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A Review of Statewide Water shed Management Approaches
Executive Summary
|. Background

Over the past decade, more than 20 states have adopted a statewide watershed approach in the
management of their water programs. A statewide watershed gpproach conssts of five key
components:. (1) the delinegtion of a sate into natura geographic (e.g., watershed/basin) management
aress, (2) aseries of management steps or phases to guide regulatory and non-regulatory actions within
geographic aress (i.e., monitoring, assessment, planning, implementation); (3) the integration of CWA
and other water resource programs through the coordinated implementation of management steps and
the formation of partnerships; (4) a process for involving stakeholders; and (5) afocus on
environmental results. During the past ten years, EPA headquarters and regiond offices have
undertaken numerous efforts to promote state efforts to adopt watershed management approaches by
providing technica assistance, publishing communication and outreach materids, and offering facilitation
andtraining. This past year, EPA’s Office of Wastewater Management (OWM) and the Office of
Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds (OWOW) jointly conducted areview of selected state
experiences in adopting and implementing statewide watershed management agpproaches. This
document contains a summary of the results of that review.

The objectives of the review were thregfold: (1) identify and describe the different models of statewide
watershed management; (2) characterize and assess the experiences of selected sates using different
models for statewide watershed management; and, (3) devel op recommendations to improve EPA’s
support and states' implementation of statewide watershed management. The review consisted of both
athorough analysis of sdected EPA and State program documents and outside reports, and structured
telephone and in-person discussion sessons with managers and staff in selected states, EPA Regions,
and gate watershed organizations. The study assessed the watershed experiences of the following
dates. Kentucky, Massachusetts, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Texas, and
Washington. These states were selected based on whether they had adopted a Statewide watershed
management gpproach, had at least 2 years of experience implementing the approach, and represented
arange of geography and types of watershed management approaches.

This summary includes three sections. (1) key findings across dl eight states on program management,
coordination across programs and state agencies, and state-loca coordination and public involvement;
(2) findings on the experiences of each core water program area with the statewide watershed
management approach; and (3) conclusions and recommendations.



II. State Watershed M anagement Experiences

Models of statewide watershed management. Statewide watershed gpproaches among the eight
states under review are unique in their genesis and subsequent development. Watershed approaches
have been spawned or significantly supported by leadership from the governor’s office, Sate
legidatures, the Sate environmenta secretary, and the state water resource agency. The review found
that there are two basic modds of statewide watershed management: (1) Six states adopted a state-
sponsored basin planning/management approach (KY, MA, NJ, NC, OH, TX); and (2) two states
adopted alocd watershed/government-driven planning approach (OR, WA). Both of these models
may include arange of gpproaches such as a process for rotating management activities (e.g.,
monitoring, planning, permitting) around state river basins over a 5-year period and/or sgnificant
stakeholder involvement processes managed by statewide committees, basin coordinators, or
watershed teams.  The trend in Sate watershed management appears to be toward amore localized,
partnership-based approach driven by multi-stakehol der teams.

Program Management Benefits States noted that athough considerable effort is required to develop
and initidly implement a watershed approach, most said that overal agency efficiency improved after
the approaches were operationa. Mot state managers were generdly positive about their state’s
experience and identified a number of benefits resulting from the approach: (1) an increase in the qudity
and quantity of monitoring data; (2) better focused water quaity assessments and planning; (3) more
efficient and equitable permitting programs, (4) improved coordination and integration of Sate water
program functions and gods; and (5) greeter public involvement in state water qudity program
decison-making.

Sate-Level Program Management Barriers. States identified the following program management
barriers within their states to implementing statewide watershed management approaches. (1) Tendons
exist between programmatic requirements and statewide watershed management activities. Keeping
program managers on board with the watershed approach - managers of the traditional “stovepipe’
Clean Water Act programs (e.g., monitoring, TMDL, permitting, non-point source controls, etc) that
have other duties - is an ongoing chalenge snce their programmatic obligations often limit their
involvement in watershed activities. (2) States that have point sources grouped unevenly around the
date often find it difficult if not infeasible to synchronize the issuing of NPDES permits. In addition,
managing by basins can be complicated by specid monitoring efforts sometimes needed to address
citizen complaints or gather more datafor TMDL development. (3) States lack adequate resourcesto
hire basin coordinators, conduct basin-wide assessments, provide public outreach and adult education
programs pertaining to water quaity. (4) Despite the enormous investments some states have made in
the watershed approach, they Hill fed vulnerable to changesin senior level commitment to the
approach.

EPA Program Management Barriers. Statesidentified a number of barriers posed by EPA and
federd authorities to implementing statewide watershed management: (1) EPA’s oversght of Sate
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programs appear's fragmented and output-oriented rather than integrated and driven by environmental
results. Although EPA policies push for environmenta “progress’ and long-term management, states
argue that the agency’ s policies and state oversight are too often focused on short-term priorities. (2)
Some states thought that the goals and timedlines for reducing the permit backlog needed to be revised
or made more flexible to fit their basin implementation schedules or to dlow them to ded with their
backlog on a basin-by-basin approach. (3) Some sates are struggling to integrate TMDL devel opment
into their statewide watershed management gpproaches. Some thought that current EPA policy was
too rigid and does not dlow states to be innovative with watershed management. Statesidentified
problems such astight schedules and limited resources for TMDL development, over emphasis on
individua stream reach and single parameter assessments over comprehensive multi-parameter
watershed assessments (e.g., pollutants vs. al stressors to a waterbody), and too much focus on
restoration over protection. (4) Initiatives, like the Unified Watershed Assessment, result in numerous
inefficiencies and redundancies that often distract staff, re-direct resources, and confuse watershed
partners. (5) Severd dtates thought that more visble EPA involvement in basin/watershed planning
would enhance sates watershed efforts and allow EPA to better understand local issues. (6) Schedule
requirements under the Clean Water Act - e.g., the 5-year permitting re-issuance cycle, 3-year water
qudity standards review, 2-year 305(b) reporting and 303(d) listing - mitigate against synchronizing
management actions on a 5-year rotating basin schedule.

Coordination Across Programs and State Agencies. Water quaity and land use management
authorities are splintered across numerous state commissions, departments, and agencies that have
different mandates, priorities and techniques for managing programs and interacting with loca
authorities and the public. Most states fdlt that their statewide watershed management approach had
improved interagency coordination but it was not as successful asit could be or needsto be. The
chalenge facing many state water programs isto convince other agenciesto not only participate in the
watershed process, but to agree to common water quality goas and work to achieve them.

Saesidentified a number of key e ements that have resulted in effective integrated and cooperative
watershed management gpproaches: (1) afirm commitment and clear direction from top agency
managers, (2) sgnificant investments in coordination, power-sharing, and on-going communication
among state and federd partners; (3) tightly focused organizationa frameworks that include statewide
steering committees, dedicated basin coordinators, and multi-stakeholder basin teams; and (4) basin
plans that include clear respongibilities and a mechaniam for tracking commitments and holding State
managers accountable for achieving management goals.

Sate-Local Coordination and Public Involvement. Mogt state watershed programs have devoted
ggnificant resources to efforts to involve externa stakeholders and private citizensin their activities.
Although some states report sgnificant increases in public input and involvement, other states maintain
that public involvement has been ratively limited. States that have seen an increase in public interest
and involvement admit to being somewheat taxed in dealing with it and report that they were not
prepared for the amount of time and resources needed to effectively engage and respond to public
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concerns, advice, or information. Nevertheless, states often describe their most notable successes as
occurring in watersheds with strong stakeholder groups supported by state and other resources. While
it isdifficult for sates to share agenda-setting and priority-establishing powers (and associated funding)
with loca entities, such an approach enhances the prospect for local buy-in, support, and action. The
chalenge for gates has been to provide enough flexibility and support to local organizations to ensure
their active engagement while maintaining the ability to focus loca actions on atainment of Sate water
quaity standards.

Despite greater public involvement and input, statewide watershed management programs in most of
the eight states have yet to build significant linkages to local government planning, zoning, or land use
and management gtructures and their inherent authorities. Many date saff interviewed noted the
importance of linking water quaity impacts with loca land use/management practices, but admitted that
state-gponsored basin planning processes have not been as effective in the past as they could have been
in helping link the two operationaly.

[Il. CoreWater Programs Experienceswith Statewide Water shed M anagement

State monitoring and permitting programs are most involved and have recelved the grestest benefit from
statewide watershed management approaches. States cited the following benefits and barriers for each
water program area:

- Monitoring and 305(b) reporting. All states reported that statewide watershed management has
resulted in dramatic improvements in both the quantity and qudity of data. Despite these gains, Sates
reported several concerns about basin-wide monitoring approaches: (1) The lack of data compatibility
and uniform qudity standardsimpact sates ability to conduct comprehensive watershed or basin
assessments. More work is needed to build and manage databases across agencies that have
standardized protocols, metadata reports, and geo-referencing capabilities for mapping and modeling.
(2) Although most states noted a sgnificant increase in the number of volunteer monitoring groups,
some states are concerned about the quality and ussfulness of some state and volunteer monitoring data
and the effect it has on public expectations. (3) Clean Water Act requirements to report on the quality
of state waters every two years do not coincide with some states five year state watershed
management cycle. Some states managers expressed interest in afive-year reporting cycle for 305(b)
or focusing on sdlected basins per year that could help synchronize required reporting.

- Water quality standards development. Thewater qudity standards development process is not
sgnificantly involved in any of the states’ watershed management gpproaches but is till developed on a
datewide bass. The primary reasons cited for thiswere: (1) the CWA triennid review requirement
conflicts with the five-year basin cycle; (2) the development of water quality sandardsis aforma and
frequently cumbersome rule or law-making process whereas basin assessment and planning are often
based on informal or ad hoc procedures. Severd statesindicated, however, that the Statewide
watershed gpproach has indirectly benefitted the water quality standards process by improving the level
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of communication about the standards and classification process among state partners, increasing public
understanding of how standards are written and reclassifications are made, and enhancing the date’'s
ability to assess the need for dandardsrevisons. Findly, many states are interested but cautious about
using a basin management approach to developing basin or watershed-specific sandards. Some states
are dready developing criteria/lstandards by eco-region. Although better assessments and TMDLS
appear to be driving the need for more basin-specific criteria and standards, Sates fear that it may
require more state and EPA gtaff and resources to develop and review the likely increase in date
submissonsto EPA.

- Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLS). Mogt states acknowledge that TMDL s have begun to
drive thar water programs but some are ambivaent about fully incorporating TMDL requirements into
their watershed management approaches. Recent State experiences, however, indicate that TMDL
development and statewide watershed gpproaches can provide mutua benefits. States that fully
incorporate TMDL s into their watershed gpproach tend to be better focused and more attentive to
measurable outcomes than those that do not, and TMDLs can be an efficient way to address multiple
programmatic issues and respong bilities across state agencies. On the other hand, some states dedl
with TMDLSs separately for avariety of reasons - varying and asynchronous schedules, scale
dichotomies (i.e, TMDLs = narrow, small scale; watershed management = broad, landscape scale),
and disparate foci (TMDLs = focus on WQS violations, watershed management = multiple
stressors/sources). Even for states that don't integrate TMDL s into their statewide watershed
management gpproach have found that key elements of the gpproach - interagency collaboration,
stakeholder involvement, intensve monitoring and assessment efforts - can provide benefits and set the
gtage for more effective TMDL programs. The basin planning and assessment process can provide
va uable information on the nature and sources of impairments, lay groundwork for more accurate
pollutant load dlocation and modeling, and provide an established stakeholder involvement processto
build public awareness of TMDL development and plans.

- NPDES permitting. Almost dl of the States under review have NPDES permitting programs thet are
involved in statewide watershed management. On the one hand, states maintained that basin-wide
NPDES permitting can result in amore srategic and efficient permitting program, greater stakeholder
involvement, and more effective and equitable permit limits. On the other hand, many sates have
struggled with issuing al NPDES permits within specific basins according to a 5 year rotating basin
schedule. Key barriersinclude: (1) uneven permitting workload across basins, (2) specia federa
initiatives and new programs divert resources from basin permitting cycle (e.g., EPA permit backlog
drategy, Great Lakes Initiative, sormwater regulations); (3) EPA and court-imposed TMDL schedules
and review process that impact permit reissuance cycles, and, (4) pressure from the regulated
community to address permitting issues when needed. State managers have adopted severd
gpproaches - such as prioritizing permit re-issuance and/or adjusting permit terms - to help their
programs stay on arotating basin management schedule.

- Non-point source control/management . Although state nonpoint source programs are frequently
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used as a source of locd watershed restoration funding, they are often not fully integrated into Satewide
watershed management approaches. Several reasonsfor this are the (1) hitorically “point source bias’
of the statewide gpproach and the (2) limited coordination between state-sponsored basin management
and localy-driven watershed planning. Some managers complained that the structure of the Section
319 program is not dways amenable to statewide watershed assessment, planning, and management
inititives. For example, they argued that the formulafor 319 fund use (i.e., 20 percent for
planning/devel opment, 80 percent for implementation) restricts some activities needed to address
polluted runoff issuesinthe states.  Even when state nonpoint source programs are closely tied to a
statewide watershed approach primarily they tend to be drawn into the sphere of TMDL activities
where waterbodies are listed due to polluted runoff.

- Drinking Water. State drinking water programs are only marginaly involved in state watershed
assessment, planning, and management programs. States cited severad adminidtrative and programmatic
reasons for the disconnect: (1) U.S. EPA and state environmenta agencies place water resource and
watershed management programs in different divisons from their drinking water programs, (2) SDWA
focuses on maximum contaminant levelsin potable water and the CWA focuses on water quality
gandards for raw water which resultsin the use of two completely different (though arguably related)
standard setting approaches; (3) the two programs traditionally have not shared the same concerns for
the same stressors (e.g., phosphorus, sediment, bacteria, hydromodification); and (4) state drinking
water managers perceived that SDWA programs were more focused on protection, whereas CWA
programs that are becoming more TMDL-driven were more narrowly focused on remediation. Despite
these barriers, nearly al stlate SDWA and CWA managers agreed that the SDWA source water
assessment requirements represent Sgnificant opportunities for integrating clean water and safe drinking
water programs.

V. Conclusonsand Recommendations
Condusions

. State managers and saff are generaly positive about their statewide watershed management
gpproaches despite a number of programmatic and inditutiond barriers. Most believe the
gpproach results in sgnificant improvementsin interagency coordination, enhanced public
involvement, and better CWA program management (e.g., better data, improved capability for
developing TMDLSs, and more efficient and equitable NPDES permitting).

. Each sate has adopted a dightly different variation of statewide watershed management to fit its
needs and circumstances. States with the full range of watershed management components
(statewide steering committee, basin coordinators, basin teams, basin plans) appear to be more
successful in integrating water program respongbilities and requirements on awatershed level.

. Many dates that have adopted the most common form of statewide watershed management -
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the 5-year, 5-step rotating basin approach - are struggling to coordinate management steps
according to basin schedules. The 5-year rotating basin gpproach should be seen as one
possible means for organizing watershed program work and not an end in itsef. States should
be flexible in using it but EPA attempts to synchronize programmeétic reporting and schedules
requirements are needed in some cases.

. EPA and states disagree over the agency’ s commitment to supporting statewide watershed
management. Over the past ten years, EPA has devoted a considerable amount of resources to
promoting the watershed approach. Unfortunately, many states fed that EPA has not
demongtrated enough support or sengitivity to state watershed management in itsrules, policies,
and oversight. EPA needsto go beyond smply providing states training and technica
assigtance in statewide watershed facilitation and needs to identify and diminate the barriers and
congraints that its rules, palicies, organizationa structures, and oversght practices pose to state
watershed efforts.

. State-facilitated basin/watershed planning processes represent significant opportunities for EPA
efforts to integrate CWA and SDWA water quality program requirements. If necessary, they
could serve as afoundation for reviving the 303(e) continuous planning process as a vehicle for
fostering greater integration across water program eements.

Recommendations

. EPA should work with states to adopt a multi-pronged approach to support statewide
watershed management: (1) promote key elements of the gpproach by senior management; (2)
offer incentives, flexibility, and training for states that haven't adopted the approach to initiate
framework development and experimentation; (3) investigate and develop solutionsto key
barriers to sate watershed management; (4) become more actively involved in state
watershed/basin planning and implementation; (5) review and, where necessary, revise grant
evaluation criteria and resource alocation formulas (i.e.,, CWA 104(b),106, 319 grants) to
promote integrated watershed management; (6) develop performance measures under GPRA
to assess progress of integrated watershed management in achieving environmenta results, and
(7) develop organizationa frameworks and partnerships at the federd, state, and locd level that
facilitate better integration and coordination within and between CWA and SDWA programs.

. States should consder adopting severd key actions to improve their watershed approaches: (1)
evauate whether their watershed management frameworks have the necessary components that
facilitate resource leveraging, program integration, and accountability; (2) consder developing
regulations and/or legidation (with the appropriate resources) that support existing basin
Iwatershed planning processes, (3) improve the integration of more programs - standards, SRF,
319, TMDL, coastd and wetlands protection - into their state watershed approaches; and, (4)
link state-gponsored basin planning with locd planning/zoning efforts more effectively.
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A Review of Statewide Watershed Management Approaches
|. INTRODUCTION
A. Background

Over the past decade, more than 20 states have adopted a watershed gpproach to their management of
dtatewide water programs. Watershed management is not a new regulatory program, but rather away
of coordinating and/or integrating existing programs and building new partnerships to better achieve
shared water resources management gods and objectives. To make coordination easier and more
effective many dates have designed management frameworks, or alasting process for partners working
together. These frameworks include a support structure for coordinating efforts or integrating core
program elements, including operating procedures, time lines, and ways to communicate. Successin
watershed management is measured in terms of improving and maintaining environmenta qudity and
protecting public hedth (i.e., watershed ecosystem integrity).

