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Introductions: MTAAP 



Purpose of this Project 
 Improve the ability of organizations to assist 

municipalities in their efforts to improve and protect 
water quality.  

 Main research questions:  
 What are the barriers to, and conditions of, success for 

municipal-based conservation practices? 
 Where and how could technical assistance be more 

effective? 
 

 



MTAAP  
 843 municipalities 
 Political science  
 Stakeholder-based research 

 Technical Assistance Panel  
 Blend of qualitative/quantitative   

 Task 2 Stakeholder Interviews  
 Task 3 Municipal Outreach  
 Task 4 Case studies  
 Task 5 Create 

recommendations endorsed by 
MTAAP  
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Stakeholder Interviews: 
Findings 



Purpose of Interviews 
 Learn about new stakeholders as quickly as possible 
 Reconnect with partners  
 Collect opinions on threats, strategies and 

recommendations 
 Solicit best practices (organizations and municipalities) 
 Interviewed 60 stakeholders 
 About 40 joined MTAAP  
  



Important Strategies to improve or 
maintain water quality   
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Important Municipal Actions  
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Greatest Limitation faced by 
municipalities  
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Municipal Outreach &  
Case Studies  



Case Studies 
 Reached out to over 50 municipalities to identify 

“stories” – lessons learned, evidence, best practices  
 Based on MTAAP feedback, aimed for 20 in-depth case 

studies (5-10 pages) 
 



17 Case Studies 
 Abington Township, Montgomery County 

(Gaadt) 
 Camden City, New Jersey (Gaadt) 
 Durham Township, Bucks County (Center 

for Watershed Protection) 
 East Bradford Township, Chester County  

(PEC) 
 Hamilton Township, Mercer County (NLT) 
 Kidder Township, Carbon County (DVRPC) 
 Lambertville city, Hunterdon County 

(DVRPC) 
 Lower Salford Township, Montgomery 

County (PHS) 
 Lower Saucon Township, Northampton 

County (DVRPC) 

 Montgomery Township, Montgomery 
County (Brandywine Conservancy) 

 Newark CCD, New Castle County (SSM) 
 Pilesgrove Township, Salem County (SSM) 
 Reading city, Berks County and 

Wyomissing Borough, Berks County 
(DVRPC)  

 Smithfield Township, Monroe County 
(DVRPC) 

 Stillwater Township, Sussex County 
(DVRPC) 

 Warrington Township, Bucks County 
(Gaadt) 

 West Chester City, Chester County, PA 
(PEC) 



Consultants 



Abington, Montgomery County, PA 

Source: Abington Township 



Durham Township, Bucks County, PA 

By Shuvaev - Own work, CC BY-SA 3.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=22766502 



Hamilton Township, Mercer County, NJ 

By Eva and Rodney Hargis - IMG_2953Uploaded by gamweb, CC BY-SA 2.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=23309587 



Lower Saucon Township, 
Northampton County, PA 

By JERRYE & ROY KLOTZ MD - Own work, CC BY-SA 3.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=23434411 



Reading City and Wyomissing 
Borough, Berks County, PA 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reading%2C_Pennsylvania 



Ranked Recommendations 
Results from Survey 



Ranking Recommendations  
 400 recommendations synthesized to 48 distinct 

recommendations 
 For purpose of ranking, organized into 4 “actors” 

 Collaborative (mix of organizations – recs tend have 
moving parts)   

 Nonprofits  
 Municipalities  
 State agencies 



Ranking Recommendations  
 Survey sent to 60 MTAAP members  

 27 responses of 60 (45% response rate)  
 Open for three weeks in January 
 Identify what are priorities for MTAAP  

 Wisdom of group 
 Compare to Stakeholder Interview Findings 
 Find the “Coalition of the Willing” 

 MTAAP Members expressed interest in developing 
recommendations  
 



Top Ten  
Normalized 

Ranking Short Recommendation Section  
0.330 Lead by example [with BMPs/GSI]  Municipal  
0.333 Create new state funding sources State 
0.337 Municipal stormwater fee Municipal  

