Comments: Full Proposal LOI Number 8

Washington Stormwater Center
Review, Develop and Update Municipal Training Curriculum

Response to Comments and feedback
Project Purpose

Initial project purpose statement could be enhanced to further describe the need for the
study.

NPDES Permit managers across the state stated they needed assistance with permit
required training; both content and delivery methods. This project will identify by
survey and input from the TAC the desired training topics and choose two of those in
addition to IDDE training which Permit Managers have already identified as a topic
they want fully developed. Between our surveys for trainings at MuniCon 2025 and
Stormwater Awareness Week, we have worked with Permit Managers and staff to
identify needed trainings and various gaps. Therefore, we have enough information
to start working with the TAC on prioritizing what we learned and filling priority gaps.

o Doesn'tidentify priority topics, proposed TAC includes many
permittees. Trainings will need updating over time.

This project addresses SAM Round 5 priority topic “Permit: 2 - Based on an
evaluation of current trainings implemented by individual MS4 jurisdictions, identify
three to five effective trainings from each category and make recommendations to
standardize and improve those trainings. Develop trainings for future use across all
jurisdictions in Washington.”

The priority topics for the three trainings included in this proposal will be developed
based on discussions with the TAC, the initial survey, and discussions at regional
municipal NPDES meetings. As noted above, one of these training topics will most
likely be related to IDDE.

Because the permit changes every five years, WSC will review any permit changes
that affect the training requirements and update as needed. If major changes are
necessary, we will seek funding; minor changes will be handled by in-house staff.
Examples of major changes include needing new video content or major overhauls
in work methodology or BMP maintenance requirements.



Narrow scope of trainings that yield most benefit to permittees.

Our proposal starts with the IDDE training that is WSC’s most heavily attended and
most requested training. The goal is to make that available to all jurisdictions in a
format they can deliver locally, via an interactive online training module and/or
interactive in-person exercises that could be facilitated by jurisdiction staff during an
in-house training. The two other trainings will be developed based on surveyed
priorities and identified gaps in training. In our proposal, we list priority topics
identified by our jurisdictions which include more than three topics. Using our TAC,
we will narrow this down to two priority topics and develop those as part of this
project.

While I'm clear the proposalis to create 3 trainings for 3 topics in the MS4 Permits,
which | strongly support...the proposalis unclear and even contradictory as to what
topics the 3 trainings will cover. The 2nd paragraph of Project Purpose says training
will cover 3 topics, including IDDE, small-spill response, green sw infrastructure,
and private facility O&M (which is 4 topics), then for the remainder of the proposal
the text indicates they have actually only selected so far to do an IDDE update on
existing IDDE training, and then listed 4 additional topic options on page 6 of 11,
none of which matched the topics listed on page 1. Also, some of the topics already
have existing training, and yes this makes updating them easier/faster but it would
have been preferable to me to see them state they would focus the additional 2
training topics for things without existing resources already. They've got their team
mostly established with WSC, CWT, and Herrera, and the TAC roster is half full

Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing
it into a format that can be exported to all jurisdictions. The IDDE topic already has
several resources available that need compilation and editing to create a cohesive
online course. This does include re-recording (Video) some of the training so that it
meets current permit requirements. The other two topics will be decided by the TAC,
survey, and discussions at regional municipal NPDES meetings.

The overall purpose is good but there is discrepancy between the training topics
outlined in the Project Purpose paragraph and the training topics listed in Task 3. |
would like to see a broader range of training topics listed in the proposed survey
based on input from the TAC. There isn't any information regarding how the project
team will solicit feedback on the survey.



Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing
it into a format that can be easily accessed by multiple jurisdictions. The other two
topics will be decided by the TAC, survey, and discussions at regional municipal
NPDES meetings.

It would be helpful to know how this project fits with the WSC's
other existing funding to do similar work (Ecology Technical Assistance Grant, EMP
manual, etc.)

The funds from this project are assigned to staff working on this project, not covered
by other funding. WSC does have tracking mechanisms to ensure there are no
double payments for work done for another grant.

There is a substantial amount of training available on Municipal NPDES permit
requirements from the EPA, CASQA, Stormwater Centers of Excellence, and from
the project proponents themselves. Itis good that they will be using previously
developed materials whenever possible and | recommend including this
requirement in the funding agreement if the project is funded.

Our curricula is for Washington State permittees specifically to use internally with
their staff. We have created a testing procedure for our courses that includes a
certificate that the staff can turn in with their annual report to document
compliance. Existing sources of on-line training are good but not specific to
Washington state. We do promote applicable trainings in our semi-monthly bulletin.

