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Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tH& Tias Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thigewewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added
§201.028 to the Texas Agriculture Code to provite the TSSWCB shall prepare and deliver to the
Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, and the Speaikire House of Representatives a report, not later
than January 1 and July 1 of each year, relatinbdstatus of the budget areas of responsib#isygaed
to the State Board including outreach programsytgramade and received, federal funding appliecifak
received, special projects, and oversight of swil water conservation district activities.

The FY07 Budget Summary is attached to this repaidrmation on grants made to local districts and
other entities is incorporated within the prograaten it involves. Ongoing Federal grant program
projects under the Clean Water Act are providegihiother attachment.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boardgakide in the accomplishments and remarkable
progress that have been made in soil and wateeogatson in this state. Often environmental sucegss
are slow to be realized. We have realized and pusly reported one success story that involvesaiadu
the level of Atrazine in several water bodies, ipatarly the Aquilla Reservoir in the Hill County-
Blackland SWCD.

However, we recognize there remains a continuiradi@hge and an ongoing need to ensure our land has
the capability to produce food and fiber for futdexans. Because of changes in land use, ownership,
technology, and population growth, the need forawi water conservation programs will remain
critical. Texas has a finite number of acres tovjgte for the needs and desires of citizens andovssi

and this places an ever-increasing demand on dtgrigbland. Farmers and ranchers face complex
decisions concerning the best ways to manage @ik uhe land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation programst remain dynamic as land uses change and
technology improves to make some conservation ipesctmore capable of meeting demands on soil and
water resources. We also maintain the belief thapurpose of the soil and water conservation ragr

is to promote the wise use of our renewable natesadurces and provide for the conservation and
enhancement of the soil and water resources oftats through and by the dynamic decisions ofl loca
soil and water conservation districts which prorsdtee use of each acre of land within its capadslit

and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and Wateiservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatitmmework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are deliveréalctl landowners and operators. This relationship
has successfully been utilized to disseminate sowemrthgement techniques and practices to maintain
individual productive land uses to provide for tieeds of present and future generations.

To the landowners of Texas, the individual soil arader conservation district directors, and the ynan
agencies and organizations assisting and workitly our programs, we offer our sincere thanks.
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Historical Background

In the early history of the United States, thos@ived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landalesred and put into farm production. When timel la
quit producing at a profitable level, the farmemsrety moved on to new land farther west and stated
process over again. There was no need to be cwtt®iith soil conservation, as there was a seeming|
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tile This process continued through the 1800s aiad in
the early 1900s. With the outbreak of World Wdatmers in the Great Plains states were encouraged
break out native grassland to grow wheat and didwefstuffs to feed the nation and the world. As a
result of these and other unwise management peacticd the fact that the farmlands were experigncin
long periods of drought, the 1930s produced sontbeofvorst dust storms the nation had ever seen.
Clouds of dust rolled across the plains statesisgratiist storms through the south and into theonati
capital. At the same time, the nation was in th@stof a great economic depression. The federal
government, seeking ways to put people back to \eotkencourage conservation, created the Civilian
Conservation Corps and Solil Erosion Service. Thindhese mechanisms, demonstration projects were
initiated to train technicians and to educate thiglip in ways to conserve soil resources. Theegnams
were successful in putting people back to work,lacited the local ties to establish lasting conesteon
programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national etfmdontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Meisity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennettkoo
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his experes
scientific knowledge and leadership ability, he \wasin charge of the Soil Erosion Service whenat
created in 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46 wassed creating the Soil Conservation Serviceinvith
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benbhettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon
became internationally known for his accomplishreentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colusnbaxas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuade
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiafehis nation were being wasted. He convinbted t
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdaddieveloped and sent to the governors of eats#h sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The @b this Model Act would be to develop programs a
the state and local level to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the governditts the endorsement of President Roosevelt. The
Model Act, developed in Washington, was patterrfegl ghe Texas Wind Erosion Act, the Grass
Conservation Acts in the Northern High Plains aedain water conservation district law.