0.374 
Integrate LID in municipal planning laws and SW 
regulations State 

0.385 Create LOSP [ballot initiatives]  Municipal  
0.392 Citizen Engagement  Nonprofit  

0.417 
Legislate minimum riparian buffer protection 
regulations State 

0.439 Provide more precise guidance to municipalities State 

0.447 Incentive program that encourages property owners Municipal  
0.452 Educate landowners Nonprofit  



Call-outs 

Short Recommendation Section  
Total 

Call-Outs 
Municipal stormwater fee Municipal  6 
Legal Defense Team Collaborative  6 
Watershed Academy Collaborative  5 
Invest in existing organizations/alliances at county and 
subwatershed level Collaborative  4 
Incentives/penalties for municipal officials and staff to 
participate in water quality training  State 4 
Stop giving waivers, variances, and special exceptions Nonprofit  3 
Work with traditional providers (NJLM, PSATS) to train 
officials  Nonprofit  3 
Buy-out repetitive loss properties State 3 
Convene Experts to determine biggest bang for BMP 
bucks Collaborative  3 
Multi-Million dollar messaging campaign Collaborative  3 



Call-outs 

 Most Innovative: Legal Defense Fund (6) 
 Most Achievable: Convene Experts to determine biggest 

bang for BMP bucks (3)  
 Most Important to do RIGHT NOW: Incentives/penalties for 

municipal officials and staff to participate in water quality 
training (3)  

 Biggest Impact over LONG-TERM:  
 Watershed Academy (2) 
 Municipal Stormwater Fee (2) 
 Stop Giving Waivers [Educate Officials] (2)  

 
 



General Take-aways from Survey  
 When given choice between municipal and regional, 

survey respondents chose municipal (now).   
 When given choice between fee and authority, survey 

respondents chose fee (now).  
 Recommendations that used proper names as 

examples or specifics ranked lower.  
 Some recs are now more easy to combine knowing 

group’s priorities and “phasing.”  
 Ex. A strike force of professionals approaching 

municipalities; and a watershed academy that is the go-to 



Comparing Interviews to Survey Results – 
most important actions, biggest 
limitations   
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Moving Recommendations 
Forward  
 48 + 1 recs 
 Down to ~25  
 10+ will be 

developed by 
MTAAP 
members 
 Still 

confirming 
with some  
MTAAP 
members 



Questions? 
 

https://tidysurveys.com/blog/2013/11/03/survey-questions-choose-right-type-survey-questions/ 



Recommendations 
MTAAP Members 

Set A 
 



Small Group Discussions 
 Purpose:  

 Provide feedback on recommendations 
 Help determine breadth and depth 

 Go through two rounds 
 Choose group to discuss specific recommendation.  
 20-30 minutes per round  
 



Small Group Discussions – Set A 
Group A: Lead by Example by Installing BMPs   
 NJ Room  
Group B: Legal Defense Team   
 PA Room  
Group C: Educate Riparian Landowners  
 Back of Conference Room 
Group D: DRW Organization Encouraging Municipal Best Practices  
 Front of Conference Room  
 



Small Group Discussions – Set B 
Group E: Strike Force/Watershed Academy  
  NJ Room  
Group F: Waivers & Variances [aka Educate Officials]   
 PA Room  
Group G: Matching Farmers with TA   
 Back of Conference Room  
Group H: Citizen Engagement  
 Front of Conference Room  
 



Next Steps 



Developing Recommendations  
 DVRPC will work with 10-12 MTAAP members/groups to 

develop in-depth recommendations (“mini-proposals”)  
 Ex. Strike Force/Watershed Academy  

 DVRPC will develop 10-20 additional recommendations 
(shorter in length, but equally important)   
 Ex. Create LOSP (Ballot Initiatives)  



Next MTAAP Meeting 
 To Be Determined  
 1-2 more MTAAP meetings before end of project 

(Summer 2017) 



Evaluations 
 Very helpful!  



THANK YOU!  
Make sure to sign in!  
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