
PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE NPDES PHASE II PERMIT: STORM RESPONSE - DECEMBER 7, 2017 1 

 

 

  

Proposed Changes to the 

NPDES Phase II Permit: 

STORM Response 

December 7, 2017 

     
 



PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE NPDES PHASE II PERMIT: STORM RESPONSE - DECEMBER 7, 2017 2 

Overview & Methods 

The revised NPDES Phase II 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. Thirty-five responses were collected; the completion rate was 77% and 
respondents spent an average of 39 minutes completing the survey.  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.C1. 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 were generally positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 
5.33 (SD = 0.27). 

Concerns over regional implementation. Four Permittees shared concerns over the statement, 
“Each Permittee shall implement what is developed regionally at the local jurisdiction”.  

 Permittees expressed not wanting to be “locked in” to a regional campaign that is not 
applicable to local water quality issues. 

 Language requiring jurisdictions to implement regional campaigns contradicts the 
requirement that jurisdictions shall implement campaigns based on local water issues.  

Behavior change requirement. One Permittee noted that measuring behavior change is not truly 
feasible.  

 Other comments were made about behavior change programs, but done so in response to 
S5.C.1.b.  

General Awareness. One Permittee suggested that the General Awareness requirement be removed 
altogether, as the research is clear that raising awareness is ineffective and even counterproductive at 
times to promoting behavioral adoption of BMPs.  
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Mobile business behaviors cannot be regulated by municipalities. One Permittee detailed the 
ineffectiveness of cities managing pollution from mobile businesses, stating these businesses were 
the main source of pollution and that they can only be managed by the State via business licensing.  

S5.C.1.a. 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 slightly positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.77 
(SD = 0.33).  

Concerns over using demographic information to target audiences. Five Permittees raised 
concern and requested clarity around the language, “The program design must be based on local 
water quality and demographic information.”  

 Clarity was requested for what constituted a “high priority audience” and some questioned 
the need for using demographic information if a “high priority audience” was to be used.  

 Others had concerns that using demographic information may lead to discriminatory 
practices.  

 Another Permittee stated that, if the focus is to target local water quality issues, than 
“demographics” may be irrelevant (Permittee provided example of fecal coliform from 
significant duck population).  

One Permittee offered the following solution to the issues raised:“‘The program design must be 
evidence-based, drawing upon information about the local environment and audience characteristics as much as possible 
to identify high priority goals, target audiences, subject areas, and/or BMPs. When local information is lacking, 
extrapolating from regional, national, or other sources may be appropriate. Permittees must consider using the following 
sources of information: on local water quality deficiencies, and demographic information of target audiences, survey 
data, qualitative research such as interviews and focus groups, observations, and research findings.” 

Contradictory language. As noted in response to S5.C1, the requirement to target a local water 
quality issue is at odds with the requirement to implement regional campaigns.  

S5.C.1.a.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 5.07 (SD = 
0.28).  

Clarity requested. Permittees requested the following be clarified:  

 General public is listed as school age children AND businesses AND mobile businesses. If 
Permittees are only to choose one it should be clarified by stating ‘and/or’.” 

 Language that clarifies that this is one of two new, different campaigns, and not a 
continuation of any previous campaign 

Make general awareness optional. Again, a Permittee recommended removing the requirement of 
general awareness campaigns as they may negatively affect behavior change goals.  
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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. 

Permittees generally agreed with this proposed change, with an average rating of 5.07 (SD = 
0.41).  

Keep illicit discharge. While the rating indicates general approval for removing illicit discharges 
from this section, five Permittees commented on their disagreement with this proposed change. This 
type of education should be proactive and not only in response to an event.  

Target audiences.  

 One Permittee found the description of the target audiences confusing and recommended 
changing the language to “and/or” when listing multiple target audiences (instead of “and”). 

 This Permittee also recommended including parking lot owners/managers, as well as 
landscapers and property managers/owners as target audiences.  

 

S5.C.1.a.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 
5.38 (SD = 0.28).  

Difficult for smaller jurisdictions. One Permittee noted that behavior change campaigns will be 
more difficult for smaller jurisdictions with limited resources, although it is more widely cited in 
S5.C.1.b.  

Social marketing not community-based social marketing. One Permittee requested the 
language state “social marketing” rather than community-based social marketing, which suggests that 
all jurisdictions must use Doug McKenzie-Mohr’s methods.  