During the past ten years, EPA headquarters and regiond offices have undertaken numerous efforts to
ass g gtates in adopting watershed management gpproaches by providing technica assstance,
publishing communication and outreach materids, and offering facilitation and training. Since 1991,
EPA has published the following documents and guidance promoting state adoption of the watershed
approach: NPDES Water shed Strategy (1991), The Water shed Approach - Our Framework for
Ecosystem Protection (1994), Watershed Protection: A Satewide Approach (1995), and The
Watershed Approach Framework (1996). In addition, EPA has provided facilitation support and
training to over 20 dates to develop statewide watershed management frameworks. Thistraining is
aso avalable to states viainternet access on EPA’s Watershed Academy web Site
(http:/Aww.epa.gov/watertrain).

In January 2001, EPA’s Office of Wastewater Management (OWM) and the Office of Wetlands,
Oceans, and Watersheds (OWOW) initiated a review of selected states' experiences with the
statewide watershed management gpproach. The review had three main objectives:

. Identify the different models of statewide watershed management and describe their
organizationd and functiona components.

. Characterize and assess the experiences of selected sates using different models for statewide
watershed management.



. Develop recommendations to improve EPA’s support and states' implementation of statewide
watershed management.

This document contains the results of the review. Michagl Mason, on detall to the Office of Wetlands,
Oceans, and Watersheds from the Office of Wastewater Management, served as project leader for the
review and primary author of this report with andytica support from Tetra Tech, Inc.

B. Definition of Statewide Water shed M anagement

The operating definition for a statewide watershed gpproach used for this study consisted of five key
components:

. delineation of a gtate into natural geographic (e.g., watershed/basin) management aress,

. a series or sequence of management steps or phases to guide regulatory and non-regulatory
actions within geographic aress (i.e., monitoring, assessment, planning, implementation);

. the integration of CWA and other water resource programs through the coordinated
implementation of management steps and the formation of partnerships,

. an egtablished process for involving stakeholders through formal or ad hoc mestings,
committees, and comment periods, and

. afocus on environmenta results rather than only program measures.

The term “ statewide” refers to awatershed approach that is used by state agencies acrossthe entire
state and not in just afew places or “specia projects.” This review focused on state-gponsored or
state-driven watershed gpproaches and did not collect information on the experiences or assess the
effectiveness of localy-driven watershed approaches. Many states around the country have a
longstanding grassroots-based watershed “tradition” that is often separate and pre-date the advent of
the watershed approach driven by state water quaity programs.

One of the most common
forms of statewide
watershed management is
the “rotating basin
goproach.” Inthis
approach, watershedsin a
State are grouped into basin
management units
congsting of discrete . : 3
bundles of watersheds and : Upper Cumbarand

subwatersheds. States : _ ;
group watersheds Figure 1: Geographic Management Units for Kentucky
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according to a variety of criteria such as keeping whole basins intact, grouping Smilar ecoregions,
maintai ning management units of equivaent size, and/or balancing Sate program workloads. (See
Figure 1 as an example).

After geographic management units are designated, states have adopted a five-step watershed
management process to focus process activities within each basin while staggering the overal workload
satewide. Under this framework, watershed assessment, planning, and management activities are
grouped into five generd categories. (1) Data
Collection/Monitoring, (2)
Assessment/Prioritization, (3) Strategy
Development, (4) Basin Plan
Review/Approva and (5) Implementation
(see Figure 2).

Implementation of the gpproach involves . 1SiV Action Plan Review
beginning the management cydle, (i e, Muonitoring and Approval

; : P S A Assassment and Focused
oondbuac;m% scoping/monitori r‘%‘zﬁ“{'u e?ulan &l prigritization I |mplementation
one bagn (or management unit) during M —
first year. The following year, the second > D;EE:; ::t -

sep (assessment/prioritization) isinitisted in - = i i
the first basin while ancther basin begins Figure 2: Example of Rotating Basn Schedule
scoping/evauaion. This process of moving sequentidly through the five management stepsin each basin
while adding anew basin each year over the first five years results in watershed management “rounds’
that hel ps states focus resources tied to particular management steps (e.g., monitoring) in asingle
management unit each year rather than at scattered locations across the state.

The five-step processis usudly revised after the initid five-year implementation phase in recognition of
the iterative nature of the process and the tendency of some activities to take longer than others.
Implementation of management actions, for example, often takes many years — even a decade.
Monitoring and re-assessment might occur within ayear or two after implementation of management
practices rather than only once every five years.

C. Study Approach
The study conssted of afour stage approach to collecting and andyzing information and developing
findings and conclusions. Firg, the project team reviewed selected EPA and state program documents
and outside reports and interviewed a number of EPA regiona and headquarters managers to identify
the key issues and questions regarding statewide watershed management approaches.

Second, the project team sdected the following states for the review:
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. Kentucky

. M assachusetts
. New Jersey

. North Carolina
. Ohio

. Oregon

. Texas

. Washington

These states were sdlected based on the following genera criteria (1) each state had adopted a
statewide watershed management approach; (2) had at least 2 years of experience implementing the
approach; (3) represented arange of geography, types, or models of watershed management
approaches; and (4) were recommended by a number of EPA headquarters and regiona managers.

Third, the project team facilitated structured discussion sessons and interviews in-person or by
telephone with managers and staff in each of the eight Sates. Session attendees and interviewees
included state water quaity program directors and managers, basin coordinators and team leaders; and
representatives from selected state watershed associations. Based on these discussions and interviews,
the project team developed individua summaries of each state’ s experience with the watershed
management approach (abridged summaries of each state' s gpproach are provided in Appendix A
attached to this report).

And findly, the state summaries were andyzed to develop the key findings, conclusons, and
recommendations based on al eight states' experiences with the watershed approach. In most cases,
the findingsin this report reflect common trends across dl eight states and generaly do not focus on
issues and concerns within specific sates. In order to maintain the anonymity of the interviewees and
discussion session attendees, quotations or examples used in the report are not attributed to any
individua or group.

The report includes three main sections: (1) key findings across al eight states on program
management, coordination across programs and state agencies, and state-loca coordination and public
involvement; (2) findings on the experiences of Six core water program areas with the satewide
watershed management gpproach; and (3) conclusions and recommendations.

I[I. STATES WATERSHED MANAGEMENT EXPERIENCES

A. Description of Statewide Water shed Management Approaches

. Statewide water shed approaches are uniquein their genesis and subsequent
development. (SeeFigure 3)
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Watershed gpproaches have been spawned or significantly supported by Ieadership from state
governor’s offices, legidatures, environmental secretaries, and water quality agencies. Forcesthat drive
cregtion of state watershed approaches have included a desire to more efficiently manage state water
agency programs (KY, MA, OH, TX, NJ, WA), address threats to a highly valued resource (WA,

OR; anadromous fish protection/restoration), or improve loca input and involvement in water resource
protection and restoration activities (KY, NJ, MA, OR, WA). Often a combination of driving forces
(e.g., programmatic efficiency initiatives, resource concerns) will generate the critical mass required for
developing and implementing a state watershed program.

The review found that there are two basic modds of statewide watershed management among the eight
dates. (1) Six dates adopted a state-gponsored basin planning and management approach (KY, MA,
NJ, NC, OH, TX, WA); and (2) two states adopted alocd watershed/government-driven planning
gpproach (OR, WA). Both of these models may include avariety of eements and gpproaches such as.
aprocess for rotating management activities (e.g., monitoring, planning, permitting) around state river
basins over an established - usudly 5-year- time period; inditutiond eements for maintaining
partnerships and coordinating activities (e.g., Seering committees, basin teams); and/or sgnificant
stakeholder involvement processes managed by statewide committees, basin coordinators, or
watershed teams. For brief descriptions of each state’ s water shed management approach, see
appendix 1 (page 50).
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[ An asterisk (*) indicates program has been partially involved in the statewide watershed management approach.]

The trend in State watershed management appears to be toward a more localized, partnership-based
approach driven by multi-stakeholder teams. State watershed programs that developed early (e.g.,
North Caroling, initid programsin Texas, Washington, and Ohio) tended to focus mostly on developing
and better coordinating federdly delegated Clean Water Act programs (e.g., NPDES, 319, 305b) on a
basn-wide level. New programs— and older programs that have matured — have added significant
opportunities for public input and involvement (MA, NJ). For example, nearly dl states now have fairly
sophisticated processes for engaging or supporting externd stakeholder groups or steering committees
populated by state and non-state agency stakeholders.

And findly, states such as Washington and Oregon have established “loca” watershed gpproaches that
are enabled by legidative action and supported by significant Sate resources. These loca watershed

State Type Origin Year Statute CWA Programs
KY Rotating basin WQ agency 1997 No 303d*, 305b, 319, 402
5 year/5 steps
MA Rotating basin DEP Sec'try 1993 No 303d, 305b, 319,
5 year/5 steps 402 (W/EPA)
NJ Basin DEP Sec'try 1999 No 303d*, 305b, 319,
Management Areas Prop. Reg 402*
NC Rotating basin WQ agency 1991 Yes 303a*, 303d*, 305b,
5 years/5 steps 402
OH Rotating basin WQ agency 1990/7 No 303d, 305h, 319*, 402
5 years/5 steps
OR Local Governor 1997 Yes 303d, 305b, 319*
watershed councils
TX River authorities WQ/statute 1996/9 Yes 305b, 319*, 402
WA River Basin & Local WQ/statute 1995/8 Yes 303d, 305bh, 319*, 402
Government Planning

Figure 3: Summary of Eight States Watershed M anagement Approaches

gpproaches technicdly are not “driven” by state agencies but often support state program
responsibilities (i.e., non-point sources project implementation, TMDL development and planning).
States water program managers acknowledge that the watershed gpproach should involve locd land
use planning but tate legidatures have been reluctant to provide more state authority for what has been
atraditiondly locd responghility. Asaresult, planning and zoning is till very much alocd process, and
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it isunclear whether or not state water quality priorities are consdered in planning and zoning decisons.

From a statewide management perspective, the rotating basin gpproach is probably easier to
implement, Since it provides an organized framework for developing and implementing a sequentia
management program across an entire state. Providing support and tracking the activities of dozens of
watershed management aress throughout a state can be difficult, given that each will be moving through
the process at different times and rates of speed. Locally led processes, such as those enabled by
legidation in Washington and Oregon, are even more numerous and chdlenging in terms of tracking and

support.

B. Program Management Benefits

. Most state manager s are gener ally positive about their state’'s experience with the
water shed approach and thought that it had contributed to the improved efficiency and
effectiveness of their water quality programs.

States noted that athough consderable effort is required to develop and initidly implement a watershed
gpproach, mogt sad that overdl agency’ s efficiency and effectiveness had improved after the
gpproaches were operational. States identified a number of benefits resulting from the gpproach:

. Increase in the amount and quality of monitoring deta. Almost &l state managers stated that the
Satewide watershed gpproach has resulted in an Sgnificant increase in the amount of monitoring
data. For example, North Carolina reported thirty percent more monitoring informetion has
been collected using the same resources due to less travel and more partnerships with other
entities. Partnerships with other agencies involved in watershed monitoring (e.g., U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, U.S. Geologica Survey, National Marine Fisheries Service, state conservation
and agricultural agencies, water/wastewater utilities) has helped improve the coordination,
integration, and use of existing data in watershed assessments.

. More focused and better quality assessments. Many states aso noted that the watershed
gpproach has lead to more in-depth information on the nature and sources of water body
impairments and consequently this has lead to a better refinement in listing and de-listing of
impaired waters. For example, Washington's Department of Ecology staff is using watershed
asessment information to de-list some waters, Kentucky is discovering that monitoring and
assessment information from their statewide watershed gpproach is resulting in additiona
findings of impaired waters

. More effective linkage between water qudity planning and implementation States that develop
basin plans noted the plans can be useful tools for involving stakeholders in helping make
decisons on what actions are needed for maintaining and restoring water quaity. For example,
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North Carolinawater resource agency staff noted an open and inclusive basin planning process
provides a good venue for raising public avareness about TMDLS, providing education on
possible management srategies, and discussing implementation gpproaches.

. Better coordinated and more equitable NPDES permitting programs.  States felt that
synchronizing the issuance of NPDES permits according to basins has improved modeing and
andyses of effluent discharge impacts, recalving waters assmilative capacity, and cumulative
effects on aguatic systems. In addition, many states noted that addressing al permitsin abasin
a the same time helped to focus permitting activities, reduced travel time for monitoring and
ingpections, and alowed more time for inspecting smaller dischargers that had escaped scrutiny
inthe pagt. In one sate, basn-wide permitting has improved the sat€ s ahility to issue permits
that support watershed-based TMDLSs.

. Improved integration and coordination of state water qudity program functions and godls.
State agencies are collectively gpplying their resources more effectively to watershed
assessment, planning, and managemen.

In sum, states’ experience with the statewide watershed approach demonstrates the importance that
improved water quaity monitoring programs can have on the effectiveness of the overd| water
program: Better data leads to more accurate assessments, which creates better quaity TMDLS, that
can produce more effective permit limits and non-point source controls.

Although greater program efficiency, integration, and public involvement were viewed as the chief
benefits resulting from states' adoption of the watershed gpproach, whét is noteworthy is how few
gates mentioned environmentd results as a primary benefit of the gpproach. There may be severd
reasons for thisomission: First, most Sates involved in the review are in the early stages of the
watershed approach and it istoo soon to be able to demonstrate water quaity benefits attributed to the
gpproach; second, tying environmenta results to specific management strategies can be time consuming
and costly; and third, some states admitted that the primary god of adopting the approach was not to
demondirate water quaity results but merdly to improve efficiency in the management of state
resources.

C. State-Levd Program Management Barriers

States identified the following Sate-leve program management barriers to implementing Satewide
watershed management approaches:.

. Program-specific requirements and fragmented management systems often conflict
with state effortsto integrate water quality program activities on a water shed basis.

Many dates acknowledged that a great dedl of tension exist between programmatic requirements and

datewide watershed management activities. Keeping managers from the traditiond “stovepipe’ Clean
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Water Act programs (e.g., sections 305(b), 319, 303(d), 402, etc.) on board is an ongoing challenge
since their programmeatic obligations can frequently limit their involvement in watershed activities. As
one interviewee sad, “developing a big enough vision to transcend the programmatic hurdles has been a
red chalenge. The watershed approach done is not enough to drive overal watershed activities” It
can be difficult for some programs to adjust to the approach especidly if they are understaffed or pulled
in different directions by annua program commitments (e.g., “beans’) and periodic deadlines. Severd
dtates argued that consolidating reporting requirements would improve coordination and information
sharing.

Staff fear and resentment can sometimes be an issue when making the trangtion from a program-based
water qudity program to a watershed-based, matrix management approach. For example, in one state
that recently adopted the approach many staff were pulled out of their areas of expertise and placed on
watershed teams where they were required to interact and perform their work in different ways. Some
daff feared having to learn new regulations and become expertsin unfamiliar aress. Many Steff felt
pulled in too many directions and did not have the time to be completely involved in awatershed team.
For some gaff, time commitments (and priority) usudly went firdt to the program and then to the more
generdized gods of the watershed team.

. Uneven wor kloads acr oss state basins and shifting implementation priorities often
conflict with basin plansand schedules.

States that have points sources grouped unevenly around the state often find it difficult if not infeasible
to synchronize theissuing of NPDES permits or conduct inspections at wastewater facilities according
to an established 5 year basin-wide schedule. In addition, NPDES permits might need to be reissued
outsde of the basin cycle because a plant wants to expand or the state may need more time to address
unusualy complex permitting issues. Specid monitoring efforts are sometimes needed to address
citizen complaints or gather more datafor TMDL development. Other programs (e.g.,wetland
permitting, groundwater permitting) require staff to respond to violations despite regular scheduled
activities.

. Many states claim that they lack adequate resour cesfor key elements of statewide
water shed management such as hiring basin coordinator s, conducting basin-wide
assessments, and providing targeted public outreach programs.

Many dates clam that their agency’ s watershed management and basin planning units have about half
the number of coordinators and planners that they need to cover adequately al the basinswithin a ate.
Asaresult, there is often not enough time to work on more than one basin at atime. Some states need
more resources to devel op basin assessment reports and create cumul ative assessments on a watershed
basis to supplement TMDL development. For example, one state manager highlighted the disparity in
resources devoted to assessments by noting that there were 55 staff members across the state working
on ambient monitoring and only 5 people working on conducting assessments. And findly, severd
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states lamented that there never ssems to be enough resources for public outreach or adult education
programs pertaining to water quaity. Senior agency managers, they argue, consstently undervaue the
importance and amount of work involved in providing public access to watershed planning and
information.

On the other hand, some states have established discrete funding sources or state trust funds that can be
used to support state-lead basin planning activities as wel as locdly-driven watershed projects. For
example, the Massachusetts Watershed Initiative receives $3.5 million in funding with mogt of the
money dlocated for state watershed projects and additiona money for operationa cost for the

initidtive.

. State agency manager s and staff feel vulnerable to changesin senior management
commitment to the water shed approach.

Despite the enormous investments some states have made in the watershed agpproach, changesin
political leadership can affect senior level commitment to the approach. For example, the
Massachusetts Watershed Initiative relies heavily on the Secretary’ s office for resources and staffing
support. Although support for the Initiative has been strong up to now, state managers are concerned
that it could diminish with a shift in leadership. Some gates, however, have managed to inditutiondize
their watershed approaches through legidation or forma rule making (see Figure 3) in order to reduce
the impact from changesin government leadership.

. States have made little effort to document or evaluate their experience with the
statewide water shed management approach.

State managers identified severa reasons for not evauating or documenting lessons learned from their
experiences with statewide watershed management: (1) states had neither the time nor the resources to
devote to evauating the effectiveness of their gpproach; (2) it would be too difficult to attribute gainsin
ambient water qudity to any management efforts over the long term due to changesin sampling
methodologies over time, different locations of sampling sations, and shifts in 303(d) stream assessment
priorities, and, (3) some Sates are ill in the early stage of their statewide watershed management
gpproach and they did not have enough experience to make evauation efforts worthwhile; and, (4)
amog dl states agreed that devel oping measures of success has been difficult. More initiative by States
and help from EPA, however, is needed to devel op effective metrics to measure trends over time.