In 1937 legislation was introduced in the Texasitlature based on this Model Act. It is reportedttas
many as 25 different versions of this soil conskovelaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of dtipesed legislation. When the final version was
adopted, the bill contained many undesirable festulhe law would have set up Soil Conservation
Districts automatically on a county basis and m@danty Commissioners Courts the governing body. A
portion of the county tax was to be used to finathegprogram and county agricultural agents weleeto
the administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across tlageshad, by this time, become concerned about the
newly passed legislation. It was their opiniont tiifahe responsibility for installing and maintang
conservation measures lay in the hands of thedamers, the control of such a program should a¢so b
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in their hands. As a result of these and othecenors, a group of landowners led by V.C. Marshiall o
Heidenheimer, Texas, convinced the Governor to thetd 937 legislation.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultethfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation law.
Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a concertéorewas made during the interim between legiskati
sessions to heal the old wounds and to put togetkersion of a law that would be generally acaebie
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshglwoized a committee of leaders from across the stat
to promote the passage of a new Soil Conservatéown He traveled many miles at his own expense
seeking the views of agricultural leaders and prtamycdhe idea of the Soil Conservation District
Program.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includedhe new law were that (1) farmers and ranchers
should determine whether or not a Soil Conservdiistrict was needed and hold a local option ebecti
prior to the establishment of the district; (2) gregram should be controlled by landowners; andh@
Soil Conservation Districts should have no taxintharity or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939 the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (HouBeZ8 which incorporated those features and was th
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lenwated the State Soil Conservation Board anavatio
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Districidr. Marshall was elected as the first Chairmathe
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State iddDertificates of Organization for the first 16 ISoi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the peogrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 217 local soil
and water conservation districts that encompase than 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPbgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned after the
Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was already makitgngbts to address soil conservation as a result of
the “Dust Bowl” days of the 1930s. The"legislature in 1935 passed legislation authorizire
establishment of Wind Erosion Conservation Disstidthis law provided for the creation of distritds
“conserve the soil by prevention of unnecessargierocaused by winds, and the reclamation of lands
that have been depreciated or denuded of soildsores of winds.” Although a number of Wind Erosion
Control Districts were created, the passage oStiieEConservation District Law in 1939 resultedhiose
districts becoming dormant.

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Ordigsignated the TSSWCB as lead agency to
assume the planning and management responsilaitigohtrol of agricultural and silvicultural nonpoi
source pollution as required by the Federal Wabtdiufon Control Act.

In 1981 the 67 Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the firse codified the agricultural laws of
Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this code contaiesgortion pertaining to Soil and Water Conservatio

In 1985 the 68 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@dRtogram in Texas and granting
new powers and responsibilities, without fundirmgthe TSSWCB and Soil and Water Conservation
Districts under Chapter 203 of the Agriculture Cole1999, the TSSWCB received its first
appropriation in the FY00-01 biennium to controlt@radepleting brush and trees, such as cedar and
mesquite. The program received $9.1 million told&th a pilot project in the North Concho Watershed
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSSWE€Rad agency to address water
guality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aoestry
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded 88WCB’s environmental mission and appropriated
money to address water pollution from nonpoint sesirunder a separate, federally mandated program.

The leaders who framed the Texas Soil and Wates&wation Law in 1939 recognized that landowners
and operators of private land constitute the basiource for the conservation of our renewablerahtu
resources. Without the support and willing paratipn of private landowners and operators in the
development and implementation of soil and wat@&seovation programs there is little hope of success
Local soil and water conservation districts ledidayners and ranchers who know the land and the loca
conditions and problems have the means to develogetvation plans that address each acre of land
specific to its needs to solve or reduce the sgvefiits problems.

Organization

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedvieybioard members, elected by delegates from each
of five regions of the state’s 217 local soil anater conservation districts. Elections occur angusl
regional conventions of the local soil and waterssyvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of 88B8 by the 78 Legislature, two Governor
appointees join the five elected board membersdate a seven-member board. The two Governor
appointed positions are listed below. The termra member appointed by the Governor expires
February 1 of each odd-numbered year, and thedéthe other member appointed by the Governor
expires on February 1 of each even-numbered year.