Behavior change not possible. One Permittee concerned about illegal discharge from mobile 
businesses stated that behavior change methods with this audience is not possible and that the 
solution is to “tie the discharge to their ability to do business”.  

Clarifying question. One Permittee requested that the Permit clarify whether one campaign can 
double as a General Awareness campaign and a Behavior Change campaign and meet the Permit 
requirements.  

S5.C.1.a.ii. (a). Revisions to clarify target 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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Permittees were generally positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 
5.17 (SD = 0.33).  

Suggested BMPs: 

 Spill control tee retrofit of existing outlet catch basins in private parking lots 

 Fundraiser carwashes 

 Sediment and erosion for construction/ construction stormwater management 

 Separate carpet cleaning from auto repair and maintenance  

Suggested target audiences: 

 Parking lot owners/managers 

 Engineers 

 Contractors 

 Developers 

 Land use Planners 

Keep general public. One Permittee stated that general public should be included and gave the 
example of the Don’t Drip and Drive campaign, which did not specify drivers as the target audience 
but targeted the general public through statewide advertisements. 

 Those who attend events may be from outside jurisdictional boundaries and limits ability of 
jurisdiction to assert they are targeting “residents”.   

Orwellian. One Permittee believed that behavior change campaigns were policing behaviors.  

S5.C.1.b. 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.  
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This option is to develop a new approach for the behavior change program, focusing on a new 
audience and BMP than the existing program.  

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 4.11 (SD = 0.33), 
although responses were more polarized on this proposed change.  

Clarifications.  Five Permittees requested clarifications. 

 Two Permittees requested that language be added to clarify what is required in a program 
evaluation.  

 Another Permittee requested clarifications around what exactly is expected from 
community-based social marketing.  

 A request on clarifying what is meant by “community-based social marketing equivalent”.  

Contradictory language. Three Permittees felt the language limited jurisdictions to updating 
existing programs from the current permit period only: 

Do not require community-based social marketing. Five Permittees expressed that they did not 
agree with the social marketing requirement. Reasons given included:  

 There were different ways to design and evaluate programs and that one method should not 
be dictated by the Permit. 

 Social marketing may not work for all audiences 

 Another Permittee stated that their jurisdiction’s elected officials had issues with social 
marketing and, because of this, they face administrative challenges in implementing.  

 One Permittee suggested that discharge, in particular, should be a police responsibility.  

Community-based social marketing may be difficult for smaller jurisdictions. Four permittees 
believe that, for jurisdictions with less capacity, implementing community-based social marketing 
campaigns will be very difficult.  

Timeline suggestions. Three Permittees suggested timeline changes and language that would allow 
for considerations. See Appendix A for all recommended timeline changes.  

 Smaller jurisdictions may need different timeframes than larger ones 
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 CBSM-based programs that are being updated and continued should have a different 
timeline than a new CBSM-based program 

 Time should be allocated between program development and implementation to allow time 
for contracting, if needed 

 Consider combining objectives and compliance dates to reduce four deadlines to three. 
Consider adjusting compliance dates to late April or May to avoid adding more deadlines 
within the Annual Report period. Please see full suggestion Appendix A.  

 

S5.C.1.c. Provides the date by which the strategy developed under S5.C.1.b 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 4.36 
(SD = 0.29).  

Modify implementation timeline. Seven Permittees suggested modifying the timeline. See 
Appendix A for all requested changes and clarifications. 

Approve of implementation timeline. Two permittees thought the timeline seemed reasonable. 
One Permittee noted that this was especially so if the jurisdiction was updating an existing campaign. 

S5.C.1.d. 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 develop and be implemented, with time to evaluate and report on the effectiveness 
of the behavior change program – or how well did the target audience receive the message and 
change their behavior to the desired actions. 

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

Permittees were slightly positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 4.73 
(SD = 0.25).  

Modify evaluation timeline. Three Permittees suggested modifying the timeline, noting that the 
timeline will be challenging as written and more time between program implementation and 
evaluation should be provided.  

Unsure of evaluation timeline. Three Permittees were wary of the timeline, what exactly was 
expected, and unsure whether it would be sufficient.  

Approve of evaluation timeline. Three Permittees thought the timeline was fine, although one 
wanted more information on what constitutes an evaluation. 

S5.C.1.e. Describes the stewardship element of the program. Revisions added for clarification. 



PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE NPDES PHASE II PERMIT: STORM RESPONSE - DECEMBER 7, 2017 8 

Permittees were generally positive about this proposed change, with an average rating of 
5.72 (SD = 0.26).  