D. EPA Program Management Barriers
All states identified a number of EPA policies and management approaches that create serious barriers
to ther efforts to implement a statewide watershed management approach. State managers frequently

argued that EPA’ s palicies and approach to oversight do not recognize the differences in Sates’ water
quaity management approaches and build in flexibility accordingly. For example, one state manager
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maintained that EPA guidance documents appear to be written as if the watershed gpproach does not
exig and for watershed managers it is not clear how the various guidance documentsfit into a
watershed-based system. The following section includes descriptions of some of the most common
EPA barriers.

. EPA’soversght of state programsis fragmented and output-oriented rather than
integrated and driven by environmental results.

States that have oriented their water quality management programs according to basin management
aress or watersheds indicated that EPA-dtate relations are constrained by program-specific
management gpproaches imposed by EPA’s headquarters and regiond offices. Each federdly-
mandated program has its own adminigtrative and program requirements (i.e., number of permits
issued, TMDL s approved, etc.) that can overshadow information on actua environmentd results a the
basin/watershed level. Although EPA palicies push for environmenta “progress’ and long-term
management, sates claim the agency’ s regulations and approach to oversght stay focused on short-
term priorities such aswhat is on or off the 303(d) list or what are the “correct” effluent limitsfor point
sources. States maintain that statewide watershed management is not a program-centered approach,
and EPA needs to reduce its emphasis on program-by-program management and establish amore
holigtic, results-driven approach to water quaity management. Severd States suggested that EPA
should de-emphasize tracking specific program activities, and focus instead on results-based
management activities (e.g., increased acres of waters restored) within the state and indicators (e.g.,
attaining water quality standards) within whole watersheds.

One state argued for an assessment-based watershed approach that identifies key stressors and
develops science based management actions to address them as opposed to a program-based
approach that focuses on programmatic goas and objectives. States would be encouraged to support
the development of comprehensive watershed plans by using the combined resources of various
programs rather than a stream reach-by-reach and pollutant parameter-by-parameter approach.

One example of an EPA policy that was frequently criticized by states as representing a serious barrier
to statewide watershed approach was the agency’ s policy on reducing the states' backlog of expired
NPDES permits. Some dtates thought that the goas and timelines for reducing the permit backlog
needed to be revised or made more flexible to fit their resource condtraints and basin cycles. EPA’s
backlog reduction strategy, they argue, has diverted resources away from other areas of the watershed
approach. One state manager suggested EPA should dlow states that have adopted the rotating basin
gpproach to ded with their permit backlog according to their five year schedule. Under this gpproach,
expired permits would be reissued when program implementation (management step 4, year 4) is
scheduled within each basin.

. EPA’sTMDL policy and program oversight conflicts with state effortsto implement
water quality programson abasin or water shed basis.
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Some dates are struggling to integrate TMDL development into their statewide watershed approach
and gtill adhereto a5 year basin schedule as well as meet the EPA-negotiated and/or court ordered
timelines. Severd daes argued that EPA’s TMDL policy and the TMDL development processisrigid
and does not dlow gtatesto be innovative with watershed management. Some of the key problems
cited indude:

- (1) Tight schedule and limited resources for TMDL development. Although many TMDLs are fairly
ample, some states maintain that the large numbers of TMDL s and short timeframes to develop them
will require more resources than most states currently posses. Some TMDLs are complex and will
require more time to complete than can be accommodated within the one-two year time frame of a
basin cycle. Some Sates argued that efforts to meet EPA’s 8-13 year TMDL schedule or a court
ordered timeframe imposed under a consent decree will divert resources away from work on other
projects - proactive modeling or assessment of cumulative impacts of afull array of stressors - that
might achieve the best ecologica results. Furthermore, TM DL -associated monitoring can be much
more resource intensive than normal ambient monitoring and may divert resources away from efforts to
achieve basdine monitoring on dl watersin the Sate.

- (2) Limited scde and scope of TMDLs. Many states fed that the current TMDL process
emphasizes individua stream reach and single parameter assessments over comprehensive multi-
parameter watershed assessments. States would like to see EPA more actively promote listing of
impaired waters and development of TMDLs by watershed or basins rather by stream segments. EPA
headquarters staff noted that EPA has encouraged statesto “bundle” TMDLsfor severa
waterbody/pollutant combinations within a watershed into one over-arching strategy, and submit thisto
the agency for review. They maintained that there are numerous examples of such bundled TMDLs
having been approved by EPA. Some states, like Oregon and Washington, have begun to develop
comprehensve watershed-based TMDL s where each watershed or sub-basin TMDL contains many
parameters and stream reaches and there can be as many as 100 “TMDLS’ in one document. This
alows dlocations that are not by segment so the TMDL makes more sense and addresses all segments
within abagin.

Furthermore, some states would like EPA to adopt a TMDL oversight process that focused on the
qudity of TMDLs and not quantity. These sates believe EPA should not measure states on the
number of TMDLs completed but by the number of assessment miles of waterbodies returned to their
designated uses.  EPA headquarters staff argued that, unfortunately, this would be ahard el at this
point given states “neglect” of the TMDL program in the past and the increasing number of court-
ordered schedules across the country for developing TMDLSs.

- (3) Too much focus on restoration over protection. Some states argued that the TMDL development
process is driving the watershed process instead of serving as one possible solution to watershed issues.
Many problems may require holistic watershed srategies and not TMDLs The focus on TMDLS, they
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argue, takes resources away from addressing what many states fed are the red problems within many
watersheds (e.g., need to protect existing good water quality, ded with water flows, stream channel
modification and other non-pollutant stressors). States maintain that TMDL requirements take
resources from pro-active water quality protection strategies and re-focuses them on reactive model
development that may not be worthwhile. For example, in Oregon, sate funded watershed councils
are often focused on restoration activities, such as development of TMDLS, rather than more
preventative or protective measures, such as the improvement of loca zoning ordinances that could
prevent future damages. Some states would like EPA to give them the flexibility in pursuing options
other than a TMDL if it is decided that an dternative solution is the best option. EPA responded to
these arguments by stating that athough the Clean Water Act requires states to develop TMDLsfor al
impaired waters, the agency has stated that it will accept watershed strategies or plansthat go by names
other than aTMDL as long as they meet the minima andytical and information requirements for a
TMDL.

. Some EPA initiatives, like the Unified Water shed Assessment, result in numerous
inefficiencies and redundanciesfor state water shed management programs.

Many dates clamed that EPA’s " specid initiatives’ often distract staff, re-direct resources, and confuse
watershed program partners, and generdly have few benefits for the state.  One example mentioned
frequently by state managers was the Unified Watershed Assessment (UWA) initiative. Asakey part
of the 1998 Clean Water Action Plan, the purpose of the UWA was to encourage states, tribes,
governments, organizations and the public to work together to conduct unified watershed assessments.
Thiswas intended to be anew cooperative, intergovernmental process for assessing watershed
conditions, identifying watersheds where agquatic systems do not meet clean water and natural resource
gods, and beginning a process of implementing action to restore watershed hedth. Many dates
maintained, however, that the initiative diverted resources from the basin-wide agpproach and resulted in
agreat ded of confuson, conflict, and duplication of effort. Sdected experiences with thisinitiative
indude:

- North Carolina claimed theinitiative had the effect of delaying basin plan development and
cregting a backlog in uncompleted plans.  If the state had been able to use existing plans or
divert UWA resources to developing basin plans, it would have improved the basin plans or
made them easier to implement. In addition, the State had to engage in separate public
involvement efforts and refocus resources from what was scheduled in the basin-wide plans.

- New Jersey was in the midst of the partnership devel opment phase of their watershed
gpproach and was holding stakeholder mesetings in each watershed management areato
establish community concerns. Unfortunately, the state was required to submit areport to EPA
before it was ready “smply because EPA wanted a Watershed Restoration Action Strategy
(WRAYS) on file from every sate”

- In Ohio, the UWA process came out at the same time that the state had announced its 1998
303(d) list. Asaresult, the state had two separate lists with watershed priorities and people
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were confused about the differences. Eventudly, the state stopped mentioning the UWA to
avoid confusion and recommended that EPA condder re-evauation of the timdines for the
UWA process.

. EPA needsto demonstrate mor e involvement and support for statewide water shed
approaches.

Severd dates thought that EPA could become more supportive and involved - at both the regiona and
headquarterslevels - in dates watershed management approaches especialy during basin/watershed
planning processes. One state noted that other federa agencies (e.g., USFWS, NRCS, USGS)
routingly participate in watershed/basin planning meetings but EPA has not been represented. More
EPA gaff presence on basin teams and involvement in their activities would enhance the watershed
effort and alow EPA to better understand local and basin issues.

. Clean Water Act schedule requirements sometimes conflict with states' five year basin
cycles.

The five-year planning and management cycle adopted by some states was envisoned as a catalyst for
organizing and synchronizing state water qudity programs, but schedule variations under the Clean
Water Act mitigate againgt synchronizing program schedules and management actions. For example,
NPDES permits are issued on afive year cycle, water quality standards reviews and revisions occur
over athree-year cycle, and 305(b) reports are issued biennidly. In addition, recent EPA guidance
(Consolidated and Assessment Ligting guidance, 2001) has revised the requirement for submitting
states 303(d) list of impaired waters from every two years to four years. The multiple and staggered
deadlines under the Act often make it difficult for statesto effectively meet their satutory requirements
and manage their water quality programs according to aregular schedule on abasin or watershed basis.
Asaresult, program requirements go unmet or become meaningless. For example, NPDES permits
will sometimes expire before abasn’ s implementation phase is reached which may temporarily result in
abacklog; or, the state may submit water quaity inventory or 305(b) reports to EPA that only include
water quality data for a subset of agate’ swaters. EPA headquarters staff recognized the difficulty
sates face, but argued there was very little EPA could do about it snce most of the deadlines are set
by statute.

Finaly, some states suggested that EPA needs to reduce the lag time between state submission of
actions (WQS, TMDLs, 303(d)) and EPA approva. States argued for more predictability on turn-
around times. EPA’sdday in review times can wreck havoc on sate' s basin schedules. This can have
il over effectsinto other programs aress and cause serious delays in implementing other eements of
the program (e.g., reissuing permits.). Thisis especidly problematic following the Alaskarule since
dtates are not able to adopt revised water quaity standards until approved by EPA.

E. Coordination Across Programs and State Agencies
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Statewide watershed management requires more frequent interaction and communication among a
number of state and federal governmenta agencies with an array of water quality and water resource
responshilities (i.e., drinking water and supply, fish and wildlife, resource conservation, agriculture, and
transportation). Agencies with these responsibilities have different mandates, priorities, and methods for
dedling with water resources and interacting with loca authorities and the public. Asaresult,
coordinating and integrating program functions at the state and basin-wide levels can be aformidable
chdlenge. Lack of coordination can sometimes lead to mis-communication and duplication of effort
among state programs.

. Most statesfelt that their statewide water shed management approach had improved
interagency coordination but it was not as successful asit could be or needsto be.

Nearly dl states agreed that statewide watershed management has significantly improved the leve of
interagency coordination and cooperation at the state, basin, and watershed level. Consequently, Sate
agencies are collectively gpplying their resources more effectively to watershed assessment, planning,
and management.

Despite these improvements, state managers and staff admitted that there have been some problems
adong theway. Firg, most sate water quality managers sated that there was some reluctance by many
dtate agencies in stepping forward and embracing the watershed approach in the early years. There was
some resistence from agency managers and an initia period of “chaos’ and tension before everyone
becomes accustomed to their roles. Managers and staff admitted that coordinating across programs
and gate agencies can be time-consuming and perhaps too much time had been spent on staff
interaction and meetings regarding plans and Strategies.

Second, some states till face organizational challenges to their statewide watershed gpproach. For
example, Sate regiond or didrict office territories rardly correspond to basin management units and
digtrict managers and gaff can sometimes fed |eft out of basin planning efforts that are lead out of an
agency’s centrd office. North Carolina s experience has demonstrated the need for better coordination
between sate water qudity central and regiond officesin developing and implementing basin monitoring
drategies and targeting and eval uating nonpoint source funds. 1n Oregon, duplication of monitoring
efforts between watershed councils and the Department of Agriculture has been anissue. In Texas, the
date environmenta agency was recently reorganized aong functiond lines (e.g., permitting, assessment,
enforcement) making it difficult to coordinate media or geographic-based efforts. This has caused a
ggnificant shift in how the state watershed program is structured and how it functions.

Third, in states where there are multiple state-sponsored watershed and environmentd efforts (e.g.,
sdmon recovery in Oregon and Washington), there is often alack of coordinated funding and
implementation at the watershed level. Loca groups prefer coordinated funding but state agencies
ress it for avariety of reasons. State managers maintain that grants help in the development of
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relationships and if funding came from one source, individua agencies may losetharr tiesto locd
landowners, business, and municipdities. Locas complain, however, that the sheer number of state
watershed initiatives can make it difficult for them to determine which ones serve what purpose. Asa
result, multiple agency programs and state-sponsored watershed approaches too often result in
piecemed rather than holistic gpproaches. The lack of coordination has lead to duplication of efforts
where locd groups will unintentionaly “reinvent” the watershed gpproach or state-sponsored and local
groups - like watershed councils and conservation digtricts - will grapple with the same issues

independently.

Findly, cooperative watershed management involves sgnificant investments in up-front coordination,
power-sharing, and ongoing communication anong partners. In recent years, the TMDL issue has
caused some states to develop a new focus on watershed management, but that interest may be limited
to smply satisfying the legd requirements of the TMDL program. The chalenge facing many sate
water programs s in convincing other agencies to not only participate in the watershed process, but to
agree to common water qudity goads and work to achieve them.

. Firm commitment and clear direction from top agency managersisvital to building
successful multi-agency water shed management programs.

Building an integrated, cooperative watershed management program is difficult without afirm, clear
mandate from top government officias. Severd states suggested that commitment and accountability
are greatly enhanced if the governor’ s office and/or Sate regulations bind agencies and other
stakeholders to watershed management programs. Endorsement of a watershed management
framework by the governor, the legidature, or a codition of top agency officids provides the impetus
for senior staff from those entities to find ways to cooperate, coordinate actions, and communicate
more effectively. For example, the redevelopment of the Texas watershed program through legidative
and executive action prompted the water resource agency to execute asignificant portion of its
watershed program through exigting river authorities, which include city governments, utilities, private
interests, and other stakeholders. In Oregon, the Department of Agriculture is reviewing farm water
quality plansto see how they can accommodate TMDL development while the Department of
Trangportation is moving to protect threatened and endangered species and enhance riparian vegetation
due to the high priority placed on watershed management by the governor. All states agreed that
commitment from top agency officids needs to occur early in the processin order to driveinitid
discussions regarding program organization and management.

. Tightly focused organizational frameworksthat include statewide steering committees,
dedicated basin coordinators, multi-stakeholder basin teams, and comprehensive basin
plans provide an efficient and effective model for water shed protection and
restoration.

Everyone understands that the watershed scae is the most effective way of protecting and restoring
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aguatic ecosystems, but difficulties remain in trandating this to on-the-ground workers. Many states
have created watershed frameworks that include a coordinated management schedule (e.g., rotating
phases by basin) based on a set of common goals and objectives (e.q., protecting a threatened
resource) and a set of established indtitutional mechanisms or eements for coordinating decision-making
and implementation across Sate agencies.

There are four basic coordination eements or mechanisms that have been adopted by dtates. First,
many satesinitidly established aforma cross-agency steering committee consisting of numerous sate
agency executives and non-governmenta stakeholdersto assst in the development of their statewide
watershed management framework. In some states, these steering committees (or “roundtables’) have
continued to operate and act as an advisory group to help guide senior State managersin setting
priorities and making policy and resources recommendations (e.g., Kentucky, Massachusetts).

Second, other states have formed forma basin-wide committees or teams congisting of state agency
representatives and basin sakeholders that are responsible for planning, setting priorities, and
coordinating agency activities (e.g., monitoring, funding). Basin teams provide the means for day-to-
day planning and implementation coordination, leveraging the information and resource expertise anong
partner agencies and organizations to get the work done. By investing staff and resources into basin
teams, partners demonstrate commitment and remain engaged in the process. Basin team leaders
provide the day-to-day organizationa and communication skills to keep the basin teams moving
according to a set schedule and keeping the steering committee informed of progress and policy and
resource issues that need to be resolved.

Third, other states, however, have not established formal basin coordination groups but have
desgnated a gate officid with the respongbility for coordinating basin planning, public involvement, and
the implementation of state programs. This gpproach is effective for coordinating interna agency
programs, but presents serious difficulties when integration of externa entities or non-governmenta
groupsis necessary. Since there is no forma partnership with other agencies outside of a Satewide
steering committee, the basin coordinator does not have a ready means to address policy and resource
issues when other agencies are not cooperating. Indeed, why should they cooperate or be held
accountable when it is perceived to be the responsihility of the basin coordinator’ s home agency?
Having oneindividua responsible for making sure that al agencies and stakeholders are integrated and
involved can be an overwhelming task

Fourth, severd states have adopted basin-wide plans as a means to coordinate across state agencies
and communicate with the public (i.e., Kentucky, Massachusetts, North Caroling). Basin-wide plans
have been useful in providing atangible framework for prioritizing needs, targeting resources, and
guiding implementation efforts. Basin-wide planning, however, does require a considerable amount of
internd effort within water qudity offices and states need to maintain an gppropriate level of resources
to support it.
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. Cooper ative, integrated multi-stakeholder water shed management appr oaches help
focus and coor dinate activities but tend to dilute responsibility and obscurewho is
ultimately accountable for achieving management goals.

The mgority of sates noted that accountability was a Sgnificant issue in effectively implementing their
watershed approach. Regardless of whether states have basin coordinators, committees, or plans,
many state program managers and staff are not held accountable for achieving stated gods. In states
that develop basin plans, like North Carolina and Massachusetts, clear responsibilities and a mechanism
for tracking commitments have not been inditutiondized in the plans. As one state manager noted: “If

a program manager doesn’'t want to commit to an action item in abasin plan, it doesn’'t get done.”