The proposal does not identify the expected lifespan/durability of the product or
how the maintenance will be managed and funded over time. The WSC has
struggled to fund the maintenance of previously developed trainings, for example
the LID trainings that were pulled down within 2 years of Ecology funding an update.

Training duration is highly dependent on permit requirements. If a permit section
does not change, then the training remains relevant. As permit requirements
change, the training materials will be evaluated and updated as needed. Removal of
the LID trainings was based on a change in the WSU learning management system.
The WSC has since shifted to a different platform for making trainings more
accessible to permittees.

If the trainings are within the University learning system, is there an ongoing cost
to maintain them in the system? The required University logins create
an additional barrier to access. The trainings and videos that are easiest to access



on the WSC site are the ones hosted on YouTube. | suggest keeping
the trainings there with the other materials so that people can easily access them
without having to create new logins and potentially paying additional costs.

The trainings that will be developed as part of this proposal will most likely use the
Thinkific platform rather than the WSU learning management system. Thinkific does
require a username and password. To date we have not had any complaints or
challenges from permittees using the Thinkific platform. Password protection is
important because it safeguards the staff training history. Videos can also be posted
on YouTube, but the Thinkific platform allows for additional functionality for online
training modules, including test questions and other interactive elements.

The direct applicability of the trainings seem to hinge on the selected audience and
the ability to get permittees to commit to ensuring that staff attend these. It might be
better to identify the three topics and the three audiences prior to this and skip the
survey step for now. It's hard to judge just how effective the trainings will be if

we don't know what the other two topics will be and what the expertise of the team
is in relation to those selected topics. There's a significant difference between
training field staff on O+M versus training office staff on development review.
Similarly, there's a big difference between training inspectors on how to ensure that
BMPs are correctly built and training planning staff on how to ensure that
development standards are compliant with NPDES requirements when reviewing a
subdivision for the stormwater minimum requirements. | like that you're going to ask
the permittees what's important, but for a SAM study to really get the votes of the
permittees, | think it's best to pick the topics and the audience and propose a plan
to reach them in a very specific way. But still, | gave you most of the points on this
proposal!

WSC did a survey at MuniCon 2025 in which the jurisdictions indicated IDDE was a
high priority. We received 37 other training topics jurisdictions were interested in
having developed. Five topics related to how to do inspections for the various permit
areas, 4 were about better helping underserved communities, 4 topics were around
homeowner (HOA) stormwater structures and 5 topics were about various tools
used to meet permit requirements (GIS, UIC retrofits, tools and equipment, mapping
tools.) There were also a few requests for outreach and education topics. This
audience did not have requests for training plan reviewers or BMP designers.



Add some specificity about engagement with Eastern WA permittees, e.g., where in-
person trainings may occur, how to include as many as possible given the large
geographic area.

Our project will put together training curricula that can be customized based on
eastern or western Washington. We strive to ensure we help both sides of the state
when we develop training curricula. These are online courses available for free and
on demand. The goalis to include curricula that a jurisdiction can also use for
internal training where appropriate.

Distinguish how training curricula may be different for Western vs Eastern WA.

Based on permit requirements, the curricula will have insert points for Eastern or
Western WA specific actions. We will have an Ecology permit writer on the TAC as
well as Eastern Washington permittees. We will create a basic training curricula with
addenda for Eastern and Western Washington specific permit requirements.

Explain what "recordings" are in task 4 deliverables. Videos? Slides? Also, in task
3, indicate which CWT existing training courses align with the
potential additional training topics listed (O&M, source control, etc.).

Recordings include videos similar to the following examples:
https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-assistance/municipal-construction-
resources/construction-training-videos

The topics of what this project intends to cover is unclear. The second paragraph of
the project scope mentions that the proposal will cover 4 topics, but later in the
survey to collect existing training material, they provide an option for permittees to
select 2 additional trainings. These trainings listed do not match the topics
described in the second paragraph in project scope.

Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing

itinto a format that can be exported to all jurisdictions. The other two topics will be
decided by the TAC, survey, and discussions at regional municipal NPDES meetings.

unclear durability of trainings


https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-assistance/municipal-construction-resources/construction-training-videos
https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-assistance/municipal-construction-resources/construction-training-videos

This does depend largely on how the permit changes over time. IDDE has not changed

significantly, so this training is pretty durable. Others will be similarly durable but may

need modification to meet permit changes.