Difficult for smaller jurisdictions. Two Permittees noted that it is difficult for smaller jurisdictions 
that lack staff to take on this role.  

Clarification. One Permittee noted that the language seems to indicate that Permittees do not need 
to create stewardship opportunities, but can simply promote external events and programs to meet 
stewardship requirement.  

Overall comments.  

Modify Permit Language Structure. One Permittee noted that, in both the General Awareness 
and Behavior Change sections, that audience and the subject area (BMP) should be separately listed 
to increase clarity. This comment was made in each section pertaining to General Awareness and 
Behavior Change.  

Increase flexibility.  Several Permittees noted that they wanted increased options or flexibility 
regarding the use of community-based social marketing, selecting targeted audiences as they see fit.  
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Appendix A 

S5.C1. 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. 

In a General Permit State, the only people that are in authority is The State. Nobody listens to the 
little City guy talking about mud. The nature of business in the world means that companies have 
their base and move across borders, boundaries and between permit holders. These "mobile" 
companies are the ones that are polluting and then leaving the pollution for the locals to manage. 
The State should manage this through the business licensing. City's can't get these mobile businesses 
to get City business licenses let alone pay fines for Illicit Discharges when the prosecutors just drop 
the silly fines when the business "promises" not to discharge in the future. This simply creates 
actively disengaged people, going about their business in a way that hides to a greater degree, the 
greater pollution they are now discharging. Send the Stormwater messages through the business 
license system with every communication. Allow permittees to report discharges and dischargers to 
this system for The State to collect fines and pass along to the City to offset the currently unfunded 
mandate to immediately respond to all illicit discharges. 

The sentence "Each Permittee shall implement what is developed regionally at the local level" needs 
to be clarified. Not all regional programs are applicable at a local level. Maintain flexibility for each 
jurisdiction to choose which regional programs should be implements at a local level. 

There are still areas of ambiguity as it is revised. Formatting of the General Awareness section 
should be separated out to be the Audience and the Subject Area; not the two lumped together is 
section (a). S5.C.1.b. crams 2 deliverables into the paragraph. They should be separated. 

Appreciate clarifications. Good idea to remove illicit discharge from this section. 

Please clarify what appears to be a contradictory statement. Regarding the last sentence, "Each 
Permittee shall implement what is developed regionally at the local jurisdiction" : 1. Contradicts 
option to meet requirements individually or as a regional group by saying the permittee SHALL 
implement what is developed regionally. 2. Contradicts C1.a: SHALL implement what is developed 
regionally vs. program design must be based on local water quality and demographic information 3. 
Define "regional". It could mean a SOG or it could mean Puget Sound (STORM). 

Clarifies the fact that regional campaigns must be implemented by each participating jurisdiction. 

In the last sentence of the paragraph, the text "If collaborating regionally," should be added at the 
beginning of the sentence "Each Permittee shall implement what is developed regionally at the local 
jurisdiction." This would help clarify that permittees only need to implement the regional 
developments if they are choosing to be part of the group. 

It shouldn't be too much of an issue. A regional approach may make sense for smaller permit 
holders. 
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The clarification helps, but the ability to track behavior change is an extremely nebulous concept. 
The reality of influencing behavior at this scale when there are so many conflicting influences in 
modern culture is that this becomes a box to check and does not have the intended impact. We see 
so many people ignore doing what is right no matter what we say; it seems that the people who are 
interested and prone to preventing point source pollution don't need the education, and the people 
who are not do not care enough to listen. Reaching the younger generations is really the only way to 
effect change this way, and how does one track the changes in their behavior over such a short 
period of time as a year? 

Revisions promote clarity. 

Our concerns are with the last sentence of the paragraph "Each Permittee shall implement..." We 
would like the flexibility to have this be optional. While we work in tandem with our regional 
partners, sometimes we have our own unique messaging or priorities specific to our jurisdiction, 
watershed, or constituency. We wouldn't want to be locked into something we disagree with. Using 
the verbiage "shall" means we are locked in. Our recommendation is to remove this sentence. 