More clarity is needed for how different interests will commit to and support basin plans, divvy up
resources, and delineate each agencies role for each basin cycle. In states like Oregon and
Washington that have a myriad of state-gponsored watershed-related efforts, severd dtate Staff
maintained that no one is ultimately accountable for environmentd results. Currently agencies are only
responsible for their respective pieces of the watershed approach which creates difficultiesin ng
effectiveness.

F. Public Involvement and State-L ocal Coordination

A key dement of the statewide watershed management approach is an established process for involving
externa stakeholders and the public in government planning and decison-making at the watershed
level. The study attempted to determine how and to what extent the gpproach increased public
involvement and improved coordination between state and loca water quality efforts.

. Statewide water shed management has greatly increased opportunitiesfor public
involvement in state water quality and resour ce management.

Mog state watershed programs have devoted a significant amount of resources to engaging and
involving externa stakeholders and private citizensin their activities. For example, water quality
agencies in Ohio, Kentucky, Massachusetts, and New Jersey have provided staff and other resources
to geographicaly-based management teamsin large part to solicit and consder externd input and
recommendations. States are providing much of the staffing for basin coordinators and watershed team
leaders and will often alocate resources when available for public outreach and education.

Mog states reported significant increases in public input and involvement, to the extent that their weater
resource agencies are somewhat taxed in dealing with it. States report that public involvement takes
time and money at both ends: soliciting the input and then dealing with it afterwards. In Oregon, Sae
water resource agency dtaff are trying to keep up with the activities of more than 90 watershed councils
and dozens of other loca groups focused on mostly loca issues. Staff from North Caroling, Kentucky,
and other gtates reported that they were not prepared for the amount of time and resources needed to
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effectively engage and respond to public concerns, advice, or information.

On the other hand, some states maintain that despite spending afair amount of resources on public
involvement and outreach, citizen participation has been rdatively limited. Despite the benefits inherent
in involving the public, enticing the public to attend basin-wide workshops, meetings, and participate in
informal comment periods continues to be a chalenge for many state program managers. It ispossble
that states that have had trouble getting the public to attend basin meetings are not consdering human
nature and socid tendencies. When a government agency holds a specia basin meeting or workshop
and invites the public to atend, many in the public may perceive that the agency is smply going through
the motions. For these dtates, a better gpproach for soliciting input and advice might be to adapt Sate
outreach efforts according to the established participation processes of existing groups. For example,
the core agencies involved in watershed management should solicit their primary contacts from existing
socid organizations (e.g., Association of Municipad Governments, Chambers of Commerce, Rotary,
Sierra Club, Homebuilders Association, etc.). These contacts become information liaisons to the core
agency, able to communicate basin management information out to thelr congtituencies at meetings and
through newdetters and to collect feedback from members and relay it back to the core agencies. This
method can be highly effective and resource efficient, Snce the core agencies are tapping into
organizations that dready exist and have active members.

. Public involvement efforts can create tension between state agencies and the public
but it has mutual benefitsfor both.

State agency personnd often must wear two hats when working with watershed associations: oneasa
regulator and the other as watershed team participator. This can be problematic when state agency
decisons must go againgt awatershed association’s point of view. Neverthdess, the dynamic tension
created when state water quality agencies promote an gpproach heavily dependent on local input,
involvement, and support can be both synergistic and productive if adequate resources are provided to
thelocal groups. States often describe their most notable successes as occurring in watersheds with
strong stakeholder groups supported by state and other resources. While it may be difficult in some
cases for sates to devolve agenda-setting and priority-establishing powers (and associated funding) to
loca entities, such an gpproach enhances the prospect for loca buy-in, support, and action. The
chalenge for sates has been to provide enough flexibility and support to loca organizations to ensure
their active engagement while maintaining the ability to focus watershed actions on atainment of Sate
water qudity standards.

The state-local partnership approach is of particular interest when states use their watershed programs
as avenue to develop and implement TMDLS. In these Stuations, States build local partnerships and
support in order to develop TMDLs that are redistic and implementable. Some state managers
indicated, however, that many national environmental associations are suspicious of the stae's
watershed gpproach and fear that it is catering to the regulated community. In other cases, the public
can become easily confused about what is a statutory requirement and what is a discretionary process
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(e.g., 5 phases of the basin approach). Loca stakeholders must acknowledge the position the stateis
in—faced with lega requirements to act — and support solutions that are efficient and workable.
Getting to this point, however, can be extremey difficult due to the amount of effort required to
characterize water resource conditions, identify likely problems, engage and educate stakeholders, and
acquire resources to support implementation.

. Despite greater opportunitiesfor public involvement and input, few statewide
water shed management programs have built significant linkagesto local gover nment
planning, zoning, or land use authorities.

Many date aff interviewed recognized the importance of linking water qudity impacts with land use
management practices, but admitted that local government engagement in state-gponsored watershed
approaches has been absent or tenuous at best. States thought there were severa reasons for this:
Firgt, water quality is one of many issuesthat loca dected officid have to ded with and it can be hard
to obtain and sustain their attention. Second, some state governments are careful to avoid interfering
with local economic and palitica interest and prerogetives.  States maintain that loca eected officids
are modtly interested in watershed management when the topics of water supply, permitting, funding for
water or wastewater infrastructure, or local economic interests are under consideration.

In afew dtates, however, loca governments are involved in watershed programs a varying levels. For
example, in Washington a date statute mandates that water supply planning and flood control issues be
addressed by planning groups sponsored by local governments. A possible downside of this gpproach
isthe creation of loca planning commissiong/authorities that are heavily weighted toward local
economic or political interests and may not appropriately consider water quality or ecologica concerns.
A new gpproach being implemented in Georgia (a state not visited for this study) that requires tying
water withdrawa and discharge permits to watershed plans might be a more effective agpproach for
spurring the interest and involvement of locd officids.

[I1. INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS EXPERIENCE WITH
STATEWIDE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT

One of the key objectives of the study was to determine how and to what extent states have integrated
gpecific water program dements (i.e., water quaity standards, monitoring, permits, TMDLSs, wetlands,
source water, and coastal protection) into their version of statewide watershed management. For those
programs that have been integrated into the gpproach, the study attempted to capture the lessons
learned from their experiences, epecially what positive and/or negative impacts the gpproach has had
on the implementation of their programs. For those programs not integrated into the statewide
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watershed approach, we attempted to determine the key factors that prevented their involvement.

. State monitoring and per mitting programs are most involved and havereceived the
greatest benefit from statewide water shed management appr oaches.

The eight states under review differ in the leve of involvement and integration of Clean Water Act and
Safe Drinking Water Act programs in statewide watershed management gpproaches. Ambient
monitoring and NPDES permitting programs were involved in each of the ates watershed
gpproaches. Perhaps the most important reason for thisisthat in many states a statewide watershed
management approach was established primarily as an effort to improve the linkage between these two
criticd program areas and enhance ther efficiency and effectiveness. The prevailing beief among many
state managers was that once these programs had adapted to the new approach - usudly after aninitia
5 year cycle - then more effort would be made to integrate other program dements into the system. In
recent years, states have begun to integrate TMDL and 319 programs within the framework of the
satewide watershed approach. The remaining CWA and SDWA programs - water quality standards,
wetlands, coastal protection, drinking water (SDWA), State Revolving Fund (SRF), and enforcement -
have been involved in the gpproach to a much lesser extent. Reasons for lack of involvement differ for
each program area and are provided in the sections below.

Overdl, state interviewees agreed that the monitoring and permitting programs have received the
greatest benefit from their involvement in the watershed approach. Thisis primarily due to the fact that
these programs have been involved the longest and, as a result, have had more time to assess and
demondtrate the vaue of the gpproach to their programs. It dso hasto do with the fact, as mentioned
previoudy, that adoption of the Statewide watershed gpproach was in many states originaly driven by
date managers and staff in the NPDES permitting and monitoring programs. In recent years, other
water programs, especidly the TMDL and 319 programs, are beginning to observe benefits from their
involvement in the gpproach.

A. Ambient Monitoring and CWA Section 305(b) Assessment and Reporting

. All statesreported that statewide water shed management hasresulted in dramatic
improvementsin both the quantity and quality of data.

All of the gates include ambient monitoring and water quaity assessment activitiesin their Satewide
watershed gpproaches. Mogt dtates cited sgnificant improvements in the amount of water qudity data
collected, the quality of that data, and improved assessment capabilities as aresult of their watershed
initiatives. For example, Kentucky reported a ten-fold increase in the amount of good to excellent
qudlity (i.e., screening level) data collected by volunteers organized to assist with the watershed
approach and by gtaff from other state and federa agencies.

Despite dgnificant gainsin the amounts of data, many state basin-wide monitoring programs are il
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struggling to provide adequate coverage for meeting assessment needs. Data ggps can occur during the
“off years’ (i.e,, years when limited monitoring occurs) in the basn management cycle. Significant
planning time is required to ensure that monitoring stations are appropriately spread throughout the
dtate, and that no basin is over or under sampled. Despite an overall increase in data statewide, thereis
often not enough detail to develop TMDLs or assess smdler stream reaches. For example, Ohio has
an extensve network of ambient chemica/physica monitoring Stes and biologica sites, but the state
must still execute specid studies outside the basin cycle to develop TMDLS. The state is attempting to
develop clustered (i.e., watershed-based) TMDL s to improve the efficiency and utility of such specid
studies.

. Thelack of data compatibility and uniform quality Sandardsimpacts sates ability to
conduct comprehensive water shed or basin assessments.

The watershed gpproach forces states to consider interna compatibility among water quality databases,
which can magnify issues that were not Sgnificant in years prior to adopting the gpproach. Severd
states complained that federal and state data systems are often not compatible with each other and do
not synthesize very well. These states thought that more work is needed to build and manage
databases across agencies that have standardized protocols, metadata reports, and georeferencing
cgpabilities for magpping and modding. Dataincompatibility can make it difficult to compile data at the
basin and watershed level and, as aresult, it can be difficult to obtain a complete picture of water
quaity problems and their sources.

Efforts to integrate monitoring efforts in some states have been hampered by the lack of consstent data
qudity standards and the large number of independent monitoring efforts (20-30) across the sate. With
S0 many date organizationsinvolved in collecting water quaity data, maintaining adequate uniform
standards for data quaity can be achadlenge. States argued that there needs to be a set of common
performance standards and implementation guidelines for determining data qudlity.

. Some states ar e concer ned about the quality and usefulness of state and volunteer
monitoring data and the effect it has on public expectations.

Mog states with the basin approach have noted a sgnificant increase in the number of volunteer
monitoring groups and their involvement in state-sponsored watershed management. Even though the
qudity of volunteer monitoring data has improved over the past decade it takes state resourcesto

11t should be noted that the level of volunteer monitoring efforts has increased dramaticaly
across the country, in generd. The study did not attempt to compare the level of volunteer monitoring
between those states that have adopted a statewide watershed approach and those that have not. Asa
result, the study does not provide any evidence indicating that states implementing a watershed
gpproach have had greater increases in volunteer monitoring than those that have not.
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review the data and determine whether it is sufficient. Unfortunatdy, many states don’t have
established protocols for handling volunteer derived data and are struggling to find ways to useit to
support some objectives (e.g., public education, water quality screening) while maintaining some
discretion on how it's used for other purposes. More training for partner groups and stakeholders on
development of quality assurance program plansisneeded. One state manager complained that EPA
requirements for developing Quality Assurance Program Plans (QAPP) for volunteer watershed
monitoring groups were too cumbersome (and expendve to implement) and restricts the ability of
outside groups to participate in water quality monitoring.

Although many dtates have actively encouraged public collection of water qudity data and have funded
volunteer monitoring organizations, states do not want to set up unreasonable public expectations that
volunteer monitoring data will necessarily dways be used. Severd state managers argued that volunteer
monitoring data cannot substitute for state-collected data or be used as abasisfor legd action. Public
expectations are, however, of particular concern for state watershed programs since citizen involvement
is such an important component of the approach.

In fact, the beneficid impact of statewide watershed approaches on state monitoring programs poses a
something of adilemmafor state water qudity programs. On the one hand, the statewide watershed
gpproach has resulted in an improvement in the amount and quality of water quality data - aswell asa
greater focus on the problems and sources of imparment - a the basin and watershed level. Onthe
other hand, better quaity data has a so raised expectations among the public for more prompt and
effective sate action to address water quaity issues. Asaresult, state managers fear that since they do
not have the resources to address al the water quality issues that the public has become aware of
through the watershed gpproach they will increasingly become the target of public criticism.

. The Clean Water Act’srequirement to report on the quality of state watersevery two
year s does not coincide with some states' five year basin management cycle.

Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act requires that states report to EPA on the quality of their waters
every two years. Since many states that are on five-year management cycles monitor only a portion of
their Sate basins every two years, this can result in 305(b) reports to EPA that include updated
assessment data for only part of the state'swaters. States argued that these reports do not represent
an accurate assessment of their states water qudity and, therefore, are of limited usefulness. Some
states expressed interest in afive-year reporting cycle for 305(b) or focusing on selected basins per
year that could help synchronize required reporting. For example, Kentucky and North Carolinaare
considering a monitoring approach that would provide ahigh leve of detall annudly for a selected set of
the tota number of basin management units, the other units would be monitored and assessed less
intengvely until they come up in the five-year cycle. EPA headquarters staff maintain that thereis
nothing in EPA’s 305(b) guidance that prevents states from doing thisnow. Furthermore, EPA has
encouraged states to incorporate innovative approaches, such a probability monitoring, into their
rotating basin frameworks. Probability monitoring involves choosing monitoring Stes using satistica
techniques that allow a ate to infer the results for a specific waterbody type across an entire river
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basin, ecoregion, or the state. Incorporating this approach into rotating basin frameworks, EPA
maintains, can result in more comprehensve assessments and accurate water quaity reporting without
additional resources.

B. Water Quality Standards

. Thewater quality standards processis not significantly involved in any of the states
water shed management approaches.

The development of water quality criteriaare still developed on a statewide basisfor dl of the eight
datesinvolved in thisreview. Therevison of standards and the reclassfications of waterbodies are
generaly not made on a basin-by-basin basis and are usualy submitted to EPA for gpprova as part of
a statewide package. States cited two primary reasons why the standards process has not been
integrated into the watershed approach: (1) the requirement under the CWA that standards be
reviewed, and if necessary, revised on atriennid bass conflicts with many sates five year basin cycle
and (2) in most sates, the development of water quality Sandardsisaformal rule making process with
drict adminigrative and legd procedures whereas basin planning and assessment is usudly an informad
or ad hoc procedure.

It should be noted that EPA headquarters staff did not give much credence to the first reason and
argued that there was nothing in the statutory 3-year triennid review requirement that should conflict
with a5 year basin cycle. Under EPA policy, states do not have to submit revised standards to EPA
on a statewide basis and are free to make whatever revisons are necessary to only a portion of their
dates waters or basins every three years. Furthermore, many states around the country, including
some of the dates that wereincluded in this review, fail to meet the statutory 3-year requirement and
often submit revised standards to EPA only once or twice every ten years. This should dlow states on
the 5 year basin cycle enough time to submit standards revisons to EPA for large portions of the state.

. Many states areinterested but cautious about using the basin management approach
to develop basin or water shed-specific water quality standards.

Many sates managers and staff expressed an interest in using the basin approach to develop ste-
specific water quaity standards and are beginning to find ways to integrate the program with the
watershed gpproach. Standards devel opment could be synchronized to a great extent with other tasks
in the basin approach. Some gdates, like Kentucky, are dready consdering developing criteriaand
gdandards (e.g., narrative nutrient criteria) for ecoregions within the sate. The development of Site-or
watershed-specific criteria could smply be the next step. One state (Washington) is considering
adopting a systemdtic (i.e, rotating basin) assessment process to support the development of aclass-
based approach to water quality standards (e.g., tandards to protect a given class of waterbody and
the assgnment of al waterbodiesto classes). Asmore TMDLs areissued, it islikely that the need for
more sub-basin or watershed-specific criteriawill increase. The need for improved procedures for
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dte-specific standards gppears to be aresult of TMDL analysis that frequently turn up exceptionsto the
prevailing standards. Since state-wide standards are often formatted to accommodate watershed
criterig, the reverse may be true - many “basin-specific’ criteria could be gpplicable statewide.

Despite the potentia benefits of developing water qudity standards and/or criteria by basins or
watersheds, many state managers fear that devel oping basin-specific slandards would potentialy
require more state staff and resources to manage the process (i.e., more public meetings and outreach,
increased number of standard submissionsto EPA for review). In addition, states were concerned that
EPA is unprepared to review and approve sgnificantly more state stlandards submissions within the 60-
90 day time frame as required under the recently issued Alaskarule.

. In some states, the water shed approach has provided indirect benefitsto the water
quality standards program.

Two gates (e.g., Texas and North Carolina) indicated that despite the lack of integration of the
standards program with the watershed approach, the approach has benefitted their standards
development process in severd ways. For example, one state found that the basin-wide planning
process has improved the level of communication about the standards and classification process
between the ate, EPA, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The basin planning process can bring
issues to the forefront, lead to a greater understanding by the public of how standards are written and
reclassifications are made, and help act as atrigger for the waterbody classification process. 1n another
date, the improvement in water quality data that results from better coordinated basin-by-basin
monitoring has enhanced the state’ s ability to assess the need for revisng sandards.

C. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDLs) Development

. The extent of TMDL integration into statewide water shed approaches varies acr oss
states.