Elected State Board members must be 18 years adraglder; hold title to farmland or ranchland; arel
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Goweappointees must be actively engaged in the
business of farming, animal husbandry, or othemmss related to agriculture and wholly or partiyns
or leases land used in connection with that busjreasd may not be a member of the board of direatbr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genenadlgts every odd month, unless specific programs or
issues require more immediate action. The followisigshows the current Board members and shows
which State Board Region they represent.

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Member Name Region Term Residence
Aubrey L. Russell #1 May 1, 2007 — May 5020 Panhandle
Reed Stewart #2 May 2, 2006 -y da2008 Sterling City
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 1, 2007 — Mag(®)9 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 2, 2006 — May 6, 200 Nacogdoches
Barry Mahler #5 May 1, 2007 -ayb, 2009 lowa Park
Larry D. Jacobs Appointed June 20, 2005-February 1, 2006 gamery
Joe L. Ward Appoithte  June 20, 2005-February 1, 2007 elefhone
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Staff

Mr. Rex Isom was named as the Executive Directdaimuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stétires.

We emphasize our agency philosophy as stated iStategic Plan, “The State Soil and Water
Conservation Board will act in accordance with tighest standards of ethics, accountability, efficly,
and openness. We affirm that the conservation ohatural resources is both a public and a private
benefit, and we approach our activities with a desmse of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as
Executive Director, is leading the agency in thetation and expects all employees to follow tlezid.

As of June 1, 2007 the TSSWCB employed 62 staffhf2Bhich work in the Temple headquarters. The
remaining employees are field staff, either working of their homes or located in seven satellitees;
five regional offices and two program specific offs, located throughout the state. Due to diffycunt
recruiting engineers, two field engineer positioeimain contracted. The following organization chart
shows the agency’s current structure.

The current structure of the TSSWCB reflects efftotmaintain more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 68% to 32% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel.

The regional office staff along with the progranesific staff provides on-site technical assistatace
farmers and ranchers. The field staff serveslassan between the TSSWCB and local districts. The
field staff also provides assistance to local dittrand district employees concerning operations,
programs, and activities. The regional office staftl the program specific staff coordinates with th
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCE@x8s Cooperative Extension (TCE), and the

USDA'’s Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRG$)ovide technical assistance to landowners to

implement Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPS).
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State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Vice-Chairman Chairman
Aubrey Reed José Jerry Barry Joe Larry
Russell Stewart Dodier, Jr. Nichols Mahler Ward Jacobs
Executive Director
"""""" Rex Isom Tt
T \
Administrative Coordinator -
Vicki Davis
Executive Assistant | - Edna Etheredge
Field Services

Headquarters Office |
Statewide Program Support

|
| I I I

Local/Statewide Program Support/Services

: Special Projects / Human Brush Control Projects SWCD Program Support
Nenpoint Source Team Public information / Resources R
NPS Team Leader - John Foster Educati i Program Supervisor Ill - Lozl
NPS SWCD Liaison - Lee M ucation HR Coordinator - Johnny Oswald Program Specialist IV - Bob Gruner
laison - Lee unz Spec. Proj. Coordinator - Dawn Heitman Program Spec. IV - Program Specialist IV - Jack Foote
NPS Grant Coordinator - TJ Helton Mel Davis Tuffy Wood
NPS Watershed Coordinator - Information Specialist - Plannerf— yWeo Areall
. Aaron Wendt Loren Henley Hmmienass Program Specialist IV - Joe Freeman
NPS Project Manager - Program Specialist IV - Y Program Specialist IV - Ben Wilde
Pam Casebolt
NPS Project Manager - Clyde Gottschalk Area lll
Donna Long Program Specialist IV - Kendria Ray
Engineer IV - Richard Egg Fiscal Affairs Program Specialist IV - Adrian Perez
. . " Regional Office Coordi Area IV
Fiscal Officer - Kenny Zajicek Program Specialist IV - Trey Watson

Andy Garza

Information Officer - Clay Wright
Accountant | - Nancy Stowell
Accountant | - Karen Preece

Fiscal Services - Amy Varner
Contract Specialist | - Yolanda Brown
Clerk I - Cindy Geers

Program Specialist IV - Joel Clark

AreaV
Program Specialist IV -
& Don Brandenberger
Program Specialist IV - Charlie Upchurch

Wharton Regional Office

Lawrence Brown, Jr.