Recent findings in the field of environmental communication have called into question the efficacy 
of efforts to raise awareness on intended positive outcomes. Knowledge deficit is no longer 
considered to be the primary reason for resistance to behavior change. In fact, unintended 
consequences such as “backfire” or “boomerang” effects can occur, where audiences become more 
polarized and resistant to change. While not much research specific to stormwater has been done, 
this has been frequently noted in the topic area of climate change. Recommend not requiring general 
awareness campaigns by permittees – instead focus on how best to achieve desired behavior change. 
Let them do the analysis first to decide if increasing awareness would help change behavior. I think 
building awareness should not be a goal in and of itself. In some cases, it might be a means to an 
end (behavior change). 

S5.C.1.a: 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. 

“The program design must be based on local water quality and demographic information...” Basing 
the program on demographic information could lead to discriminatory practices. Recommend 
removing “demographic information” since the purpose of the Permit is to address water pollution 
and using water quality data aligns with that purpose. 

See previous comment re: separating the Audience from the Action in the language. (This comment 
is more about the Permit structure than about the requirement) 

Please clarify what appears to be a contradictory statement with C1. Shall implement what is 
developed regionally (C1) vs. program design must be based on local water quality and demographic 
information (C1.a) 

"The program design must be based on local water quality and demographic information to identify 
high priority target audience..." Comment: How do we justify "high priority target audience"? Do we 
need to? Does there need to be a basis for selection? 

Seems to make sense, however "demographic information" is vague and redundant if we are going 
to identify "high priority target audiences" anyway. What do they mean by demographic info? Also, 
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do we need to identify high priority target audiences, high priority subject areas, AND high priority 
BMPs, or just one of those three (i.e. just a target audience or just a target subject area)? 

It is not clear what is intended by "local water quality and demographic information". If there isn't a 
specific local water quality issue, what is to be chosen? Some causes of water quality issues are not 
necessarily tied to local demographics. For example, if the primary local water quality issue is fecal 
coliform at a local water body with a significant duck population, is the demographic waterfowl? 
There needs to be enough flexibility in this section for appropriate selection of the water quality 
issue and a demographic that is capable of changing behavior. 

Not sure why they would remove illicit discharges as a subject area. 

Increased emphasis on local water quality and demographics provides ability to address local 
concerns. 

I can see that there are many other datasets and bits of information that if used might help design 
even more effective programs, such as: survey data (both local, regional, and elsewhere), qualitative 
research such as interviews and focus groups, observations, past research findings, etc. Recommend 
listing as many as possible and indicating that Permittees should consider using as much relevant 
data as possible when designing programs? Maybe: "The program design must be evidence-based, 
drawing upon information about the local environment and audience characteristics as much as 
possible to identify high priority goals, target audiences, subject areas, and/or BMPs. When local 
information is lacking, extrapolating from regional, national, or other sources may be appropriate. 
Permittees must consider using the following sources of information: on local water quality 
deficiencies , and demographic information of target audiences, survey data, qualitative research 
such as interviews and focus groups, observations, and research findings." 

S5.C.1.a.i: Language clarifications that this is the “general awareness” requirement, and the 
minimum level of effort. 

I interpret this as very broad audiences and subject areas. 

Clarify that this is one of two new, different, campaigns (general awareness as one and behavior 
change as the second) and is not a continuation of any previous campaigns. 

We like the add of "General Awareness." The clarification needed on this section is: Clarify: If you 
chose A or B are you choosing ALL audiences listed? General public is listed as school age children 
AND business AND mobile businesses. If we are to only choose one it should be clarified by 
stating "and/or". 

So our program needs to reach at least one target audience with one subject area? 

A comma might be appropriate after the word "minimum". 

Doesn't really change our approach. 

Recommend removing the requirement for awareness campaigns, or at least make it optional. Could 
be at odds with behavior change goals. 
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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. 

The subject area "Impacts of illicit discharges and how to report them" should be kept in this 
section. It is a reminder that educating the public and businesses on "impacts of illicit discharges and 
how to report them" is part of the permit for public outreach and education staff and non-profit 
partners. It is easier to send a copy of this section of the permit to others to explain the required 
education and outreach program components rather than locating each section which has an 
educational component and providing them in a piecemeal fashion. 

Not informing people of the impact of their illicit discharges is dumb. These are the majority of the 
pollution that is killing habitats and fish. All summer long people use their storm systems as sewers 
and then the first rains come and you all are surprised at the level of pollution. DUH. 

I can see the intent behind this, but not sure the revisions achieve the distinction. The IDDE section 
requires a "compliance strategy that includes informal compliance action such as public education 
and technical assistance..." Since it is part of IDDE, this type of education may only happen as a 
response to an event. It is not necessarily a pro-active approach to outreach. Having IDDE included 
as an outreach topic option may allow a more widely spread message; rather than just to offenders. 

