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The history of STORM’s funding search
 2007-11: $1 mil. Stormwater grant from Ecology for STORM & PSSH campaign

 2009-11: $500,000 grant to continue PSSH efforts

 2011: Funding from PSP for PSSH

 2013: Started discussions regarding STORM’s capacity issues 

 Determined need for ½ time Coordinator

 2014-15: Discussions re funding a Coordinator

 Meeting with Ecology’s Executive Management Team

 Survey and discussions with STORM

 Presentations to permit coordinator groups and APWA

 Meetings with Ecology’s Water Quality Program staff

 Discussed use of Capacity Funds for position

 2015-17: Direct grant from Ecology for Coordinator & Resource Reservoir

 2017-18: Funding from King County and Burien to support AmeriCorps STORM 

Coordinator position



Funding questions to consider

Ecology is willing to add language to the permit that 

supports a regional education and outreach coordinator 

 e.g., by opting in to fund a regional education and outreach 

coordinator, jurisdiction meets some level of permit requirements

Should we consider adding this language to the permit? What 

would the language look like?



Funding questions to consider

Historically, STORM has sought funding (both long-term and 

short-term) to support:

 The STORM coordinator position

 Regional programs

 Tools for jurisdictions

For long-term funding, what should STORM seek to fund?



Funding questions to consider

If regional work is funded, should STORM create a regional 

grant program for participating jurisdictions wherein 

participating jurisdictions can submit behavior change 

proposals for regional implementation? 



Funding questions to consider

What work could a coordinator take on to reduce your own 

education and outreach workload? 



Funding questions to consider

Other suggestions for a long-term funding strategy?



Interlocal Agreement
Mary Eidmann, City of Burien



Overview

 Money is collected via an agreement with another jurisdiction. Jurisdictions 

sign interlocal agreement to agree to work with another and pays in 

accordance with the agreement (e.g., annually, bi-annually).

 Annually, a Technical Services Agreement (TSA) is revised. 

 The jurisdiction that houses the STORM Coordinator would manage the funds. 



Overview Continued…

 Decisions we would need to make: Pay-in rate for jurisdictions, how funds 

will be used (e.g., coordinator, projects, resources), duration of contract

 Timeline: as long as it takes to get approved.



Pros

 Can tailor agreement to exactly what STORM agrees on.

 Can decide how long the agreement lasts before renewal required.

 In an ILA, funds are not subject to reallocation (a possibility with Ecology).



Cons

 Need a jurisdiction to agree to house coordinator and setup ILAs with 

participating jurisdictions.

 Requires additional work and time to establish new agreement terms.



Funds Managed by Ecology
Katherine Straus, City of Federal Way



Overview
Use the NPDES permit as a means of collecting pooled funding for the STORM 

Coordinator position in the long term.

How money is collected:

Each municipality has a contract with DOE and is invoiced individually.

Who manages the money:

Ecology.

Decisions we would need to make:

- How we allocate funds across jurisdictions; Phase 1 vs. Phase 2, total 

impervious surface, small Phase 1, medium Phase 1, etc.

- What we are funding. Just coodinator or programs as well?



Timeline

Funds would not be collected until next permit goes into effect. We would still 

need to have a strategy to keep the position filled until then.



Pros

 Can tailor contracts to exactly what STORM agrees on.

 If it’s written into the permit there is guaranteed funding for STORM 

coordinator.

 STORM can give recommendations to Ecology on permit language.



Cons

 Agreements would last for the duration of the permit cycle

 Funds managed by Ecology are always subject to potential reallocation 

(although rare)

 STORM must decide on pay-in structure

 Potentially requires more work to create a new, separate municipal regional 

program under the permit (compared to tacking on to existing regional 

program [option 3])

 Could not implement until new permit goes into effect



Funds Managed by Ecology, 

STORM a Subgroup of the SWG
Christie Lovelace, STORM Coordinator



The Gist

 Ecology is fund manager and permit language supports 

funding STORM.

 STORM becomes a subgroup of the Stormwater Work Group 

(SWG).

 By becoming part of the SWG, STORM adopts the existing 

funding model of the SWG and receives its own dedicated 

funds for regional work.



Funds

 Permit language supports funding of STORM

 By participating, jurisdiction meets all or some portion of the 

education and outreach requirement

 Participating jurisdictions pay Ecology annually to fund STORM; 

pay-in rate is based on population per capita



Funds

 STORM is a subgroup of SWG

 STORM creates an annual plan that SWG must approve

 Ecology allots the funding as directed by STORM 

 Funds subject to reallocation – has never been an issue with SAM, 

but is possible



Decisions to Make

 Adopting an existing strategy reduces some of the decisions (e.g., pay-in 

structure, duration of agreement, frequency of payment)

 By participating, what Permit requirements would be met? 

 Still need to determine what we would be funding: 

 Coordinator?

 Projects?

 Resources (tools and trainings)?



Timeline



Pros, 

 Already an agreed upon funding structure by many 

municipalities.

 Less time and work than developing a new funding scheme 

with Ecology

 Reasonable for a relatively low annual fund request (even at $300K 

–compared to SAM, which pulls in $3 million annually). 



Cons

 By becoming part of an existing strategy, there would be 

less flexibility in creating an individualized funding 

structure for STORM. 

 Agreements would last for the duration of permit cycle.

 less flexible than ILA.

 Funds managed by Ecology are always subject to potential 

reallocation.

 By working under SWG, STORM may lose some autonomy, 

as the SWG oversees and approves annual work plans. 



Facilitated Discussion



Next Steps

 Summarize comments, follow-up survey to membership

 Meet with “experts”

 Another round of surveying (likely)


