“(including school age children)” language in the previous permit has helped ed and outreach folks 
justify, improve, and expand school age programming. Something as small as a parenthetical has 
proven to have a tangible effect and could be truly helpful in pursuit of service equity. 

But I would like to see how those areas of the permit that aren't under education and outreach will 
be presenting their information. Some coordinating of water quality messages or information across 
the permit sections needs to be considered. The permit could use its own strategic communication's 
plan. 

See comments from Question 2. 

S5.C.10.b.i. (1): Revisions to clarify target audiences and subject areas. Subject area: impacts of illicit 
discharges and how to report them was removed as this topic is a requirement of the IDDE section. 

We’re concerned that the minimum level of effort is very unclear here. It was our understanding in 
the previous permit that we had to hit all of the bulleted activities in the list below S5.C.10.b.ii. This 
new language appears to suggest that we need only select as few as one audience and behavior. We 
understand that was a complaint previously, that jurisdictions were spread too thin. However, we 
believe Phase I jurisdictions generally have the resources to do more. That said, perhaps a 
prescriptive number of selections would not be appropriate, but more inviting language such as “To 
effect behavior change, permittees may select as many of the following target audiences and BMPs 
as feasible,” or something similar. Again, we wouldn’t necessarily be in favor of hard and fast 
specificity, but are interested in language that would allow jurisdictions the justification to build a 
robust behavior change program. 

Again, with extra credit for collaborating on campaigns that extend beyond your borders - it would 
give some municipalities the reason to work on a larger scale project. 

See comments from Question 2. 

S5.C.10.b.ii. (1): Revisions to clarify target audiences and BMPs. Target audiences may now be 
selected to focus on priority audiences and BMPs. General public was removed as a target audience 
as this category is too broad to focus a behavior change program. Behavior change programs should 
target a more specific audience so that it is easier to discern barriers and opportunities for the 
desired behavior. Target audiences were combined in this section for clarity. Source control BMPs is 
added a BMP to promote. 
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Same comment as before about adding “vulnerable” or “underserved” type language to the audience 
list. We also might like Ecology to take a hard look at this list in terms of their water quality data and 
pollution source studies such as http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/pstoxics/index.html Does 
this current list truly still reflect the behaviors that we should be targeting? The ones that are going 
to move the needle? Are they giving us the biggest bang for our buck? This list, at this point, has 
been around for a long time without a facelift. What should be added? What could be taken away? 
For instance, is carpet cleaning truly something we should be focusing our resources on? Is that a 
known and current issue? What about roofing materials? What about microplastics, for instance? 
This is the kind of focusing that could drive real change. This is our moment! At the VERY least, 
we’d love to see a general clean up of this list. It’s always been odd that “Carpet cleaning and auto 
repair and maintenance” has a separate bullet from “Vehicle, Equipment, and home/building 
maintence.” There’s also a third, separate bullet for “Equipment maintenance.” Part of this 
confusion is due to the “Residents, landcapers and property managers/owners:” line being stricken. 
However, the main point is that this list could benefit from a collaborative or Ecology-based process 
of truly considering pollution sources that, if reduced, would affect real change. Additionally, in 
order to provide jurisdictions the leeway to pursue behaviors outside of this list, if they find there is 
an issue in their specific area, it might be nice to also add a bullet that says something akin to “ – Or 
other behavior identified as a specific, local concern.” 

The permit needs to start addressing/mentioning/including demographics, non traditional 
communities, equity, environmental or racial justice. Municipalities need to get better at this - or 
even start to consider it in project design. The permit can help support better, more comprehensive 
engagement. 

The attempt at clarifying the audiences needs further refinement and editing. And what if there's an 
audience not listed in the permit language that could benefit from this outreach? Will the Permittee 
receive credit? 

S5.C.10.c: Requires a new evaluation of the on-going behavior change program to determine 
program effectiveness and the next steps. Using this evaluation, Permittees will design the next 
iteration of the program using community-based social marketing methods to develop a strategy and 
schedule. Three different options to proceed are offered:  

i. Develop a strategy and schedule to more effectively implement the existing program, or  

This option is to refine the existing, ongoing, behavior change program with the inclusion of 
community based social marketing methods. This includes, if not part of the program already, a plan 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the program going forward. 

  ii. Develop a strategy and schedule to expand the existing program to a new target audience or  

BMPs; or This option is to expand the existing, ongoing behavior change program to a new 
audience with the same BMP, or same audience but a new BMP may be a better fit or more effective 
at achieving the desired behavior change. 

 iii. Develop a strategy and schedule for a new target audience and BMP behavior change campaign.  