It would be better to list the target audiences or change "and" to "and/or" between the two target 
audiences. Several reviewers had to read the sentence more than once to determine if the target 
audience is the general public and businesses, or minimum of one of the two (general public and/or 
businesses. Separately, parking lot owners/managers should be a target audience since parking lots 
have high potential for pollution contribution to the MS4. General Public and Businesses are very 
broad categories. I suggest allowing a third target audience of general awareness which would be a 
combined target audience including landscapers and property managers/owners (and their 
maintenance staff). Also, I suggest a comma in line (b) after the word "developers". 

It seems like there was a lot of emphasis on illicit discharges in the past. Why the change of heart? 

Removing illicit discharge from this section is appropriate and appreciated. 

By removing the subject area "Impacts of illicit discharge and how to report them" It limits our 
ability to reach the general public regarding when and how to report spills. 

S5.C.1.a.ii: Language clarifications that this is the “behavior change” requirement, and the 
minimum level of effort. 

Once again adding mandates to small jurisdictions with limited staff. It can be hard enough to 
manage the minimum requirements of the current permit. Some of us don't have the luxury of a 
separate stormwater department. 

You can't change someone's behavior. They lie to your face and dump twice as much on your 
system after you're gone. Tie the discharge to their ability to do business and they will have to 
comply or find something else to pay the bills. 
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Again, the language could be tighter. Is it one target audience and one BMP? Because it is "at a 
minimum" can it be two target audiences and one BMP? The target audiences and the BMPs should 
be divided in their lists, not lumped as ii.(a) 

Just say 'Social Marketing' and leave out 'Community'. There are different ways to conduct social 
marketing and adding 'community' infers that Doug Mackenzie's way is the only way. 

Can this be the same subject area and target audience combo as for the previous General Awareness 
section? Can the same program meet both requirements? 

This change shouldn't have much of an impact. 

Quantifying minimum requirement is helpful. 

S5.C.1.a.ii.(a): Revisions to clarify target 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. 

Parking lot owners/managers should be a target audience since parking lots have high potential for 
pollution contribution to the MS4. There are many old parking lots with no treatment or flow 
control facilities. A BMP for spill control tee retrofit of existing outlet catch basins in private parking 
lots should be one of the BMPs. The permittee could educate parking lot owners about the potential 
liabilities of spill clean up should a vehicle leak fluids and the cheap safeguard that installing a spill 
control tee/hood in their last catch basin before the MS4 can provide. (Vactoring out a contained 
spill is much cheaper than if it leaves the site.) The behavioral change could be measured by the 
amount of spill control devices installed. Implementing this target audience and BMP could have a 
very positive real world impact on the reduction of pollutant transport to sensitive waters. Another 
BMP that pertains to parking lot owners regarding is the fundraiser carwashes. Carwash catch basin 
insert kits (they collect at the catch basin and pump to the sewer) and proper soap selection can also 
be paired with the spill control retrofit education effort. 

I've considered the general public as "residents" already. Not much of an impact. 

In Target Audiences, need to include Engineers, Contractors, Developers, and Land Use Planners. 
Under BMPs, need to include Sediment and Erosion BMP's. If these are not included, then 
jurisdictions are unable to develop COMMUNITY-BASED SOCIAL MARKETING campaigns 
targeting Sediment and Erosion Control for Construction. In Thurston County this is a high water 
quality priority and we have already begun the process to developing CBSM Programming at a 
Regional level. This includes Department of Ecology, Thurston County, Cities of Lacey, Olympia, 
and Tumwater staff. This has been over a one year effort already, and we are 1/3 of the way into 
program development. 

Keep "General public". Drivers are not specified as a target audience, but the BMPs include carwash 
soaps and automotive chemicals. The Don't Drip and Drive campaign targets the general public by 
advertising throughout the state. The people who attend the workshops may not be residents of the 
jurisdiction in which the event is held, so limits the opportunity for non-workshop jurisdictions to 
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claim "residents" as a target audience. It's unclear what is meant by "(audience specific) source 
control BMPs". The parentheses are confusing. 