WSC will review the training to ensure it is updated with any permit changes. Most

changes can be made with minimal resources. If major changes are necessary to a

training, WSC will secure funds to update training as required.

Comments and feedback on Project Description and Scope of Work

Project tasks give a detailed description of each step of the study.

Need to determine two topics and the method(s) of training.

Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing
it into a format that can be exported to all jurisdictions. The other two topics will be
decided by the TAC, survey, and discussions at regional municipal NPDES meetings.

Overall it is clear how they will conduct the tasks, and that all information will be
shared through existing list-serves and freely available on a WSC website....so I'm
giving high marks for most criteria in this section but when the training topics and
even the format that the training will be in delivered in being based on yet-to-be-
determined survey results as part of the project | find it difficult to give these scores
with confidence.

Task 3 lists topic "Resource Summary" but it not clearly defined in the Task 3
narrative what this is. Not clear on what the "recordings" are.

Recordings are video presentations of the training or portions of the training to better
illustrate a concept. Resource Summaries are a list of existing training resources
developed by permittees that they are willing to share. This will then be a list of what
resources are available to all permittees.

This project proposal may have been stronger if it could have described exactly what
updates were needed for the IDDE training and what the other training needs

are. Without a clear description of need, it is hard to tell if the scope of work meets
the project goals. Much of the scope and budget are dedicated to new recordings
and new online work, which assumes the survey will say that permittees want more
online training. This is a disconnect from the stated primary goal of the survey

of determining how permittees want information delivered. If the survey says they
want in-person trainings, many of the deliverables become irrelevant.



Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing
itinto a format that is accessible to all jurisdictions. The IDDE topic already has
several resources available that need compilation and editing to create a cohesive
online course. This does include re-recording (Video) some of the training so that it
meets current permit requirements. The other two topics will be decided by the TAC,
survey, and discussions at regional municipal NPDES meetings.

If a topic requires field training, resources will be developed to facilitate any
jurisdiction to conduct that training in person in their area.

| have a small bit of concern about trying to reach people via mass emails. | know
there aren't very many other options, but | see a lot of survey emails go unanswered
or get buried in emails. Maybe trying to identify a key person at each of the

121 jurisdictions and attempting to reach them via phone for a 10-minute
conversation about staff training is a better approach if you really want to hear from
everyone. You won't get 100%, but you will probably get more involvement than just
an email outreach effort.

We will be calling a subset of jurisdictions to get their feedback, but it can be difficult
to schedule over 100 phone calls. We will also use our regional meetings and in-
person gatherings to survey the participants. We are not planning to rely on emails
or even just our bulletin.

Recommend summarizing the project goals and objectives up front, or at least
make sure goals and objectives are clearly stated for each task.

Explain more what the task 3 resource summary deliverables will look like.

Resource Summaries are a list of existing training resources developed by
permittees that they are willing to share. This will then be a list of what resources are
available to all permittees.

Revise task 4 deliverables to tangible things that will be transmitted to Ecology. E.g.,
what are the products created from things like "production of new recordings,
curriculum development, and LMS integration?"

The online courses will be posted on the WSU learning platform (Learning
Management System (LMS) also known as Thinkific.) Each course will have its own
web page that contains the training and any resources needed for the training that
can be downloaded. Ecology of course will have full access to these. The
components of the online course include curricula, guides, templates, resources,



recordings of the instructor and other relevant material developed for that specific
course. The scope of work is difficult to determine as there are inconsistencies in
topics that need training development. As previously mentioned, the project
purpose paragraph states specific training programs while later in the

document jt’s stated that a survey will determine the other two training topics.

Our project focuses on the IDDE training as the most requested training; developing
it into a format that can be exported to all jurisdictions. The other two topics will be
decided by the TAC, survey, and discussions at regional municipal NPDES meetings.

With the recently developed and SAM-funded trainings for IDDE and source control -
recommend these be leveraged into more durable training formats, rather

than focus on looking at all materials/surveys again for these topics. A third topic
may also be ready to turn into training based on other SAM funded tools - O&M or
E&O.

WSC will leverage applicable existing training resources to conserve funding and
time. The other two trainings will be identified by survey, in-person gatherings, and
our regional municipal group meetings.

Comments and feedback on Project Team & Management

Project team is very solid; TAC seems to be very heavy on the west side.
The East side is excited about this project and will be eager to participate as the TAC
is formed up.

Experienced team, adding permittees through survey and TAC membership

The team has a good balance of expertise and past experience to deliver this
project.