Natural Resources Specialist IV -

Natural Resources Spec. IV -

Karen Holland

Engineer Ill - Max Berry

Natural Resources Specialist IV -

Engineer Ill - Dick Westerfeld
Natural Resources Specialist IV -

Engineer lll - Contracted
Natural Resources Specialist IV -

Program Supervisor lll - Poultry Mt Pleasant R?gnonal Office Hale Center Regional Office Harlingen Reglclmal Office Dublin Regl'onal Office
Carter Miska Program Supervisor Ill - Program Supervisor Il - Program Supervisor Il - Program Supervisor II1 - Program Supervisor Il -
Engineer Il - Vacant Mark Cochran Carl Steffey Judy Albus Andy Garza Steve Jones

Engineer Il - Contracted
Natural Resources Specialist IV -

Watershed Coordinator - Natural Resources Spec. IV - Andy Kuklish Glenn Baker Eduardo Mendez-Gonzalez Todd Oneth
Brian Koch Barbara Stephenson Engineering Tech V - Engineering Tech.V - Planner | - Ronnie Ramirez Natural Resources Specialist IV -
Engineering Tech V - Linda Mooney Cody Mull Engineering Tech V - Joe Ballard
Joshua Burditt Admin. Assist. Il - Beverly Krause | | Admin. Assist. Il - Fidencio Mesa Engineering TechV -
Engineering Tech V - Mary Alice Garza Admin. Assist. Il - Ruby Garcia Gary Bearden

Jeff Cerny Admin. Assist. |l - Trecia Perales

Admin. Assist. Il - Carrie Sanford

20 Jun 07

Soil and Water Conservation Districts

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in caooadion with the state’s 217 local soil and water
conservation districts. These local districts avktipal subdivisions of the state, establishedtiyh local
option elections of agricultural landowners. Disisigenerally reflect county boundaries, but map al
follow river basin or watershed boundaries, depemadin the desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distntap shows the current 217 local districts that cove
almost the entire state. That portion of the statein a soil and water conservation district i«enedy
County and contains the privately owned King Rafi¢tte map also shows the grouping of the districts
into the five State Board Districts that respedtivadect a State Board member and shows the ftaffl s
that is assigned to work with each district withispecific area.
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Landowners within these local districts elect tive fistrict directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boardioéctors administers the programs and activiies
the district. Representatives of the districts wmitbach region then elect the members of the Stased
through a series of convention style-elections.

Districts do not have taxing authority and relylocally generated funds from various activities and
programs, federal assistance, county assistandestate assistance from the TSSWCB. The USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) pesvidost of the federal assistance available to
districts and through cooperative agreements pesvidchnical assistance to farmers and ranchers
requesting assistance from the district.
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Annual State Meeting Of Soil And Water ConservationDistrict Directors

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water Cong@weDistrict Directors, required in §201.081, Texa
Agriculture Code, convened in Arlington October 800'here were 98 districts represented, with 255
individual district directors that registered foetmeeting. The total registration was 593.

For the 2007 calendar year, the state meetinghisdsded for October 22-24 in Waco.

Director Mileage And Per Diem

Due to the reductions in staff at the headquad#ise, director mileage and per diem claims are/no
managed directly by districts. The TSSWCB sent ebstnict 75% of their approved allocation (grant).
The remaining 25% will be used as a pool for argeases not covered through the initial allocation
(grant). Field staff will approve each claim befpayment to ensure claims are accurate and comgily w
state statutes and guidelines. The FYO06 state ppption for this program is $325,000.00.

District Technical Assistance Funds

The TSSWCB 2006-2007 Appropriation revised thecatmn method for technical assistance funds. On
September 1, 2005, the TSSWCB began disbursingitdrassistance payments on a reimbursing basis
only. The FYQ6 state appropriation for this progriars1,036,241.00.