Recommend also including "developers and construction contractors" - This high priority target 
audience has been identified by Thurston County and the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 
based on dialogue with municipal inspectors and IDDE staff, which has resulted in a jointly funded 
cooperative effort to develop and deploy a CBSM campaign. Perhaps another approach is crafting 
this section to direct permittees to select target audiences and BMPs associated with known local 
stormwater management and water quality problems. BMP options: Recommend separating carpet 
cleaning from auto repair and maintenance, as those are completely different business sectors. 
Carpet cleaning is a mobile type business and auto repair maintenance is generally not a mobile 
business. The potential for polluting activities varies greatly between these two sectors. Mobile 
vehicle detailing businesses could be more easily grouped with carpet cleaning businesses. Also 
recommend adding Construction stormwater management as a possible BMP. This high priority 
area has been identified by Thurston County and the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater which 
has resulted in a jointly funded cooperative effort to develop and deploy a CBSM campaign. 

We agree with the premise that behavior change programs should target a specific audience. We 
have a problem with the exclusion of contractors, developers, and land use planners in the list of 
potential target audiences and the exclusion of temporary erosion and sediment controls (TESC) 
BMPs under subject areas. This target audience (construction and development community) and 
subject area (construction site sediment and erosion control) addresses a high local water quality 
priority for each of the Phase II jurisdictions in Thurston County. 

This is completely Orwellian. We can't police people's behaviors, show up and say, hey! there's a 
better way to dispose of your Dawn dish soap that you can wash ducks with, which kills fish habitats 
but nobody told you that but this dumb City worker. 

S5.C.1.b: 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.  
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This option is to develop a new approach for the behavior change program, focusing on a new 
audience and BMP than the existing program.  

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 

It's unclear what is required in a program evaluation plan, so the lack of specificity reduces efficacy 
of the permit. The permittee should have greater flexibility in how to evaluate their programs, so 
community-based social marketing methods should not be required. There are other methods for 
improve efficacy of a behavior change program and one method should not be dictated by the 
permit. There should be at least three months between the development of a strategy and 
implementation to allow time for contracting, if necessary. 

We need clarification on the language. We are concerned with the proposed Permit language which 
states - each Permittee shall conduct a new evaluation of the effectiveness of "the ongoing behavior 
change program (required under s5.C.1.a.ii of the 2013-2018 Permit)". We feel this language may 
exclude any new programs under development that address target audiences and subject areas that 
are local water quality priorities. We are concerned this language essentially limits us to reevaluating 
the CBSM program that was developed during the current permit cycle. However we see that 
section iii states "Develop a strategy and schedule for a new target audience and BMP behavior 
change program". Which we hope allows us to implement a new CBSM behavior change program 
and evaluation. We feel the wording is contradictory and we would support language that makes it 
clear we can indeed move ahead with our new program knowing that it will fulfill our Permit 
requirements. 

Nobody is paid to do this work. This is the unfunded mandate that you have created. When I was 
introduced to my City Council, one councilor asked me directly, what is to be done about this 
unfunded mandate. Essentially she was saying, I hate paying your wages, its a waste of money and so 
are you. Stop this effort completely and make it the Cops job. Make it a ticket for all Police agencies 
in the state to issue $123 tickets to anyone discharging. Then City guy can call the cops after taking 
the IDDE approach and get an officer to right them up. Then the business license people can 
reinforce your will on these businesses that are not even in my town. 

This can be problematic for small jurisdictions. Namely, regional efforts may or may not address 
local water quality problems. But, a small jurisdiction cannot meet these timeframes on a "go it 
alone" basis. There is also concern that the past permit required moving forward with what was 
shown in the last CBSM efforts. If we have done so, then the proposed timeframes could be 
arbitrary and not fit within an already existing program that has continued to move forward. There 
needs to be some flexibility and clarification around timeframes for programs that are already taking 
the last permit requirements to the next level. 
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Management of an effective social marketing program may be limited for permittees with limited 
staff and/or no dedicated education & outreach staff. In addition, some jurisdictional audiences may 
not respond to social marketing programs; thus social marketing should be an optional component 
of an overall education & outreach program. 

Not all jurisdictions have existing capacity to maintain a social marketing program. Not all 
jurisdictional audiences will relate or respond to social marketing programs. 

see previous comments on social marketing language 

18 months to develop a strategy and schedule for a new target audience and BMP behavior change 
campaign is very ambitions. 

Community based social marketing may be difficult for smaller municipalities who are not familiar 
with these tools, have limited resources to invest in learning these tools. 