The 3 key team members identified are all qualified for this project given their work
histories shared, and the role that Laurie Larson and Rebecca Dugopalski will serve
in this project is described but Nathan Hardebeck only has information on his work
experience and does not say what his role will be specifically in the project, just a
general comment above the Key Team Member section that "CWT and Herrera will
play key roles in this project by reviewing survey data, developing training outlines
and curricula, and implementing the training in the desired formats".

CWT will be involved in this project as an experienced training module developer.
CWT will be involved with onsite recording of instruction, providing background



video for examples of BMPs, curricula development, and technical expertise in the
selected learning management system (LMS).

The TAC team is only about half filled at the time of the proposal submittal, and level
of participation/time commitment for TAC members is not clearly expressed other
than overall there intends to be at least 3 TAC check in meetings per training topic (9
meetings total). The Table 2. Jurisdictions interested in Participating in the

TAC has 11 slots, with 4 TBD. The narrative description of the TAC said they are
targeting 12-15 members but this conflicts with their table only having 11 slots.

We will continue to build out the TAC as the project moves forward including
recruiting additional eastern Washington representation. The TAC will be of a size
that makes sense for the project to get the results we need.

Past performance references the previous work by the 3 key team member agencies
in building IDDE in-person and on-line trainings. The in person is noted as being
regularly overbooked/waitlisted. The team aims to bring the same consistency and
peer-review standards to this project as in previous ones, but | do not see lessons
learned.

We have the components for the IDDE training, but we don’t have them organized in
a formalized course format. To accomplish this, we need additional video to unify
the training elements as well as ensure a cohesive training experience for attendees.
By having this training available on-line, more municipal staff can have access to it
without traveling and without the frustration of being waitlisted.

Since | am unable to view CWTs videos and course materials without paying for
this it's hard to determine the level of performance.

There are testimonials on the CWT website that speak to the quality of the trainings
he delivers. On our industrial site on YouTube, you can view samples of CWT’'s work
on WSC's YouTube site at: https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-
assistance/municipal-construction-resources/construction-training-videos/

Highly qualified team. Only concerns are around post-project content management
and availability.

Great team. | gave all the points here, but | am not clear on how you can already
have a consultant under contract for a SAM study. As | understand it, there would


https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-assistance/municipal-construction-resources/construction-training-videos/
https://www.wastormwatercenter.org/permit-assistance/municipal-construction-resources/construction-training-videos/

need to be an RFP/RFQ process that selects the most qualified consultant after the
contract is already executed. But | could be wrong on that. | just don't want anyone
to get in trouble with auditors.

WSC will abide by SAM and WSU's hiring and contractual policies.

Recommend including at least three Eastern WA permittees on the TAC to balance
out Western WA permittees

The goal is to have a minimum of three eastern Washington permittees on the TAC.
Drafts of developed trainings will be taken to eastern Washington permit manager
coordinator groups.

The team consists of mostly permittees but it is undetermined who from King
County, Eastern, North Sound or Ecology will be a part of the TAC. There seems to be
heavy representation from Western Washington but this training seems to

be geared for the entire state.

Specific municipal staff members will be assigned at the beginning of the project; All
municipalities listed in the TAC have assured WSC that they want to participate in
this project.

good team and management plans

Comments and feedback on Project Budget and Schedule

10

schedule appears attainable.
Budget reasonable ($362k) 90% of budget goes to consultants.
Budget and Schedule are reasonable and attainable

Timeline seems reasonable, giving 3 quarters of a year for IDDE training which is
only an update on existing training resources and not scheduling Topic 2 to begin
until 2nd quarter of project after Survey of MS4 Permittees on topics and delivery
methods is concluded. Cost breakdown is per the 3 major team member groups
(WSC/CWT/Herrera) and does distinguish that funds charged by WSC are for staff
time not covered by another funding source. I'm confused however regarding the
costs in Table 5. Task 4 why Herrera is charging different amounts for each of the 5
steps in the work for each training topic. Especially when Topics 2 and 3 are TBD,
how would they determine to charge $15,122 for curriculum development of Topic 2
and only $11,713 for Topic 3? There is no rationale provided for this.
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Forthe Task 4 (Table 5) budget breakdown, Herrera assumed that the level of effort
for the IDDE training would be the lowest of the three trainings since there are a lot of
existing training materials already available — they just need to be repackaged,
refreshed, and updated to include elements necessary for an online, interactive
training. Since the second and third training topics will be identified by the TAC and
are currently unknown, Herrera assumed that one training (Topic #2) would involve
more intensive curriculum development compared to Topic #3.