Mog sates acknowledge that TMDLSs are beginning to drive their water programs mission, but some
are ambivaent about fully incorporating TMDL requirements into their statewide watershed programs.
A number of states (e.g., Ohio, Oregon, Washington, Massachusetts) have largely embraced TMDL
requirementsinto their statewide watershed approaches. However, other states (e.g., Texas, North
Carolina, Kentucky) have dedt with TMDL s separately for avariety of reasons. First, TMDL
development and basin planning schedules are often seen as varying and asynchronous. Some States
have found it difficult to complete the development of TMDL s within the implementation timeframe of
basin management schedules. Second, TMDL s are perceived to be focused on narrow, smaler scales
(e.g. stream reaches) whereas watershed management is viewed as broader and more landscape
oriented. Third, some state managers thought that TMDL s forced states to focus narrowly on water
qudity standards violations whereas a watershed management approach looks at multiple stressors and
Sources.
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Severa dates expressed frudtration at the heightened sense of urgency and high priority accompanying
TMDL issues over the past five years. TMDL requirements are seen by some states as arigid, number-
crunching exercise that hasllittle to do with improving water resource conditions. Some state staff noted
that there is no current requirement for actua implementation of TMDLs and no requirement for
USEPA to review and gpprove implementation plans. Asaresult, they are uncertain if asgnificant
investment of resources for TMDL development will ultimately produce clear environmenta resuilts.
Other state staff noted some resentment among watershed stakeholders that TMDL s seem to be driving
state water resource agencies and the deployment of watershed protection and restoration resources.

. Elements of statewide water shed management - interagency collaboration,
stakeholder involvement, intensive monitoring and assessment efforts - can provide
benefits and set the stage for mor e effective TMDL programs.

Most gates noted that the lessons learned from their experiences with statewide watershed
management have provided an excdlent orientation for TMDL development and implementation.
States that fully embrace TMDLsinto their watershed programs view the approach as an efficient way
to address multiple programmatic issues and responsbilities. For example, Ohio decided in 1998 that
the watershed approach was such agood mode for TMDL activities that it made TMDL s the focus of
its rotating basin gpproach. Both Ohio and Oregon are proceeding with plans to develop clustered or
whole watershed TMDL s that group impaired waterbodies and pollutants and sources in those
catchments for TMDL modeling, andys's, and development. Both states are working with local
stakeholders to ensure that TMDL s are redistic and that implementation plans are viable.

In gtates with multiple watershed-like initiatives operated by different entities (e.g., Oregon,
Washington), strong regulatory requirements, like TMDL development, can provide afocus and
gtructure for the many watershed-enhancing activities likely to be sponsored by discrete groups
interested in protecting and restoring environmental resources. Such an effect is often seen when a
highly valued, highly visible resource (e.g., sdmon, the Chesgpeake Bay, the Charles River, Huntington
Beach) is threatened by single or multiple pollutants linked to one or more sources.

The percelved dichotomy between TMDLs “narrow” focus on individud pollutants and stream reaches
and watershed management broader focus on multi-stressors and landscapes is being handled in some
dates by integrating 303(d) listed streams and their related water quality criteria deficienciesinto
broader watershed assessments and andysis. North Carolina and Kentucky, which have not fully
integrated TMDL s into their watershed management programs, expresdy include use-impaired status
and other TMDL issuesinto their basin assessments, satus reports, and plans. This gpproach lays the
groundwork for eventua pollutant load alocation and TMDL implementation even though the TMDL
andyses and development is handled separately during the initid part of the process. In addition, North
Cardlinais using the stakeholder and public meetings associated with its basin planning process to build
awareness and educate stakeholders on TMDL issues. However, not al states have embraced the
more robust stakeholder involvement processes associated with the watershed approach into their
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TMDL programs.

The more intensive monitoring and basin assessments associated with a watershed gpproach and
requirements under the TMDL program can provide synergies that are mutudly beneficid. States that
have been able to increase data collection and improve basin assessments through their watershed
gpproach report benefitsto their TMDL programs (e.g., information that aids in listing, de-listing, or
modding specific waterbodies). In addition, TMDL-based monitoring and assessment activities
provide information to both the watershed and NPDES programs, improving their andytica potentid.

D. NPDES Permitting

. Almost all of the states under review have NPDES per mitting programsthat are
involved in statewide water shed management.

NPDES permitting or point source control programs have traditionally been the driver of the statewide
watershed approach. Many datesinitiated their statewide watershed management approachesin an
effort to make their NPDES permitting programs more efficient and better integrated with their
monitoring programs. In fact, some states devel oped basin management boundaries partly based on
the location, re-issuance cycles, and relative workload of point sources or NPDES permits within their
states.

Seven of the eight states are issuing or plan to issue NPDES permits according to basin or watershed
management aress (e.g., Oregon’ s program isdriven by TMDL schedule only). Six states re-issue
their NPDES permits according to a5 year rotating basin schedule (e.g., New Jersey issues permits by
basin area but not according to arotating schedule). Four of the seven sates are only in the first round
of permitting according to the 5 year rotating basin cycle (i.e., Kentucky, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
Texas). Asareault, these states were able to provide only limited information about the experience,
benefits, and challenges of basin-wide permitting. Washington is in the second round of permit issuance
whereas North Carolinaand Ohio are in their third round of the basin cycle. Massachusettsisthe only
date among the eight reviewed in the study that is not authorized by EPA to implement the NPDES

program.

. Basin-wide NPDES per mitting can result in a more strategic and efficient permitting
program, greater stakeholder involvement, and mor e effective and equitable per mit
limits.

State permitting managers suggested that basin-wide permitting has had a number of positive impacts:
- (1) Basn-wide planning process provides an effective organizing function for al stiakeholders to focus

on amyriad of water quality issues. It provides communities within a basin with a processand a
timeline to address water qudity issues. For example, Ohio’s effort to integrate basinwide planning
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with the NPDES permit process has helped gain community support for implementation issues and it
causes dischargers to consider the entire watershed.

- (2) Basn-wide public hearings for groups of permits enhances program efficiency and public
participation. State permit managers maintain that it is more efficient to have one large, longer meeting
for asubwatershed rather than numerous smaller hearings on individua permits. Public meetings for
groups of permits helps focus the public and permitting groups  resources on addressing the most
important water quality issues within the basin or watershed.

- (3) Basin-wide permitting encourages dischargers to work togther to develop more effective and
equitable permit limits. The basin planning process dlows permittees to compare their permits with
other dischargersin the same area and this helps set permit limits that are more equitable. For example,
in North Carolina the process has facilitated the formation of NPDES discharger coditions to determine
the most equitable gpproach to reducing loadings. In severa states, NPDES permits have been written
S0 that dischargers must cooperate in finding the causes of impairment in awatershed.

- (4) Basin-wide permitting has made the permitting program more drategic and planning oriented.
First, permit writers often work as part of ateam and consult regularly with other water quality staff.
By assigning permit writers coordination roles for basins, it has helped make them more knowledgegble
and involved in dl aspects within abasin (i.e., other dischargers and permit limits, monitoring data,
sources of impairment, etc.) Second, the basin-wide monitoring and assessment process has resulted in
better and more comprehensve wasteload models which resultsin better and more effective limits for
permits. More stringent standards and limits can be put in place for basins that are deemed to be under
severe dress. It has aso helped to recognize the importance of other stressors, like non-point sources,
in contributing to water quaity problems. As aresult, permits are being evauated more holigticdly in
terms of the watershed. Some state permit managers hope that this could lead to watershed-based
permitsin the future. Third, before the basin cycle approach, NPDES minors were more or less
ignored in some states. In some basins, however, minors were suspected of having worse impact on
water quality than mgor dischargers. Under the basin gpproach, severd states are now able to monitor
minor dischargers more often and there is a better knowledge of their condition.

. Many states have struggled with issuing all NPDES per mits within specific basins
according to the 5 year rotating basin schedule.

Basin-wide permitting has resulted to some extent in an increase in expired permitsin some sates as
they attempted to adjust their permitting programsto the 5 year cycle. Thisis especialy the case during
thefirst 5 year or “trangtion” cycle of the approach. Key barriers and chalenges that prevent states
from implementing their NPDES permitting programs according to the 5 year cycle are:

- (1) Uneven permitting workload across basins. Dischargers are not distributed evenly across most
dates. Some basins have no pont sources while other may have alarge number.
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- (2) Specid federd initiatives and new programs divert resources from basin permiitting cycle. For
example, up until 1997, mogt of Ohio’s permits were on the 5 year cycle. In 1998, the Great Lakes
Initiative took time and money out of the norma permitting process and, as aresult, some Ohio River
and Lake Erie permits - representing about 10-20 percent of the total permitsin the state - do not
follow the 5 year schedule.

- (3) EPA and court-imposed TMDL schedules and review process. The TMDL processis causng
some problems with issuing permits according to the 5 year basin schedule in some gates (e.g., Ohio).
States now have the additiona task of recalculating permit limits to fit the TMDL process. Some states
are finding that this often cannot be done within the 1-2 year time frame alowed for implementation
within the basin cycle. For a gtate like Oregon where the watershed approach is TMDL driven, permit
reissuance is based entirely on the TMDL schedule. It has been ayear and ahdf since the schedule
was developed but following it has been spotty. Some permits are up for renewd in watersheds where
TMDLswill not be done any time soon Since there are not many TMDL s done yet, this has resulted in
a serious backlog in permit reissuance.

- (4) Sate laws limiting permit terms. Texas has alaw that prohibits its NPDES permitting agency from
issuing permits with terms less than two years. This makes it more difficult to bring permitsinto sync
with the basin cycle because the state is restricted in using short-term (one year) permits as ameansto
coordinate permit re-issuance with the cycle..

- (5) Pressure from regulated community to address permitting issues when needed. In Texas, despite
adate law that requires dl permits within basinsto be issued in each basin within the same year, some
permittees have been unwilling to “wait their turn.” State permitting staff find that mgor dischargers are
unwilling to postpone facility expangons or dterations o that their permits will bein sync with other
permits within the basin. Such requests are usualy dedlt with on an “as needed” basis. Asaresullt,
mgor dischargers, unlike minor indudtrid facilities and municipdities, are lesslikely to be on cycleas
their gpplications are given priority for processng and they tend to expand more often than minors.
State managers estimated that about 50-70 percent of permits have expiration dates that corresponds
to the basin cycle plan.

. State per mitting manager s have adopted a number of approachesto help their
programs stay on the 5 year rotating schedule.

Sometimes adjustments have to be made to basin and/or permitting schedulesin order to meet the 5
year timeframes. State efforts to address this problem have included primarily two approaches:
prioritizing permit issuance and/or adjusting permit terms as needed. For example, North
Carolina developed an expedited permit renewa prioritization process whereby permitswithin abasin
were given a point vaue based on the complexity and average amount of time it would take to issue the
permit. Other states have issued short term permits, as needed, to keep to the 5 year basin schedule.
Some states have issued 3 or 4-year permitsif permits were issued later than the schedule required
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(e.g., development of new nutrient criteria), and let some permits expire when there was only one or
two years |eft until the scheduled basin permitting date. Findly, afew sates split up the NPDES cycle
in some basins and make adjustments so that permits within the basin are not issued dl togther. When
permits come up for reissuance before or after a cycle, a state will issue adminigrative gpprovas for off
year permits with apublic notice. Almost all states agreed that the CWA and EPA rules should be
amended to allow states the flexibility to issue permits for longer than five year terms (e.g., 7, 8,
and 10 years permits wer e discussed).

E. Nonpoint Source Control and Management (CWA Section 319)

. Although state 319 nonpoint sour ce programs ar e often used as a source for funding
local water shed protection and restoration, they are often not fully integrated into
statewide water shed management appr oaches.

Clean Water Act 319 nonpoint source funds are an important source for water quality protection and
restoration at the watershed level in dl states, but most states have not completely folded their 319
programs into their basin planning processes. Mogt sates have retained the programmetic ability to
respond to and/or address nonpoint source pollution problems across the their states based on need or
priority of specific project proposas or watersheds. Only three states admitted (e.g., Kentucky,
Massachusetts, and New Jersay) giving “bonus points’ or a higher priority to 319 project proposas
that were included in a basn/watershed plan or srategy. These states have aso attempted to
coordinate funding 319 proposas with the implementation phase of a specific basin’s management
cycle.

State managers suggested that there were severd key reasons for the limited integration of the 319
programs into their statewide watershed approach. First, there till tends to be a* point source bias’ to
the statewide approach. Higtorically, many states developed their basin boundaries partly based on the
number of NPDES permitsin each basin and on the permit review workload. There was a heavy
emphasis during the first round of the rotating basin approach on making sure that point source
dischargers were dedlt with first. In addition, one state manager thought that it was inherently easier to
address point sources under a basin cycle than nonpoint sources. He argued that: “Thereisa
fundamentd difference in having a cydlic, basn-oriented, NPDES regulatory permitting program for a
couple of thousand dischargers versus a mostly non-regulatory, noncyclic, decentralized gpproach to
addressing hundreds of thousands of nonpoint sources.” Second, as mentioned earlier, most states
admitted that there has been limited coordination between states-goonsored basin management and
locally-driven watershed planning. Many of the latter planning efforts tend to focus more on non-point
source issues and are lead by loca government, non-profits, and/or agriculturd authorities (e.g., Natura
Resource Consarvation Didricts) which up until fairly recently have had limited involvement in Sate-
sponsored water qudity planning at the basin leve.

. State 319 programs ar e becoming increasingly drawn into the sphere of TMDL
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activities.

States cite implementation of TMDLs— especidly TMDLs that ded with nonpoint sources of pollution
—as one of the most challenging aspects of the watershed approach. Even when state nonpoint source
programs are closdly tied to a statewide watershed approach they tend to be drawn into the sphere of
TMDL ectivities where waterbodies are listed as impaired primarily to polluted runoff. The movement
to funnd a sgnificant portion of state 319 funds to use-impaired waters and TMDLSs was amost
universa across the sates and reflects both the overwhelming need for cost-share and other funding to
address nonpoint source-related TMDL issues and the lack of sgnificant levels of such funding from
other sources.

A number of states award priority points for 319 proposas addressing water quaity issuesin 303(d)
listed waters. This may, however, present problems for ates that have adopted arotating basin
gpproach. For example, some states are struggling with setting priorities and digtributing funds
according to their list of impaired waters and keeping to the five year basin schedule. Impaired (303(d)
listed) waters are often disproportionately distributed among state-designated basin management units.
Asareault, it can become difficult for state managers to synchronize funding for non-point source
projects and development of TMDL s according to afive year schedule.

. Most states maintained that the structure of the section 319 program is not always
amenableto state water shed planning and assessment activities.

Although recent restructuring by EPA to make the 319 grant process more flexible was widdy seen by
dtates as an improvement, states would like further changes to 319 grant guidance that would alow
them to target resources more effectively toward basin and watershed priorities. First, snce states and
watersheds vary widely in the type of activity that is needed, more flexihility is needed on how much
can be spent on assessment and implementation (e.g., current guiddines require states to devote 20
percent for planning/devel opment and 80 percent for implementation activities from 319 incrementd
funds). Some dtates thought that the current guiddines should be revised to focus more on capacity
building within watersheds for nonpoint source pollution monitoring, preventative outreach, and
developing options for best management practices. For example, Ohio staff noted that developing a
TMDL for awaterbody impacted primarily by nonpoint sources would require only planning and
development initidly; implementation funding could wait until after the TMDL was caculated,
developed, and approved. Some states thought a better 319 process might be to implement a case by
case funding split for planning and implementation funds.

Second, some sate managers thought that the 319 grant guidance focused too much on imminently
threatened waters and dready-impaired waters, as opposed to keeping high quality waters hedthy.
States thought that it was not only important to address threatened waters but aso to build astrong
prevention program to protect pristine watersheds.  Finaly, one state NPS manager argued that the
requirement for a 40 percent match to federd 319 funds is often difficult for project partners at the
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subwatershed level. Many states, however, are addressing this problem by making other state funds
available to cover the 319 matching requirements (e.g., Massachusetts, New Jersey, Ohio,
Washington).

F. Safe Drinking Water Act Programs

. State drinking water programsare only marginally involved in statewide water shed
management programs.

In nearly al of the Sates visted, Sate drinking water agency Staff cited few examples of involvement
with their state’ s watershed management program. States cited severd administrative and programmatic
reasons for the disconnect:

- Adminidraive barriers. U.S. EPA and state environmenta agencies often place water resource and
watershed management programs in a different divison than their drinking water programs. In some
dates (e.g., Oregon, Washington) the state health department oversees drinking water programs. The
historica separation of drinking water related public hedth issues from more ecologically based water
resource management concerns perssts to some extent even when the drinking water management unit
iswithin the water resource agency (e.g., Texas, New Jersey, Ohio).

- Programmatic barriers. With the notable exception of the 1996 SDWA amendment requirements for
source water assessments and protection plans, state personnel saw little overlap in the mgjor SDWA
and CWA programs. Firgt, state staff noted that the SDWA focused on maximum contaminant levels
in potable water, while the CWA focused on water quality standards for raw water — two completely
different (though arguably related) approaches. Second, the two programs traditionaly have not shared
the same concerns for the same stressors (e.g., phosphorus, sediment, bacteria, hydromodification).
Third, some gtates thought that integration of CWA and SDWA programs are becoming more difficult -
especidly since the CWA programs are becoming more driven by TMDLs. One state staffer argued
that the SDWA programs were broad and more focused on protection, while TMDLSs were very
narrowly focused and stressed remediation.

Most drinking water agency staff noted thet their programs were underfunded and facing new mandates
annudly from U.S. EPA, leaving little time for participating in watershed programs.

The watershed gpproach, however, is bringing the disconnect between the federa drinking water
standards and ambient water quality standards to the forefront (e.g., appropriateness of criteriaand
how they are applied). Although states are trying to work the problem out at the State level, some say
they lack the flexibility to make ambient water qudity criteriaunder the CWA less sringent when it is

necessary.

. SDWA source water assessment requirementsrepresent significant opportunitiesfor
integrating clean water and safe drinking water programs.
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Cooperation and collaboration among state drinking water and water resource agency programs under
the source water assessment and protection requirements ranges from very strong to very wesk among
the states visited. For example, in Oregon, the Department of Environmenta Quality and the
Department of Hedth jointly assess surface waters and complete potentid hazard inventories for whole
watersheds (i.e., Oregon designates the entire watershed as the source water area, rather than just 10-
15 miles upstream) as part of source water assessments. On the other hand, in Washington and North
Caroling, state managers ated that thereislittle interaction between agencies responsible for
watershed management and drinking water beyond ad hoc cooperation at the field or project level.
State drinking water agencies often pass the requirement for source water assessment and protection
plans dong to regiond or loca water utilities, which sometimes gpproach basin coordinators or
statewide watershed management programs for assistance.