Need some clarity on this one. Is this a re-evaluation of the same program you evaluated in the 
previous permit? Is it the same program that meets the on-going behavior change requirement? 
What constitutes an evaluation, can it be internal (i.e. performance measuring/KPIs or should it be 
external, i.e. survey)? Also, can this re-evaluation happen before the new permit kicks in? 

It is not clear what "community based social marketing" is, or what is actually expected to 
incorporate it. Depending on how involved it is, the timelines may not be sufficient. 

I get what the goal is here. To say that it shall be done with social marketing is a stretch. We have 
reasons from our elected officials as to why our city is not doing social marketing. I agree that this 
approach would be very effective, but there are administrative challenges for at least our city. If it 
does become a requirement, we will just have to make it work. 

I agree completely with the perspective, and still don't know where the money and resources will 
come from. 

The steps outlined present a logical progression for CBSM and serve as helpful guidelines, though 
four separate compliance dates seem to fragment the process. 1) Consider combining objectives and 
compliance dates to reduce four deadlines to three. For example, combine objectives due by 
February 1, 2021 and those by April 1, 2021. 2) 2) Consider adjusting compliance dates to late April 
or May. Deadlines that fall within the Annual Report period can present challenges for staff that 
manage multiple (or all) compliance activities, along with Annual Reporting responsibilities. 

There is concerns regarding conflicting language "shall" and "ongoing" in the following statement 
"Permittees "shall" conduct a new evaluation of the effectiveness of the "ongoing" behavior change 
program under the 2013-2018 permit" and section iii under b. "Develop a strategy and schedule for 
a new target audience and BMP behavior change campaign" It appears by this using the language 
"shall" and "ongoing" that we are restricted to updates to our programs and campaigns under the 
current permit. This will prevent us from creating a "new target audience and BMP behavior change 
campaign" that fall under the requirements of the new permit to develop CBSM campaigns for high 
local water quality priorities. 
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I believe that TCSU desires to use the Construction Sediment Pollution Prevention program that it 
is currently developing along with the cities to meet this requirement. We are developing this 
program using CBSM post the date the original behavior change programs were required to be 
developed under the 2013-18 Permit. Is that an issue? Also, we are likely to be on track to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the Pilot program before the new Permit comes into effect. Would we then be 
required to conduct another evaluation after the permit comes into effect to meet this new 
requirement? Also, it is very possible that behavior change programs might be more effective if they 
are NOT ongoing. Would prefer to have the option to do time-limited campaigns or ongoing 
campaigns based on jurisdictional evaluation for what they believe will be best designed for effective 
behavior change. Does "CBSM methods...or equivalent" mean CBSM or equivalent methods? 
CBSM may not be appropriate in all situations, so I think allowing for some give room here isn’t a 
bad thing. Might need to be more clear on the sentence structure though? 

S5.C.1.c: provides the date by which the strategy developed underS5.C.1.b 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. 

Seems reasonable, especially if this is making changes to an existing program. 

Since it is unclear as to what actions are truly expected to incorporate "community-based social 
marketing methods", it is difficult to know it the time line is appropriate. 

I think that's a reasonable amount of time. 

The steps outlined present a logical progression for CBSM and serve as helpful guidelines, though 
four separate compliance dates seem to fragment the process. 1) Consider combining objectives and 
compliance dates to reduce four deadlines to three. For example, combine objectives due by 
February 1, 2021 and those by April 1, 2021. 2) 2) Consider adjusting compliance dates to late April 
or May. Deadlines that fall within the Annual Report period can present challenges for staff that 
manage multiple (or all) compliance activities, along with Annual Reporting responsibilities. 

There should be at least three months between the development of a strategy and implementation to 
allow time for contracting, if necessary. 

It may be difficult for some jurisdictions to begin to implement a new strategy by April 2021 if they 
are on bi-annual budgets that conflict with this schedule. They could certainly try to project budget 
costs, but until the evaluation is completed a final budget would be hard to calculate. Conducting a 
robust evaluation and identifying strategies/program changes to improve effectiveness is time-
consuming and expensive. I would not suggest anything less than the almost 3 years that is proposed 
to begin implementing and evaluating. 3 ½ years would be better as you don’t want to do a sub-par 
eval effort, but it may conflict with the timing of the permit. 

There should be at least three months between the development of a strategy and implementation to 
allow time for contracting, if necessary. 