This option is to develop a new approach for the behavior change program, focusing on a new 
audience and BMP than the existing program.  
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Solely relying on providing information is not adequate to changing the behavior of individuals. 
Community-based social marketing is a Best Management Practice to promoting and achieving 
behavior change. Community-based social marketing uses tools and findings from social psychology 
to discover the perceived barriers to behavior change and ways of overcoming these barriers 
(McKenzie-Mohr 2011). Community-based social marketing is pragmatic and generally involves: 

• identifying the barriers for a specific demographic (target audience) to a desired behavior 
• developing and piloting a program to overcome these barriers 
• implementing the program across a community 
• evaluating the effectiveness of the program 

In general, we like the focus on community based social marketing. We think it can be a good and 
effective tool. We’re excited. However, we are a little befuddled by the language here. It’s unclear to 
us what is meant by ongoing behavior change program. What are we actually supposed to evaluate? 
We’re evaluating the entire breadth of our behavior change program from the previous permit? Like 
yard care, pet waste, auto leaks, carwashing, etc. all together? Or we’re picking one of those single, 
specific programs to evaluate? Or, we’re building off the program evaluation we were required to do 
in the last permit? In short, it’s unclear to us what is specifically meant by “each Permittee shall 
conduct a new evaluation of the effectiveness of the ongoing behavior change program (required 
under S5.C.10.a.ii of the 2013-2018 Permit)."  

Additionally, the three options i., ii., and .iii seem to waver in their specificity. (i.) Seems to refer to 
changing the entire program, full sail, and ii. and iii. seem to suggest a much narrower focus. These 
questions also point back to what is the definition of “ongoing behavior change program.” 

I like the three options 

I like this on the face of it. I also am glad to see the deadline of nine months removed. That is not 
feasible. 

This is a much more strategic approach that can be tailored to local water quality issues. 

S5.C.10.d: Provides the date by which the strategy developed under S5.C.10.c must begin to be 
implemented. This does not necessarily mean when a new or refined program must roll out to the 
target audience, but may include the start of a survey or focus groups of the target audience or other 
early tasks that inform the behavior change program. 

In reading back on this guidance above, this is a little confusing too. If what is above is true, that 
S5.C.10.d “does not necessarily mean when a new or refined program must roll out,” it should not 
say “No later than April 1, 2021, implement the strategy developed in S5.C.1.b.” Implement the 
strategy does imply that the strategy would have been evaluated, developed, and is ready to be 
implemented by April 1, 2021. In general, we believe the timeline laid out here and in S5.C.10.c is 
too tight. Nine months from permit effective date is not really enough time to evaluate an entire 
behavior change program, especially if it’s the entire program from pet waste to carwashing to auto, 
etc. Also, it would be enormously helpful if dates and requirement could be distilled into an easily 
readable table included in this section. 

S5.C.10.e: Provides the due date to report on the effectiveness of the strategy and any potential 
changes to improve effectiveness of the behavior change program. This provision provides time for 
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the program to be developed and be implemented, including me to evaluate and report on the 
effectiveness of the behavior change program or in other words, how did the target audience receive 
the message and change their behavior to the desired actions?  

Please consider and comment on whether the time-frame provided above in this preliminary draft is 
appropriate and compliance with this schedule is feasible. If not, please explain. 

No comments 

S5.C.10.f: Describes the stewardship element of the program. Revisions added for clarification. 

Like to see extra credit for municipalities that are working across jurisdictions on larger collaborative 
projects on stewardship too, even if they are helping expand the project into their areas. 

Meh. This has good intent. The reality is the same folks who already attend these events are going to 
attend any new stewardship opportunities. As Doug McKenzie-Mohr notes, most people want to 
take easy action steps - like signing a pledge. Organizing these opportunities requires a lot of staff 
time and resources and, often, the ROI is short-lived and limited to those who attend/participate. 

Other comments/feedback on permit changes. 

Make us some tables instead of bulleted lists!:) 

1. Adding the environmental justice to water quality education and outreach efforts. 2. 
Consideration of climate change impacts and how that may affect our systems. 3. Continuing to 
build knowledge and experience on human systems and behavior, behavior change and effective 
approaches. 

 