Most sate drinking water and water resource agency staff interviewed appeared cognizant of the logic
in linking SDWA and CWA program requirements, epecidly in light of the 1996 SDWA amendments.
Operationaizing the concept of collaboration has been difficult due to the historicad and adminigtretive
issues noted above, but states are continuing to explore waysto do it. In North Caroling, for example,
loca government water utilities have become more involved in the basin planning process and have
accessed and used information collected during the basin assessment phase for source water
identification and assessment. More collaboration is expected, but the gpproach is still under
development. In New Jersey, the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water is coordinating with the state water
resource agency on broad water supply issues, but has not involved their Sster agency in the source
water assessment process. The Bureau, however, is becoming more involved with loca watershed
groups, uses the same watershed management areas and GIS mapping program for planning as the
water resource program, and forwards issues to watershed teams for action.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

. State manager s and staff are overwhelmingly supportive of the statewide water shed
management appr oach despite a number of programmatic and ingtitutional barriers.

Roughly 80% of state respondents said that their experience with state watershed approach has been
positive to very postive. Furthermore, support for the gpproach was fairly consstent across dl ate
participants including state directors, program managers, basin coordinators, and non-profit
representatives. Most believe the gpproach resulted in significant improvementsin program
management (e.g., better data, improved capability for developing TMDLS, and more efficient and
equitable NPDES permitting), interagency coordination, and enhanced public involvement. More
important, despite al the condraints, barriers, and problems mentioned by state managers and staff
during the course of the study, amost no one regretted adopting the gpproach or wished that they could
return to their previous management approach.

The overwhelming support for the statewide watershed management approach by state managers and
daff isasgnificant concluson for the study and cannot be emphasized enough. This demondrates the
strong commitment these states have to the watershed approach and their willingness to work across
state and federal agencies boundaries to make the approach more effective. Consequently, these states
represent a tremendous resource for EPA headquarters and regiond offices to draw on for making the
necessary policy and organizationa changes that are needed to ingtitutionalize the watershed approach
among itsregulatory programs.  For example, state facilitated basn/watershed planning processes
represent Sgnificant opportunities for EPA efforts to integrate CWA and SDWA water quality program
requirements. In addition, basin planning could serve as a solid foundation for reviving the 303(e)
continuous planning process as a vehicle for fostering greater integration across water program
elements.

. The key to a successful statewide water shed programs appear sto be one that
recognizes the important value of inter-agency and state-local partnershipsand is
supported by an adequate coor dination infrastructure.

Statewide watershed management by definition cannot be conducted by asingle agency. It requires
partnership among agencies and a means for working together (i.e., an agreed upon framework and a
steering committee to administer). Time and resource condraints are less of a problem when agencies
and organizations are pooling their resources to accomplish the same goa. States need to make sure
that their watershed frameworks include al the necessary dements (i.e., statewide committees, basin
coordinators, basin teams, and basin plans) and partners (e.g., locd, state and federa) for implementing
the approach. State water quality agencies should not attempt to go it alone without sharing some of
the authority and respongbilities for watershed or basin management. States which have formd basin
coordinating committees or teams gppear to be more effective in maintaining accountability and buy-in
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from state agencies for water qudity goals than states that rely only on basin coordinators or watershed
team leaders.

Although the study found that most statewide watershed programs have been largely unsuccessful in
integrating loca government authorities and priorities into their basin planning process, some saes are
beginning to build partnerships with locd leaders that support key water quality management goas and
objectives. The latter states are moving from atop-down, programmatic watershed framework to a
more bottom-up, locally driven gpproach. Some state agencies have been making this shift on thelr
own (Massachusetts, New Jersey, North Carolind) while other states are being pushed by dtate
legidation (Washington, Texas). Thisrecent trend is not necessarily toward decentralization, however,
but toward building strong and effective partnerships  In the past, the opportunity for leadership was
frequently missing at the local level for management actions on the ground, and opportunitiesto leverage
technical and funding resources with other state and federal agencieslargdy went untgpped. States are
now reelizing the importance of loca leadership and planning in achieving implementation of effective
watershed management.  Although statewide frameworks are very much needed to provide basin-
scale assessments, comparison of risks to water quality protection across the state, and coordination
and leveraging of state and federd programs, state agencies are reluctant to prescribe actions best
taken at the locdl leve (e.g., land use regulations and BMP implementation). Rather, thetrend isto
partner with loca governments and associations such that the state and federd partners provide large-
scae godls, technica assstance, and funding, while the loca partners emphasize design and oversight of
implementation srategies. States that start out with a basic framework for implementing their
watershed management approaches and then adapt them as needed to respond to local concerns,
resources, interests, seem to be more effective. On the other hand, tates that pigeonhole the
“watershed gpproach” into a drict five step/five year bureauicratic exercise are retricting their
management options. 1n sum, statewide and local frameworks are both needed for an effective
watershed management approach.

. Therotating basin approach to statewide water shed management should be viewed as
aframework for focusing resour ces and coor dinating activitiesand not an end in itself.

Many gates that have adopted the most common form of statewide watershed management - the 5-
year, 5-gep rotating basin gpproach - complained that they often had difficulty completing their core
water program activities within the time frames of basin management schedules. For example,
managers of TMDL and NPDES permitting programs said that in many cases they could not develop
al ther TMDLsor issue dl their permits within a one-two year time frame in some of their sae's
basins due to the large number of impaired waters or dischargers. Asaresult, they could not keep up
with the 5 year cycle and implementation in some basinsfell behind. Other programs, such as ambient
monitoring, indicated that athough they generdly were able to conduct extensive monitoring within
basins according to the prescribed time frame, they sometimes found it politicaly difficult and
environmentaly imprudent to “ignore’ some basins for up to 4-5 years until the beginning of the next
cycle. Furthermore, Sates often blamed EPA or statutory schedules and reporting requirements - such
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asthe 5 year time frame for reissuing NPDES permits - asamgor factor in hampering their effortsto
abide by therotating cycle.

EPA and gates have basically three choices in addressing the basin scheduling problem. Firdt, Sates
could abandon attempts at establishing management schedules within basins and instead conduct
program activities according to each program’s priorities. States argued againgt this idea, however, and
asserted that experience shows that the lack of a schedule turns the management process into a “ black
box” where participants no longer know when afocus of activities will be occurring. Thisresultsin
inefficient use of resources, lack of coordination, and disengagement by stakeholders from the
management process. The advantage of the five year planning cycleisthat it dlows dl participantsto
know far in advance when certain activitieswill be occurring and identifies opportunities for leveraging
and sharing of resources.

A second approach would be to amend the Clean Water Act to synchronize al programmatic and
reporting schedules on a5 year cycle. EPA headquarters staff argued that it would not be feasible at
this time nor even desirable to open up the CWA re-authorization process for awholesde revison. In
addition, some program activities (triennid review for standards, biennia reporting on state water
quality) are best done within a shorter time frame to keep up with technologica and environmenta
changes. On the other hand, EPA and states should work together to streamline program and reporting
requirements wherever appropriate to synchronize them with basin schedules.

The third and more practical gpproach to resolving the perceived conflict between the basin cycle and
programmatic requirements would be for states to recognize the limits of the 5 year rotating basin cycle
and its relative importance to the watershed gpproach. Many states appear to be taking the cycle
more serioudy than was origindly intended. It isnot an end in itself nor should it be viewed as the
most important criterion for a state’ s adherence to the watershed approach. Therotating basin
approach should be viewed as merely one possible means or tool for focusing state resources and
organizing collective and coordinated efforts where it makes sense to do so across state agencies
at the basin or watershed level. It should be viewed as a dynamic and ongoing process that when
used wisdly is adgptable to changes in resource demands and environmental events. For example,
dates that complain that they cannot complete implementation or other management activities within the
1-2 year time frame of afive year cycle need to recognize that activities need only be initiated within
these time frames and not completed. Implementation is ongoing and should be periodicaly reshaped
and adapted as needed when basin plans are updated or modified. In fact, states should consider their
implementation of the rotating basin gpproach successful if they are able to focus up to 70% to 80% of
their resources and activities according to the basin cycle. States need to identify and find appropriate
way's to manage those water program activities - such as nonpoint source controls - that may not fit the
five-year cycle approach.

. EPA needsto focus mor e resour ces and attention on improving feder al-state over sight
and building state water shed management capacity as part of its strategy to support
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the water shed appr oach.

Over the past ten years, EPA has devoted a consderable amount of resources to promoting the
watershed approach. There are numerous efforts at EPA headquarters and regiond offices that
provide grants, assstance, and training to loca organizations to help them develop the tools they need
to effectively adopt the watershed approach. The Watershed Academy provides an array of
publications and training opportunities for state and loca representatives on watershed tools and
practices. Furthermore, EPA headquarters offices have provided over amillion dollars worth of
training to states over the past decade on devel oping statewide watershed management frameworks.

Unfortunately, many states fed that EPA has not demongtrated enough support or sensitivity to state
watershed management in itsrules, policies, and oversight. Firdst, some sates argue that EPA has
largdly failed to address impediments to the watershed gpproach by continuing to focus on program-
specificinitiatives. For example, dates fed that EPA too often becomes fixated on a particular initiative
or program eement from time to time. It could be the permit backlog one year, or the Clean Water
Action Plan the next, or TMDLs at the current time. Asaresult, EPA gppears myopic and fragmented
rather than congstent and integrated in its policy and implementation decisons. States maintain that this
makes it difficult to sustain an integrated, watershed-based approach to managing water quality
programs over the long-term. Second, severd states noted that EPA headquarters has significantly cut
back its support in recent years for facilitation training on developing statewide watershed management
frameworks. This may have had a negative impact on expanding the statewide watershed gpproach
beyond the roughly twenty states that have adopted the gpproach so far. Finaly, some states saff
thought that EPA’ s watershed approach is directed mainly at watershed-specific projects and not at
gatewide programs. In many instances, they maintained, federa guidance and support is directed at
loca watershed communities based on the assumption that no statewide watershed program exists.

In promoting the watershed approach, it appears that EPA’ s regulatory framework and oversight of
gtate programs has not kept up with its non-regulatory support for local watershed efforts. While
support and information-sharing on loca watershed efforts has gradualy increased in recent years (e.g.,
Watershed Assistance Grants, Nationa Watershed Forum and Regiona roundtables, Watershed
Initiative), efforts to build states capacity for adopting and supporting the watershed approach has
declined. Although more EPA support for Statewide watershed facilitation training is needed, EPA
should go beyond smply providing training to states and should identify and diminate the congraints
that its rules, policies, organizationd structures, and oversight practices pose to Sate watershed efforts.
Watershed training and technicd assstance will result in only modest gains as long as the programmetic
environment states have to work in continues to be guided by a fragmented and inconsistent approach
to federd oversght.

. EPA and states need to begin documenting the resour ce and environmental gains
attributed to the statewide water shed management appr oach.



One of the most important questions to ask about any government management effort is Hasit been
successful in achieving its objectives or fulfilling the claims of its advocates? In other words, doesiit
work? Despite dl the efforts EPA and the states have put into adopting and implementing statewide
watershed management over the past ten years, there have been few attempts to evauate and
document the approach’simpact on agencies resource savings or states water qudity (for description
of states reasons, refer back to page 16). Too much of the literature on statewide watershed approach
is based on anecdotd information or the perceptions of state managers and staff responsible for
carrying out the gpproach. None of the eight states involved in this review had attempted to undertake
efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of their approaches.

One of the most consistent arguments for adopting the statewide watershed approach during its early
days was that it was viewed as a more efficient way for State agencies to manage their resources.
While there have been a severd claims made in some states that the watershed gpproach has enabled a
program to undertake more tasks with the same or fewer resources (i.e., 25% increase in monitoring),
these clams tend to be anecdotd or unsupported by any systematic andysis. During the course of this
review, many states complained that they lacked the necessary resources to effectively implement the
approach. If the origina intent of the approach was to make state water programs more efficient,
where are the resource gains that have occurred due to the approach? Unfortunately, none of the
dtates have done a recent cost effectiveness assessment to document any gains in resource or workload

efficdency. 2

Furthermore, state have been unable to provide data that directly links the Statewide approach to
waters qudity gains. Although many states can demondrate that water qudity within their states has
improved over the past ten years, it is unclear that this can be attributed to the watershed approach.
Too many states watershed approaches appear to have neglected the find step in the 5 step basin
cycle adaptive management. Itisnot clear if States have developed the necessary indicators to
measure change by basins or watersheds and rel ate the change back to management actions. More
work needs to be done to incorporate water quality indicators into basin plans, track and monitor them
over time, and make management changes in response to success and fallures. Until thisis done, the
overdl efficiency and effectiveness of the statewide watershed gpproach will till remain uncertain.

Findly, the lack of effortsto develop and track measure of success for the watershed gpproach is
troubling especiadly consdering the concern many state managers expressed regarding the leve of
support from state political leaders for the watershed approach. Without clear, hard evidence that the

2 |t is possible that the watershed approach has alowed states to do more work with the same
resources but the gpproach has identified more problems, created additiona work, brought more
stakeholders and partnersinto the process, raised more public avareness and expectations and
demands on dates agencies. States that have not adopted the approach may have less information and
fewer problemsidentified.
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statewide watershed gpproach is producing short-term and long-term results, state managers may be
unable to effectively obtain management and public support for the gpproach and the necessary
resources associated with that support. States that are in the early phases of their gpproach should be
developing management and water quality indicators now o that they will be able to demondrate
trends and make adjustments over time to improve their management gpproaches.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Recommendationsfor EPA
EPA should work with states to adopt and implement the following recommendations:

. Promote key elements of statewide water shed management appr oaches by senior EPA
management.

Support for statewide watershed management needs to sart at the top. Every opportunity should be
made by the Agency senior management to communicate support for the gpproach during state
program review/oversght meetings, development of Performance Partnership Agreements, and EPA
and state nationa water program meetings. EPA should encourage states to adopt key dements of
dtatewide watershed management that would help integrate the implementation of their water program
activities around the basin and/or watershed level. Thiswould include actively promoting monitoring,
water quaity assessment and criteria development, planning, and implementation of point and non-point
source controls at the basinwide or watershed level.  In addition, EPA should reduce disincentives for
gtates in adopting innovative approaches that support and/or build on watershed management such as:
watershed-based TMDLSs, NPDES permits, and effluent trading.

. Provide information, training, and incentivesto assst statesin adopting satewide
water shed management appr oaches.

Information. (1) EPA should provide information on potential solutionsto problems that Sates are
having in implementing their watershed approaches. Formats could include website access to outreach
and technicd assstance. Proposed solutions should address amyriad of issues including information
management, balancing permitting workloads, and incorporating historicaly neglected programs. (2)
EPA should revise and reissue its 1995 guidance on statewide watershed management (Water shed
Protection: A Statewide Approach, EPA 841-R-95-004) based on state experiences captured in this
study. The document should include a set of case studies on how states are managing their watershed
programs. In addition, the document should publicize examples of successful integration of CWA
programs at the watershed level.  Among these should be oné's reflecting states integration of TMDLSs
and watershed Strategies.
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Traning. (3) EPA should continue to provide more funding for statewide watershed management
facilitation workshops. The agency should explore ways to sSgnificantly expand training programs for
EPA and state agency personnel. This expansion should encompass not only awidening of the topics
covered by available training, but aso greetly enlarged delivery capacity for live training.

Incentives. (4) EPA should provide incentives and flexibility for states who haven't dready adopted
Statewide watershed management approaches to initiate ingtitution building and experimentation.
Incentives could include more flexibility in oversight of program requirements, more resources for
watershed/basin planning and management, and more technica assstance for framework development
and trouble shooting.

. Work with statesto investigate and develop solutionsto barriersto statewide
water shed management.

State experiences show that even those states that have adopted the approach many years ago continue
to struggle with it. Some of the barriers are state- related while others may be due to EPA program
policies and oversight practices. EPA needs to demongtrate that it plans to address some of the
barriersto sate watershed management. Options include:

(1) Holding workshops or other discussion forums with state agency officiasto share
information on watershed gpproaches, evaluate and discuss problems and issues, and develop
solutions. Face-to-face workshops would help ensure that states' perceptions of EPA's positions on
various issues are condstent with EPA's own understanding, and to identify actud, rather than
perceived EPA barriers,

(2) EPA should develop a strategy that would assess the existing list of perceived barriers,
address priorities on the li, follow through on the strategy until solutions are adopted, and
communicate the changes to the States.

(3) EPA should establish a position in its headquarters office for a full-time statewide watershed
coordinator/liaison/evauator. Key functions for this postion would include: liaison with EPA
regions/'states/'state associations/other water programs on statewide watershed management
approaches,; advocate for the gpproach at nationa mesetings, and, performing outreach by developing
and digtributing materia's on statewide watershed gpproaches. The position would aso be responsible
for andyzing and evauating problems and solutions, and developing and overseeing funding proposas
for training on framework facilitation.

(4) Once barriers to statewide watershed management are identified, EPA should make a
concerted effort to reviseits programs, rules, and policies to make them more consistent and supportive
of watershed management approaches (i.e, TMDL rule, CALM, SRF, 319 guidance).

In addition, the agency should assess options for revising core water program schedules and reporting
requirements to be more consistent with 5 year rotating basin cycle.

(5) Develop and implement a concerted communications strategy, aimed primarily at Seate
water agency management and gtaff, to clarify that EPA does not believe that adhering strictly to any
particular management schedule, be it the 5 year/5 step version or another, isacriticd factor in
statewide approaches to watershed management.
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. Become more actively involved in state water shed planning and implementation.

A number of state managers and staff complained that EPA is not asinvolved in statewide watershed
management as much as they should be. EPA’sinvolvement, states argued, would provide the
necessary politica, policy, management, and technical support that states need at the basin or
watershed level. By participating in basin planning discussions and activities, EPA will demondrae its
support for the watershed approach, better understand the issues and chalenges facing states and its
partners, and can help build trust a the state and locd levels. To fadilitate its involvement, EPA should
revise the celling on travel expenditures so EPA dtaff--especidly in the regions--can become much
more involved in local watershed partnerships. EPA headquarters should provide the appropriate
travel resources for Regions to effectively participate in Satewide watershed coordination meetings and
specific basin planning key events.

