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Municipal Stormwater Permits 
Phase I 

(Issued 1995, 
reissued 2007, 2012, 2019)

King, Snohomish, Pierce  & Clark 
counties; Seattle & Tacoma

Western WA Phase II 
(Issued 2007, 

reissued 2012, 2019)

81 cities and parts of 6 counties

Eastern WA Phase II
(Issued 2007,

reissued 2012, 2019)
19 cities and parts of 6 counties

All three permits 
include Secondary 

Permittees

47 Secondaries – Ports, Schools, 
Irrigation Districts, etc.



SWRO



 Conducted by individual permittees: 
 Compliance focused
 Expensive
 No regional story

 MS4 permittees asked for a different approach 



 Why regional monitoring?

 How does the permit work?

 What are we learning?

 How are we sharing findings?

 Benefits of this approach!

 Some lessons shared…
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Regulator’s 
commitment

Stakeholder 
recommendations 

and buy-in

New permit 
requirements 

and staff

Regional 
monitoring 

program

What it took to change the paradigm
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Blood, sweat, and tears!



Receiving waters:
• Are things getting better 

or worse? 
• Are we protecting key 

resources?
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Effectiveness:
• What is/isn’t working?
• What works better or 

is more cost-effective?



Who gets to 
decide?
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Hydrology



 Process with sideboards

 Build relationships

 Leverage ongoing regional monitoring efforts

 Determine the level of effort

 Set priorities

 Select projects 

 Provide oversight

 Keep making recommendations
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Status and 
trends

• Are receiving 
waters getting 
better or 
worse?

Effectiveness 
studies

Are required 
actions 
working?

Source 
identification

Any regional 
solutions to 
common 
problems?

Stormwater Action Monitoring

10

… and research to better understand impacts and 
develop new ways to treat and prevent problems



 S8: Permittee chooses to either
 Pay into the cost-share fund, or 
 Conduct individual monitoring

 Payments fulfill the permit monitoring requirements
 SAM and process are described in the permit Fact Sheet
 All Western Washington MS4 permittees are participating, 

plus WSDOT
 Three did some individual monitoring
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 Diversity of topics
 Mix of short and long-term 

projects
 No timeframes or ceilings
 Many longer, larger than 

typical grant projects
 Multi-year studies can be 

done in phases
 Interim findings 12
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Finding solutions Finding causes
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unfilteredfiltered



Stream biota condition Risk factor
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• Invoice permittees annually
• Execute contracts
• Approve deliverables
• Procure state spending authority
• Manage cash flow
• Provide quarterly budget reports
• Maintain webpage
• Communicate findings

SAM 
Coordinator 

duties
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 Annual reports

 Fact sheets

 E-Newsletters

 Permit coordinators’ meetings

 MuniCon, SAM Symposium

 Videos
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 Keep details outside the permit 
 Huge effort to launch
 Permittees are OK with 

Ecology hosting SAM
 Few findings in time to 

inform the next permit
 Continually educate 

new people 
 Communication takes tons of effort
 It was worth it
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Payment = 
permit 

compliance

Stakeholders 
make decisions

One entity
takes charge

Region gets 
answers to 

BIG 
questions!

You can have a program like   SAM

20The blood, sweat, tears, and time are worth it!



ecy.wa.gov/SAM
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