Never going to happen, in 40 years of the Clean Water Act, the waters are no cleaner. You need to 
do everything differently to make change. 
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In reality, we need to look at the sequence as a whole. Completing an entire evaluation 9 months 
after permit issuance may be challenging to fit into budget processes. And, again, the time between 
developing a strategy and implementing may require a request for funds for the implementation. 
Unless, it is allowed that the first part of implementing the strategy is to put a budget request in to to 
the 2022 budget, this will be a challenging timeframe. Ecology needs to recognize that many small 
jurisdictions need to pay into some sort of regional effort for CBSM programs. It may mean 
working with a Phase I jurisdiction. If the timeframes in those two permits are not aligned, it may 
create deadline challenges. 

Permittees should be given 12 months or more to develop/revise programs prior to 
rollout/implementation. 

More time to develop and implement requirement of program would be preferred. 

S5.C.1.d: 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 develop and be implemented, with time to evaluate and report on the effectiveness 
of the behavior change program – or how well did the target audience receive the message and 
change their behavior to the desired actions? 

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

I would like to hear from jurisdictions who have led the charge on how long these programs really 
take to develop a strategy, implement a program, and evaluate. What is the level of effort/staff 
time/expense associated with this type of program. The whole thing feels very rushed. 

Timing between program rollout and the beginning of evaluation of the program should be 12 
months or more. 

There should be at least 12 month between roll out and beginning of evaluation phase. 

3 years to implement, evaluate, and report on a CBSM campaign will be challenging. 

Length of time may not be long enough if the municipality is not familiar with these tools, needs to 
locate partners to help implement programs, and develop a schedule. 

Reasonable timeline. Again, what constitutes an evaluation? Internal performance metrics or external 
feedback / surveys? 

It is not clear what is actually expected. Past experience has proven difficult to get business 
owner's/manager's time. Depending upon what is required per "community-based social marketing 
methods" and the ability to get participants involved, it is difficult to know whether the time period 
is appropriate. If nobody responds to the permittee's efforts (which does happen) a new approach 
may need to be started. 

The schedule should be fine. Measuring can be tricky though. If you're target audience is elementary 
school children, how to do measure the kids that go on to middle school in that time... 
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The timeframe of 2024 allows nearly 4 years to complete the CBSM project, which seems to allow 
ample time for CBSM. 

Suggested word smithing: No later than March 31, 2024, evaluate and report on the changes in 
understanding and adoption of targeted behaviors resulting from the implementation of the strategy 
and any program changes needed in order to improve its effectiveness; describe the strategies and 
process to achieve the results. 

S5.C.1.e: Describes the stewardship element of the program. Revisions added for clarification. 

Difficult for small municipalities to implement. No definition as to level of effort required. 

This seems to say that permittees do not necessarily need to create stewardship opportunities 
themselves but could only promote other local programs and events from existing organizations. 

This is something we have wanted to do but have not had sufficient staff levels to implement. We 
have had boy scouts looking for Eagle Scout projects within the City and there are likely some good 
stormwater projects that can be done (storm drain marking, educational materials along a creek, 
etc.). 

Clearly stated and provides for collaboration with non-permittees. 

Recommend: Each Permittee shall create stewardship opportunities and/or partner with existing 
organizations (including non-permittees) to encourage target audiences (residents are too narrow; 
could also be businesses, visitors and organizations) to participate in hands-on stormwater 
management-related activities or events planned and organized within the community and local 
areas, such as: storm drain marking, water quality monitoring, riparian plantings, BMP installation 
and/or maintenance, stormwater facility maintenance, or civic engagement or community outreach 
related to stormwater issues (i.e., volunteers who take action to engage others). Also, stream teams 
are not an activity in and of itself, but stream team participants might carry out some of these 
activities. 

Other comments/feedback on permit changes. 

Weird to stipulate the use of CBSM as the only method, especially since developing a program 
evaluation plan is already written into the permit. 

Please incorporate more flexibility. Not all communities are the same. Some have unique 
circumstances and the staff may know better how to achieve the end goals. 

Smaller jurisdictions don't necessarily have the resources to meet the requirements in the way DOE 
would like. Some just have to do the bare minimum. 

Allow permittees to customize/select geographically bounded target audiences as they see fit (not 
necessary across entire communities). Also to consider presenting all the E&O requirements in the 
same place in the permit, we recommend considering moving the illicit-related E&O requirements 
to S5.C. Particularly given that there are still mention of IDDE in S5.C.1.a.ii.(2)(a). 
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Permits to pollute will always allow pollution. Duh. 

Thank you. 

Want clarification on what they mean by CBSM- no incentives? 