A significant part of the budget is allocated to "production of new recordings"
without a detailed description of what the recordings will be.

The recordings include videos that will be incorporated into the online interactive
trainings. These videos could include a summary of technical content presented in a
PowerPoint slide format, in the field/on the ground videos demonstrating example
BMPs deployed in the field, O&M techniques, test kit demos, case studies, etc.
These videos take significant time to schedule, develop talking points, film, edit, and
incorporate into the online training modules.

The schedule seems feasible if the content is going to be web/recorded trainings.
The value and cost effectiveness is harder to discern because it isn't clear how
many permittee staff members will attend the training or how the training will be
available and relevant over time. As budgeted, it is about $120,000 per training. You
would need about 900 people to attend the training to bring the cost down to $300
per person per training.

Development of online/interactive trainings can take time to ensure that the
interactive components are integrated into the training well and that questions are
asked throughout the training to ensure that trainees are absorbing the content. It is
difficult to equate this to a cost per person per training (and may not be beneficial to
compare in this method). The online/interactive trainings include elements such as
video recordings that may not be included in an in-person training and take
significant time to schedule, develop talking points, film, edit, and incorporate into
the online training modules. It would like to see the hours/time commitment for
each deliverable to justify the consultant and contractor expense. Also, | think the
budget could really vary based on the decision for topics #2 and #3. For example,
O+M could be a huge expense and a vast inventory of information that needs to be
collected - especially compared to Source Control where trainings and manuals are
already in production and familiar to the project team. For comparison,



my jurisdiction just completed an Enhanced O+M Plan that would have eaten up
most of the consultant budget on Task 4. The worst outcome of this project would
be to get curricula that falls short in covering the breadth of the topics. It would be
better to see a detailed budget based on the individual issues that will be chosen for
topics #2 and #3.

The TAC and Ecology permit writer will review the training curriculum prior to
release.

Explore ways to reduce Herrera cost on task 4, especially deliverables that CWT will
lead (e.g., recordings and LMS work).

The Task 4 costs are already very streamlined (and on the lower end of what is
needed to develop an online, interactive training), so Herrera does not propose
reducing these costs. The lower Herrera costs associated with some of the CWT-led
tasks are for ensuring that the technical content aligns with the Ecology permits and
manuals due to Herrera’s expertise with implementation of NPDES permit and
manual requirements in both Western WA and Eastern WA. The TAC will also
provide peer review, but may not have as much time to commit to an in-depth
review for each training video and module. Same note as above regarding specifying
products that will be the deliverables in task 4.

There seems to be inconsistencies between the three resource topics for budget
with no rationale for why there are differences in costs.

The differences in cost are related to what we exactly know about the IDDE training
as to what is needed to broaden this training to fully meet permit requirements. The
budget for the other two topics will be maintained regardless of subject based on
lessons learned from creating previous on-line and in-person trainings.

some of the schedule and tasks do not line up/are consistent internally within the
proposal ???

Additional comments for Project Proponents

12

| strongly support updating existing trainings and creating new trainings for topics
without existing resources, however it's hard to grade a project with so much TBD in
it.

WSC will work with the TAC and Ecology to ensure that the two additional trainings
are filling a high priority need and gap. WSC appreciates the TBD on the training
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topic; however, per our communication plan, the two selected additional trainings
will be shared with Ecology and SAM as we learn what is high priority.

| have questions regarding the costs in regard to the anticipated range for the
described work because hours are not assigned to the deliverable and details are
limited on what "new recordings" are.

Since there is no stated plan for long-term maintenance of materials, perhaps
the objectives could be accomplished via a better resource list, some more

IDDE trainings, and addressing any specific or time-sensitive training needs as an
add on to Muni-Con? It would create efficiencies in promotion of material,

since Muni-con is already well-known by partners and materials are recorded.

Great idea and this is listed in our Communications Plan!

| appreciate the effort and the approach. I think a little more specificity would be
needed for my jurisdiction to choose this in the SAM voting. Hopefully you can dialit
in when you're preparing for the presentation.

I think there are some lingering questions that need to be answered for this project.
Primarily what the actual scope of work this project proposes. Is it the list of topics
called out in the purpose paragraph? Or is it open for survey to permittees to
decide. Additionally, | would have liked to see more representation from Eastern
Washington if this work is proposed to be utilized by all permittees throughout the
state.