. Review and revise resour ce allocations to states to promote integrated water shed
management.

EPA should investigate congtraints imposed by its funding mechanisms on state watershed approaches
and develop options that dlow states more flexibility to implement their regulatory programs and target
resources on abasn and watershed level.  EPA should use funding programs under the authority of the
Clean Water Act (i.e., sections 104(b)(3), 106, 319) to support state efforts to experiment with tools
that improve program integration and create holistic watershed strategies, of which TMDLsfor
impaired waters are only one e ement.

. Develop a management infrastructure at the headquartersand regional levelsthat
supports greater integration and coordination of CWA and SDWA programsat the
basin/water shed level.

A key finding from the study was that EPA needs a more flexible, integrated, results-driven gpproach to
its overgght of state water qudity programs. EPA can achieve this god by consdering the following
options:

(1) The national water program should promote and support a management infrastructure that
consgs of threelevels localy-driven watershed management frameworks to lead management action
design and implementation; Statewide frameworks to support basin assessment and planning; and a
federa framework to develop national policy and address interstate and internationa coordination. The
lynchpin for the three levels should be the state-sponsored basin or watershed planning process. EPA
should provide whatever support it can to integrate water qudity program standard devel opment,
planning, assessment, implementation, and reporting functions and requirements within watershed
and/or basin planning processes. Specificaly, EPA and states should promote greater collaboration
and coordination of watershed and/or basin management and source water assessment and protection
plans as best opportunities for integration of SDWA and CWA authorities.

(2) EPA regiona water program officers should consider developing organizationa options that
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support greater integration in its oversght of state water programs that have adopted a statewide
watershed approach. Some examples might be the establishment of cross-program committees or
state-based teams with representatives from each of the core water program areas (e.g., 319, 305b,
TMDL, NPDES, etc). Key functions of the team or committees would be to establish Strategies that
coordinate program requirements, initiatives, and state oversight on a basin/watershed level and
participate in Satewide watershed activities to better understand the issues and activities at the
basn/watershed level. The teams could be useful in demonstrating EPA’ s support for the watershed
gpproach, and building working relationships with state personnd in the watershed approach context.
Idedlly, each state team would be chaired by someone with enough experience to understand the big
picture regarding how each of the programs fit within the context of a watershed gpproach and have
aufficient authority to make policy and implementation decisons.

(3) EPA headquarters and regiona offices should develop protocols for assessing proposed
rules and guidance to determine potentidly adverse impacts on satewide watershed management. In
addition, EPA should identify and eliminate, if feasble, barriers to state watershed management within
current Agency rules and guidance.

(4) EPA and gates should work together to develop performance measures under the
Government Performance and Results Act that promote integration and linkages among CWA and
SDWA programs. In performance partnership agreements and guidance on the use of various EPA
funds, the agency should place more emphasis on environmenta results, and less on programmetic
outputs and measures.

B. Recommendationsfor States
States should consider adopting severd key actions to improve their watershed gpproaches:

- Evaluate whether their watershed management frameworks have the necessary components
that facilitate resource leveraging, program integration, and accountability. Some states are having
problems getting other state agencies and stakeholders to actively participate in the implementation
deps of their satewide watershed activities. 1n some cases, thisis due to the lack of key eementsin
their watershed frameworks. States need to revise their frameworks to include on-going ingtitutiona
structures - such as basin teams or statewide steering committees - that facilitate resource and power
sharing and accountability.

- Build greater support for the watershed approach at the senior management level (e.q., State
commissioners) and with state legidatures. States should consider developing regulations and/or
introducing legidation (with the gppropriate resources) that codifies existing basin /watershed planning
processes. This may help protect state water managers from unpredictable political changes and build
public support for the approach.

- Improve the integration of more state programs into statewide watershed approaches. States
vary widely in the number of state programs that are incorporated into state-gponsored watershed
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approaches. Of the eight states reviewed, water quality standards, the State Revolving Fund, coastal
and wetlands protection, and in some cases, non-point source programs were often not active players
in the statewide watershed approach. These are dl vitd programs for water qudity protection and
restoration and each should be sufficiently involved. State water quality agencies need to include other
partners from other agencies to make sure that non-point source issues are included in the watershed
gpproach. In addition, sates should find ways to integrate their water quality standards devel opment
process (adminigtrative rulemaking procedures, public hearings, commissior/legidative review
requirements) with the planning and assessment e ements of their watershed approaches (Satewide
coordinating committees, basin planning and assessment public meetings'workshops).

- Link gtate-sponsored basin planning with local planning and zoning efforts more effectively.
Many dates need to make a gregter effort to integrate loca government authorities and plansinto their
state/basinwide approaches.

- States that are considering adopting a statewide watershed approach should be flexible,
patient, and committed. States should be flexible in designing statewide frameworks that are consistent
with their stat€ slegd, organizationd, and environmentd circumstances. States should be patient in
implementing their gpproaches epecidly during the early stages. Learning will be an iteraive process
and it could take anywhere from 5-10 years for a state to complete its reorientation toward the
watershed approach. And finally, state leaders need to be committed to providing the resources
necessary to support the approach over the long term. In particular, states must maintain an adequate
level of gaffing support for Satewide steering committees, loca basin teams, and basn/watershed
coordinators.

- EPA and states need some key indicators to track progress under the watershed approach.
Too often the watershed approach can become an open-ended and expanding process that includes a
growing number of state and loca programs and activities. EPA and states need to work together to
devel op basin/watershed-specific and resource-based indicators (e.g., acres of waters, shellfish beds,
submerged aguatic vegetation) to measure thelr progress in protecting and restoring water quality over
the long-term. These measurement efforts need to be linked back to basin planning efforts so
effectiveness of program actions can be evauated and strategies can be revised, when necessary.
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KENTUCKY

Kentucky has a combined natura resources and environmenta protection agency at the cabinet level.
Public hedlth, agriculture, and the Sate fish and wildlife agency are dl located in different cabinets. The
Cabinet for Natural Resources and Environmenta Protection contains nearly a dozen departments,
commissions, and offices, including the Department for Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department
for Environmenta Protection (DEP). The DEP houses separate divisions for water, waste management,
environmental services, and air qudity. Thedivisonsfor conservation, forestry, and energy are located
inthe DNR.

The Kentucky Watershed Management Framework was developed in 1997 as a“way of coordinating
exising programs and building new partnerships thet will result in more effective and efficient
management of the state’ s land and water resources” The framework established five basin
management units and a statewide basin management schedule that cycles each basin through five
management steps (scoping/data gethering, assessment, prioritization/targeting, plan development,
implementation) on a staggered schedule. The Kentucky River basin kicked off the first cyclein 1997,
partly because the physica operations of the Divison of Water's (DOW) centrd office are located
within the basin. Thisfirst basin cycle is scheduled to begin the implementation phase in 2002.

The dtate’ s watershed framework gpproach is guided by a steering committee composed of various
interna/externd stakeholders. River basin teams coordinate activities within the five management units,
and loca watershed task forces sprinkled throughout the basins work on issues at the subwatershed
(i.e, 11-digit HUC) leve. The Kentucky DOW has provided afull time watershed coordinator to
manage the overal framework. Each basin management unit has a full-time coordinator hired by DOW
or other agency to assist the basin teams and manage the five-step process. Basin teams sponsored by
both the DOW and a nongovernmenta organization have been meseting to identify key problem aress
and develop outreach and remediation strategies for each basin.

Involvement in implementing the watershed framework varies across seate agencies. Although there il
exist some branches in the Division of Water that are not yet incorporated into the watershed approach,
the key water programs (e.g., KPDES, 305b, 303d, NPS) have been folded in. External partners
(eg., fish and wildlife, agriculture, conservation, USFWS, USFS, TVA, NRCS) have mostly been
involved in the scoping and data gathering process and basin team meetings. Although Regiond office
territories do not correspond to basin management units state managers did not view this as a problem
and there are no plans to reorganize.

For more information about Kentucky’s watershed approach contact: Kentucky Divison of Water.
Phone 502-564-3410. Email: colten@mail,nr.state.ky.us
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MASSACHUSETTS

The Massachusetts Watershed Initiative is a partnership of loca communities with state and federd
environmenta agencies, formed to more effectively solve today's environmenta problems. The
Initiative was established in 1993 as an effort to integrate the activities of the Sate environmenta
programs with each other and with the activities of federa and loca governments, non-governmenta
organizations, business and other watershed partners.  The god of the Initiative isto facilitate localy
basad problem identification and problem solving and coordinate implementation activities among al
parties. The structure and process of the Massachusetts Watershed Initiative has been in place for
aoproximately five years.

A key feature of the Initiative has been the cregtion of multi-discipline watershed teamsin each
of the state’' s 27 mgjor watersheds and the assignment of 20 full-time team leaders to coordinate
activities of the teams. Each team includes representatives from locdl, Sate, and federa groupsand is
funded through various sources, including a state Watershed Roundtable that alocates state resources
to priority projectsidentified by the team. By sharing resources, these teams find efficient regiond
solutions to problems facing their communities.

The watershed teams focus on an innovative five year management process that is designed to
collect and share resources and information, target present and potential impacts to natural resources,
asess impacts to natura resources, and develop and implement activities to protect and improve the
Commonwedlth's natural resources. Each year builds on the work of the previous year. Annua Work
Plans are developed with active team involvement and serve as a guide for coordinating team efforts.
Plans are the building blocks of the more comprehensive Five Y ear Watershed Action Plan. Action
Plans influence state and federa grants and loans, regulatory decision-making, and educational /technical
assistance programs to solve the most important environmenta problems affecting communities. The
teams are equally accountable to the Secretary of the Office of Environmental Affairs, a cabinet level
Secretariat reporting directly to the Governor, and to the community for the plans and deliverables
identified in the plan,

For more information about the Massachusetts Watershed Initiative contact:  Phone (617) 626-1000
Web ste: www.state.mausenvir/
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NEW JERSEY

The New Jersey Department of Environmenta Protection (NJDEP) adopted a watershed-based
approach to water resources protection in 1997 when it published the "Draft Statewide Water shed
Management Framework Document for the State of New Jersey” (January 1997). The statewide
framework was based in large part on the lessons learned from New Jersey's watershed pilot project,
the Whippany River Watershed Management Project, which wasinitiated in October 1993, and
incorporated many of the elements from EPA's 1991 publication on the watershed-based approach. In
November of 1998, the Divison of Watershed Management was created within the NJDEP. The
Statewide Watershed Management Program is administered by NJDEP's Divison of Watershed
Management as a coordinating framework for comprehensive watershed planning and managemen.

The New Jersey Statewide Watershed Management Program emphasi zes that the primary objective of
water quality and watershed management planning is, wherever attainable, to restore, maintain, and
enhance water quality, water quantity, and ecosystem hedth. It serves as a coordinating framework for
integrating surface and ground water quality standards and assessments, antidegradation, TMDLSs, and
water quality maintenance in wastewater and watershed management planning. The Statewide
Watershed Management Program conducts regiona water resources planning at the watershed
management area scale and integrates water resource protection measures and land use devel opment
scenarios on awatershed basisin order to achieve water resource objectives. The Watershed
Management Program promotes a collaborative planning process where the watershed community
participates in the development of effective Strategies to address water qudity, water quantity and
ecosystem hedlth issues and achieve the desired results for a specific watershed management area.
Through the Statewide Watershed Management Program, watershed management area plans are being
deve oped as dynamic and flexible planning tools, consisting of certain minimum elements and aso
incorporating watershed-specific components. Watershed management supports the integration and
coordination of planning efforts across dl planning levels (State, regiond, county and municipa) and
across Department programs (wastewater, water supply, and land use).

The state's watershed boundaries are ddlineated into anested layer of watersheds, watershed
management areas and water regions. The State's efforts focus mainly on the 20 watershed
management areas (WMAS) which are nested within 5 water regiona offices or bureaus. The water
regions corrdate roughly with USGS 8-digit hydrologic unit codes. Each region consists of between 3
and 5 watershed management areas. Each watershed management area consists of between 1 and 4
HUC 11 watersheds. Population densities were dso factored into the watershed delineations. The
datesinitid plan was to complete a comprehensive characterization report, identify problem aress, and
then begin to address the problem areasin each WMA. However, the approach was recently re-
oriented instead around a results-based management concept that eval uates progress based on
environmental measures and results rather than documents or penalties collected.
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Water quaity and resource protection and restoration efforts are implemented within each of the 20
watershed management areas according to a sequence of watershed management steps. These are:

(D) initid planning and stakeholder involvement; (2) visoning and god-setting; (3) identification and
funding of projects to address known problems with known solutions; (4) targeted monitoring and data
collection to fill in data gaps and identify root causes (and as needed for TMDL development); (5)
drategy development (including TMDLS, open space acquisition, zoning changes and land use
ordinances, nonpoint source BMPs, "track down and clean up", etc.); (6) watershed management plan
and proposa devel opment; (7) watershed management plan adoption and implementation; and (8)
evauation (including monitoring) and refinement.

The date is managing the development of WMA plans under contracts with lead entitiesin each of the
WMASs. Thelead entities serve as agents of the Department while the Division of Watershed
Management oversees the planning process through the Statewide Watershed Management Program.
Each state bureau has a team of contractors and staff that are responsible for the WMA. One person
from the team is assigned as the educeation and outreach coordinator for the WMA. It ishisor her
responghility, dong with the contract entity, to encourage the formation of citizen committees so that
work is coordinated with the public. The contract deadlines require WMA plans to be developed for al
20 WMAs by 2005. 1n 2001, NJDEP executed grant agreements with 16 lead entities to administer
the watershed planning process and develop watershed management area plans for al 20 of New
Jersey's Watershed Management Aress.

For more information about New Jersey’ s watershed approach contact: NJ Department of

Environmental Protection, Division of Water Quality, 609-292-4543.
Web address: http://www.state.nj.us/dep/dwag/
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NORTH CAROLINA

North Carolinawas the one of the first states in the country to initiate a statewide watershed
management approach. The ideawas conceived in the late 1980's by managers within the state Water
Quadlity Section as away to sreamline its NPDES permitting program and integrate permit reissuance
more effectively with water quaity modeling at awatershed level. After severd years of planning and
preparation, in 1991, the Water Quality Section in the Water Qudity Divison of the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) developed a framework document that identified the
process, roles, and respongbilities for implementing the state water quality program on a basin-by-basin
bass. North Carolina divided the state into 17 river basins and tested out its watershed management
approach firgt in severa basins between 1991 and 1992. In 1993, the state began implementation of
the approach for the remaining basins within the state. Thefirst cycle of plansfor al 17 basnswas
completed in 1998 and the state is now on track to complete the second cycle by 2003.

North Carolina s statewide watershed management approach is based on afive-year, rotating
cycle of activitiesthat culminates in abasnwide water quality plan. Basnwide water qudity plans are
prepared in the fourth year of the basin cycle by the NC Division of Water Quality (DWQ) for each of
the seventeen mgjor river basinsin the sate. Preparation of a basinwide water qudity planisa
five-year process, which is broken down into three phases. The state uses the five year management
cycleto coordinate the following activities: monitoring, modeling/assessment, 303(d) listing, TMDL
development, water quality standards and classifications, nonpoint source planning (targeting of grants) ,
national estuarine program coordination, development of NPDES wasteload alocations and permit
limitations, and basin plan documentation. The state has attempted to dowly integrate these internal
programs over the past 10 years asit learns the issues that arise in each round of the rotating basin
gpproach. New information is learned with each successive plan and state managers maintain thet it
takes time to understand the sources of water quaity problems and integrate and manage state and
local resources to address them.

The basinwide planning process is coordinated out of the Planning Branch within the Water
Qudity Section of the Water Quality Divison. The state Divison of Water Qudity has four planners
responsible for coordinating the development of seventeen basin plans. Planners must follow an interna
review process that includes developing atime line and map, pulling together sampling data for the
assessment report, developing generd and specific recommendations, and identifying amatrix of staff in
each water quality unit as basin leads for overseeing plan recommendations. The plan is revised based
on feedback from the state regiond offices that have program respongbilities within the basin before it
is sent out for public comment.  While basinwide plans are prepared by the DWQ, their
implementation and the protection of water quaity entails the coordinated efforts of many agencies,
local governments and stakeholder groups in the state. The DENR, however, does not have any formal
cross-office or cross-mediato coordinate governmentd planning and action across basins. The state
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aso does not have forma basin teams or steering committees conssting of multiple stakeholders to
direct planning and decison-making efforts within basins. The DWQ uses ad hoc forums to present
findings of the draft plan and solicit input from citizens and other loca stakeholders. Public involvement
in the planning process occurs during the following events:

. Local workshops: (Prior to the preparation of draft basinwide plans) DWQ staff present
information about basinwide planning and the basain’s water quaity. Participants can ask
questions, share concerns, and discuss potential solutions to water quality issuesin the basin.

. Public meetings. (After the draft plan is prepared.) DWQ daff discussthe draft plan and its
magor recommendations, seeking public comments and questions.

. Public Comment Period: (After the draft plan is prepared). The comment period is a least
thirty daysin length. Draft plans are made available on-line or by request.

The State Coopertive Extenson Service hel ps organize public workshops and meetings in
different locations in the basin. In afew basins, DWQ has established nonpoint source teamsto try to
coordinate activities of different agencies. On a“asrequested’ bas's, the basin coordinators spesk with
interest groups such as professional organizations, loca watershed associations, etc.  After the public
review process is complete, the plan goes to the Water Quaity Committee of the Environment
Management Commission for its approva. The Divison of Water Qudlity is beginning to conduct
workshops for the third round of the basin plans.

For more information about North Carolina s statewide watershed approach, contact: Division of

Water Qudlity, (919) 733-5083.
Web ste address.  http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/bas nwide/index.html
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OHIO

Ohio's statewide watershed management approach evolved over aten year period. Prior to 1990,
much of the state’s ambient monitoring program had been organized around a 5 year watershed
management schedule. This dlowed the state to sample smdler streams that had few or no permitted
point sources and had never been sampled before. In addition, the Congtruction Grants Program in the
1980's placed a significant emphasis on basnwide plans.  The grants program required states to
demondirate that their were water quaity problems within basins and states needed to recommend a
solution in order to get the funding. The comprehensive basin-wide water quaity reports and resulting
wastewater permits were a good way to satisfy that requirement. 1n Ohio, new development is usudly
concentrated around one of severd mgor metropolitan areas. Thisresulted in afew basins being
monitored intensay for some periods during the 1980s.

In 1990, the State of Ohio officidly adopted a5 year rotating basin gpproach that is smilar to the North
Carolinamodd. The state was divided up into 5 basins to reflect the 5 didtrict offices across the Sate.
The approach was initidly started to support the monitoring and permitting programs. Ambient water
quality monitoring and permitting are conducted out of the 5 didtrict offices. State managersin the
Office of Surface Water (OSW) redlized the benefit of having monitoring data and comprehensive water
quality reports available for streams with permits coming due and they set their permitting schedules to
match when those reports were scheduled. 1n the early 1990s, permitting became part of the 5-year
rotating basin plan.  Permitting was originally based on priority, but it is now based on the 5-year plan.
Some Ohio River and Lake Erie permits, however, do not follow the 5 year schedule. These account
for 10 to 20 percent of the total permitsin Ohio. The state has completed two 5 year cycles of the
basin gpproach.  The state has established 21 watershed coordinators throughout Ohio to guide
watershed management efforts. They are jointly sponsored by Ohio Department of Naturd Resources
and Ohio Environmenta Protection Agency mostly through 319 funds. The rotating basin plan is not
written into any legidation.

Recently, the TMDL program has become the focus for basin planning. 1n 1999, The Division of
Surface Water published a TMDL Team Report that represents their effort to reorient their statewide
watershed management approach around the TMDL program. Their Statewide watershed management
srategy has been revised to reflect the increasing importance of the TMDL program. The dateis
attempting to develop TMDLsfor dl listed segmentsin each watershed a the sametime. The date has
had some problems, however, coordinating the priorities of the 303(d) listed impaired waters and the
development of TMDLswithin the basin cycles. One of the biggest barriersis thet there are no locdl
stakeholder groups available in some watersheds to coordinate efforts.

For more information on Ohio’ s statewide watershed approach, contact: Ohio Divison of Water, 614-
644-2001. Web site address: www.epa.state/oh/dsw
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OREGON

Oregon employs a multi-layered, multi-agency watershed approach utilizing a combination of voluntary
and regulatory methods aimed first and foremost a one resource - sdlmon. Watershed activitiesin
Oregon are supported by two state-sponsored efforts. the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds
and the Governor’ s Watershed Enhancement Board.

The overdl principles for watershed management are contained in the “ Oregon Plan for Sdmon and
Watersheds’ adopted in March 1997 by the state legidature. The Oregon Plan, formulated by the
Governor, acts asthe key strategic driver of watershed activities within the state and serves as an
umbrelafor the various agencies and citizen-led efforts to support natura resources management on a
watershed basis. Each agency, including the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), works with
individual watershed councils to implement the principles and objectives of the Plan. There have been
severd iterations of the Oregon Plan, but fundamentaly it is a series of documents of which the primary
dementsare: 1) Sate agency measures that specify activities that go above and beyond business as
usud; 2) acommitment to enforcing exigting environmenta laws, 3) acommitment to monitor the
implementation and effectiveness of al activities needed for restoration. Implementation of the Plan is
viewed as a means to comply with the Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act (ESA). For
more information on the Oregon Plan, see www.oregon-plan.org.

The Oregon Governor’ s Office has taken the lead on promoting and tracking the many concurrent state
efforts to address watershed management. The Office created the Governor’ s Watershed Enhancement
Board (GWEB), which serves as aforum for the discussion of natura resource issues across
jurisdictiona lines. GWEB was cregted to facilitate discusson among agencies and as aforum to talk
about issues on awatershed scde. Today OWEB has two primary functions: to 1) provide
infrastructure, support, and funding for 93 watershed councils and projects that will improve watershed
conditions, and 2) provide guidance through technica assistance such as watershed assessment
methodology, and monitoring protocols. First and foremost, OWEB is a grant-making agency with
about $21 million in funds per year. OWEB works cooperétively to fill natural resource data gaps not
covered by other agencies or efforts. Current efforts include completing stream networks at 1:24,000
satewide and identifying anadromous fish digtribution data at that scale.

In Oregon, most agenciesincluding OWEB, DEQ, and the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA)
operate as equas with smilar powers bestowed by the Oregon legidature. Thus, long standing agencies
are compelled to work with OWEB to implement their programs and support the Oregon Plan. In
1997, the formal passage of the Oregon Plan not only enhanced the credibility and prominence of local
watershed councils, it also increased the expectation of accountability for agencies whose programs
protect and restore sdlmon and watersheds. Many councils now work directly with local governments
on issues such asland use and park planning as well as with Oregon State agencies to implement their
programs (e.g., TMDLS).
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OWESB is attempting to use the Oregon Plan (and thus the CWA and ESA) as driversto spur citizen
action. OWEB has adopted a strategy of developing watershed plans from watershed assessments
completed at aloca level. The councils themsdaves do not have any regulatory or taxing authority, so
their activities are based on voluntary participation of members. However, some of the participating
agencies do have regulatory authority and use the council as aforum for their programs (e.g., TMDLS).
For more information on OWEB see: www.oweb.state.or.us

Funding sources for statewide and local watershed efforts are widespread and include the Department
of Fish and Wildlife, Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Bonneville Power, Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB), DEQ (through 319 and SRF) and the Oregon Department
of Agriculture (ODA). Individud landowners and loca governments play alarge role in implementation
with loca councils (sponsored and funded through OWEB) setting the priorities and employing
voluntary resources. Each individua council seeks their own funding; there islittle coordination of
funding dloceations a the OWEB levd.

Although many agenciesin Oregon, including DEQ and ODA, have formdly adopted “watershed
approaches,” each hasits own view of how to manage such approaches. For example, ODA does not
use actua watershed boundaries, but they rely heavily on the themes of the “watershed approach” in
working directly with landowners. Although state agencies till have different jurisdictiona areas and
differing mandates, the information sharing and consensus building aspects of watershed approaches are
helping people to see the differences and Smilarities between their jurisdictions, roles and

responsbilities.

In DEQ, TMDLs are driving efforts to aign programs around watersheds primarily due to the authority
inherent in the watershed council plans and EPA’ s gpproach to TMDL policy and funding. DEQ's
TMDL program includes ODA’s SB 1010 program (to implement NPS control measures for
agriculture) and is beginning to link to other action-oriented programs such as those within the Oregon
Department of Forestry. TMDLSs are serving as the means to integrate other programs in watersheds,
but permits, 319 funding, monitoring, and others are not fully integrated at thistime. The DEQ regions
are decentralized so it has taken time to work through the “buy in” to the watershed gpproach among
some DEQ programs (e.g., permitting).

The efforts of DEQ, ODA and other tate agencies coupled together with local watershed council input
arethe sart of awedl coordinated state/local/citizen water quaity program for addressing watershed
protection and restoration. One source of conflict, however, has been that different agencies, NGOs,
and locd stakeholderswork at different watershed levels. TMDLS, for example, are generdly being
completed at the sub-basin or 8 digit HUC leve, while watershed councils typically operate on
somewhat smdler scales ranging from the sub-basin level down to the 11 or 14 digit HUC scde. To
further complicate matters, other efforts such as the Northwest Forest Plan and National Estuary Plans
encompass multiple watershed units.
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For more information about Oregon’ s watershed approach, contact: 503-229-5279.
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TEXAS

The watershed approach in Texasis based on set of existing structures and programs involved in water
resource assessment, planning, and management. These include:

Texas Natural Resour ce Conservation Commission. The Texas Natural Resource Conservation
Commission (TNRCC), a state agency directed by three governor-appointed commissioners with
3,000 employees, 16 regiona offices, and a $410.9 million annual budget (FY 2000). The TNRCC
handles USEPA ddegated environmenta programsin the sate, including dl relevant Clean Water Act
programs. 1n 1998, the state reorganized the TNRCC dong functiond rather than media or statutory
lines. Cdlsfrom the regulated community for *one-stop shopping” regarding environmenta permits
were akey factor in the reorganization. The new functiond management structure has resulted in some
scattering of Clean Water Act programs across the organizationa spectrum, but state water program
saff have continued to meet regularly on an ad hoc basis to continue various watershed initiatives and
water program projects (e.g., 319 projects, assessments, NPDES permit coordination, SDWA
projects, TMDL devel opment).

River Authorities. In 1929, the Texas legidature established 16 river basin authorities or commissions
throughout the state. The river authorities own and manage water and wastewater utilities, river
reservoirs, and operate a variety of watershed assessment, planning, management, and flood control
projects. The functiond reorganization of TNRCC has resulted in a grester focus on activities and
coordination within the river authorities and their staff, resources, and stakeholders. TNRCC control
over the river authoritiesis limited to a portion of their funding. Some river authorities have ad-hoc
teams focused on specific monitoring programs, TMDLS, water quadity projects, or other activities.

The Texas Clean Rivers Program. The Clean Rivers Program was etablished by the legidaturein
1991 to provide an initid framework for water resource management statewide. The program supports
anumber of water monitoring, stakeholder involvement, and program/project coordingtion activities
across the states, often in close partnership with TNRCC and the river authorities. The Texas Clean
Rivers Act was a key milestone in the attempt to shift from a statewide approach that focused primarily
on reducing point sources loadings through technol ogy-based performance standards to a greater focus
on a geographicaly-centered, water quality-based gpproach.  The emphasis of the Act was on
assessment and monitoring. The exigting River Basin Authorities, which previoudy had focused on
water resources development were caled upon to play akey rolein implementing the Act.

Permit-By-Basin Rule. Inresponseto action by the sate legidature, in January 1995, TNRCC
issued a Permit-by-Basin Rule.  Thisregulation called for NPDES and other water-related permit
programs administered by TNRCC to be carried out on a5 year rotating basin cycle. Theruledso
included a prohibition on issuance of a permit with lessthan a2 year life gpan.

-62-



Appendix A Review of Satewide Watershed Management Approaches Sate Summaries

Statewide Water shed Management Framework. In 1996, the TNRCC's Office of Water
Resource Management (OWRM) published The Satewide Water shed Management Approach for
Texas. A Guidance Manual for TNRCC' s Office of Water Resources Management. This document
laid out the roles and responsibilities within TNRCC for advancing the watershed gpproach. The
framework was built upon the structure of the 16 river basin authorities and the work they and others do
under the state Clean Rivers Program, as well as TNRCC' s activities associated with implementation of
the CWA. The draft Framework strongly embraced the concept of the 5 year rotating basin approach
that included a schedule for moving each of the mgor river basinsin the sate through 5 management
sepsover a5 year period. It caled for creating, over time, Watershed Action Plans for each of the
date'smgor basans.  These Plans would emerge from extensve stakeholder involvement a the
grassroots leve within each of the basins, with the river basn commissions playing alead role. It dso
caled for creation of basin coordinators positions within the OWRM/TNRCC. These persons would
promote and facilitate needed coordination between OWRM programs and stakeholders at the basin
levd. Findly, it caled for expansion of the role of the existing basin steering committees, which provide
advice to the river basin commissions.

Some festures of the 1996 Framework, however, have not being implemented. Basin coordinator staff
positions were never created in TNRCC and instead coordination occurs on a basin-by-basin basis
through the work of staff-level teams. In recent years, much of the work of the teams has been focused
on development of TMDLs. Watershed Action Plans of the type envisioned in the Framework are not
being devel oped; rather, TMDL s and the associated implementation plans serve as watershed plans.
Such plans are often less comprehensive than what was origindly envisoned in the Framework, though
TNRCC is now trying to add other e ements to the TMDL s — such as prevention strategies and non-
pollutant stressors.

Despite the difficulties Texas has had with implementing the five-step watershed gpproach in the late
1990s and the challenges posed by agency reorganization, TNRCC is proceeding with a hybridized
watershed management program that incorporates most elements of the watershed approach, partly by
funneling resources and promoting program goals to the river authorities. NPDES permits, for example,
(under state management since 1998) are being coordinated within river basins where possible — some
river authorities operate drinking water and wastewater plants. The agency is dso working very closaly
with the river authorities on monitoring, assessment, permit issuance, identification and targeting of
problems, development of selected management practices, and enforcement. The various Clean Water
Act programs (e.g., TMDLSs, 319, NPDES, etc.) have continued to address their particular
respongbilities while participating actively in aloose watershed management codition driven by theriver
authorities, gate Clean Rivers Act programs, and federally delegated water program requirements. The
creation of across-cutting TNRCC Water Quality Coordinating Team has aso helped promote
integrated, geographi c-based approaches to water qudity problems.

For more information on Texas watershed approach, contact: Water Quality Divison; 512-239-4671
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WASHINGTON

Currently there are two primary watershed gpproaches in use in Washington State: (1) the Basin
Management Approach managed by the Water Quality Program in the Department of Ecology and (2)
the Watershed Planning Act implemented by county and local governments. These frameworks are
described in detail below.

The Basin Management Approach. The Water Quality Prograny’sinitid statewide watershed
framework was developed partly due to the recommendations of a Washington State legidature
“efficiency commission” and partly as aresult of a settlement to one of the sate€ sinitid TMDL lawsuits.
Based on the efficiency commission findings, the Department of Ecology (Ecology) began to lay the
groundwork for abasin approach to better coordinate their activities and manage their workload. The
settlement agreement called for consideration of a basin gpproach smilar to the framework devel oped
by North Carolina. Thefinad strategy, described in the Water Quality Program’s Basin Approach
framework document (1993), focused primarily on the monitoring and permitting programs and included
aphased expanson to include voluntary inclusion of other parts of Ecology’s water quality program.

The Basn Management Approach Framework divided the state into twenty-three Water Quality
Management Areas (WQMA). The WQMAs were formed by combining sixty-two existing hydrologic
units or Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAS). The criteriafor combining the WIRAs into the
smdler number of WQMASs included ecologica amilarity and common water qudity management
problems. The lower number of WQMAS dlowed for fewer geographic management units, smaler
daff assgnments, and reduced complexity in scheduling the WQMASs for a5 step, 5 year rotating basin
management process. The process conssts of sequencing sets of WQMAS through a 5-year watershed
management cycle (e.g., scoping, data collection/andysis, technica report devel opment,
implementation). Under the Framework, WQMASs were assigned to Regiond Offices who were to
work in collaboration with Ecology headquarters staff and be responsible for attending to the milestones
identified in the management cycle. The Framework alowed the Water Quality Program to assign daff
people to each WQMA and to focus their resources on a geographic basis. The cycle has been
modified over time, but sSgnificant eements of the Framework remain intact and have wide gpplication in
many components of Ecology’s current water quality programs. For example, the NPDES program il
organizes their operations (e.g., permit renewas) using the Basin Approach.

Over the past few years, the Water Quality Program has used the Basin Approach to implement their
Tota Maximum Dally Load (TMDL) program. Ecology works with communities to develop TMDLSs
through a cooperative sate-loca planning effort. Due to the TMDL program and settlement
requirements, however, Ecology has had to abbreviate the Basn Management schedule and process as
severd “priority TMDLS’ interfered with the basin schedule.

The Watershed Planning Act (County and L ocal Governments). Beforedl parts of Ecology’s
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programs were able to adopt the Basin Approach statewide watershed framework, the legidature
passed legidation in 1998 that mandated aloca voluntary approach for watershed planning. This
approach, authorized under the Watershed Planning Act (RCW 90.82 / ESHB 2514), is the most
widely practiced watershed planning in the state and is often called the “2514” process &fter its hill
number (HB2514). The Act requires that county or regiond governmental authorities act as leads for
water resource planning and river flow management (i.e., water supply and flood management). The
Act provides guidance and funding for building loca capacity to establish watershed committees and
develop plans primarily to address water quantity, but the planning entities may choose to include water
quality and habitat issues. The loca watershed planning groups may include representatives from loca
water interests, local governments, tribes, and, upon invitation, Sate agencies. The loca watershed
planning committees can also be used as aforum for public education and discussion on weter resource
and quality issues.

Ecology has assigned 15 Water Resources Program staff positions across the state to coordinate with
the localy led “2514" watershed planning organizations. Although not every “2514" effort has exercised
the water quaity option, Ecology staff has provided technica assistance on water quality to many of the
loca forums. The staff provides technical assstance on monitoring and assessment, coordinates
resource support, and has helped local groups develop watershed specific rules. 1n addition, Ecology
gaff provide guidance on coordination and funding for development of “2514" plans.

Asof August 2000, there were planning committees established in 40 of the 62 watersheds (WRIAS)
throughout the sate. The planning process has severa phases and none of the committees have
progressed through al the phases to produce a comprehensive watershed plan. Twenty-eight of the 35
active watersheds have received funding for assessments of water quantity issues. Twenty-nine of the
35 watersheds are doing water qudity planning in addition to water quantity planning. Recently there
has been an increased level of discussion and interest among the local watershed planning groups
regarding water quality related issues (e.g., TMDLS, sormwater).

Although the Water Qudity Program continuesto rely on the Basin Management Approach for certain
core program aress (e.g., NPDES permitting), there have been some changes to the approach over the
past few years. The Water Quality Program no longer produces Technical Reports for each WQMA
as part of their Basn Approach management cycle. TMDL s are the closest gpproximation to Technica
Reports being produced. Due to some confusion among loca authorities and citizens regarding the
different watershed approaches within the state, Ecology has begun to build stronger links to the local
watershed planning groups established as part of the 2514 Watershed Planning Act. The Sateis
looking for ways to integrate the Basn Management and the 2514 planning approaches and with other
watershed approaches in the state (e.g., Puget Sound Water Quality Management Program).

For more information on Washington’ s watershed approaches, contact web address:
http:/Amww.ecy.wa.gov/programs'wag/wghome.html
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