Agricultural Water Conservation Grant

The TSSWCB, on behalf of local soil and water esnation districts, applied to the TWDB for grant
funding to continue the agricultural water cons@oraprogram. Soil and water conservation districts
provide technical and planning assistance to aljui@l producers for implementing conservation best
management practices on their farms and ranches.

The TSSWCB received an agricultural water cons@majrant of $100,000 from the TWDB for fiscal
year 2007. The funds from the grant were alloctaegligible soil and water conservation distrias t
support technical assistance in planning agricaltwater conserving best management practices on
farms and ranches. Eligible best management pescéie those that directly or indirectly producéena
savings and those that reduce erosion, a causerefised sedimentation of Texas’ surface water
reservoirs. The grant award of $100,000 supplentt@§,000 in technical assistance funding allocated
to local soil and water conservation districtssapport of planning and implementing conservatiest b
management practices on farms and ranches.

A total of 199 soil and water conservation distristatewide are eligible and willing to participatehis
program for FY 07. This is the third year the TSSBMias participated in this grant program. The
assistance performed by these soil and water ogats@n districts in previous years has resultedrin
estimated 870,000 ac-ft potential water savingsgHerState.

District Conservation Assistance Program

District Conservation Assistance funds are appabed to the TSSWCB from general revenue funds. Of
the 217 local soil and water conservation distri2i$ districts request to receive an allocatioarfy
from these funds. Local districts receive thesealfuas a dollar for dollar match for money that they

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 10
JuLy 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




generate locally through various activities. Thealdistricts use this money to pay operationakesps.
The FYO06 state appropriation for this program i$&3864.00.

Programs & Activities of the TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSWedetaural Texas farmers and ranchers, but the
results of these services benefit all Texans. éxample, many of the flood control structures neamed

by soil and water conservation districts servertwigrt heavily populated areas from flood damagd, a
also prevent sediment from building up in suburbienking water supplies. Another example is the us
of best management practices, implemented thro&BWCB-certified water quality management plans,
to prevent pesticides, nutrients, bacteria andratbetaminants from impairing Texas waters.

The agency is responsible for numerous naturaluresoconservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency for tleegmtion, management, and abatement of nonpoing
source pollution resulting from agricultural andvisultural (forestry-related) activities. To fillfthis
mandate, the agency jointly administers the Texaspdint Source Management Program. As a result
the majority of the agency’s programs and servaigs to improve and protect water quality, including
the Water Quality Management Plan Program, the rCl\&@ter Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant
Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Program amel\tVatershed Protection Plan Program.

The TSSWCB is also responsible for water conseymatr water quantity. The major existing program
addressing water conservation is the Texas Brusttr@loProgram, although the agency is conducting
preliminary work on a new program that would pr@vidssistance to Texas landowners who irrigatg
cropland from both ground and surface water sourcBse Water Conservation Implementation Task
Force, created by the 78Texas Legislature through Senate Bill 1094 intazdliby Senator Duncan,
issued a final report to the %79Texas Legislature recommending a state cost-shevgram be
implemented through the TSSWCB to assist landowimeirsplementing best management practices tha
conserve water resources. If the agency is askdbebLegislature to fully develop the new prograim,
would likely be patterned after the Water Qualitaddgement Plan Program created by Senate Bill 50
in 1993.

NI

Other responsibilities include prevention of sedson, control of floods, maintaining the navigabiof
waterways, the preservation of wildlife, protectioh public lands, and providing information to
landowners regarding the jurisdictions of the TS®N&hd the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality (TCEQ) related to nonpoint source pollutiohhe TSSWCB has no regulatory functions; all of
the agency’s programs and services are voluntangiare.

Statewide Nonpoint Source Management Program

Congress enacted Section 319(h) of the Clean Whatkelin 1987, establishing a national program to
control nonpoint sources of water pollution. Thghg319(h), federal funds are appropriated to tH& U
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and then tgdnto the states for the development and
implementation of the State’s Nonpoint Source Mamagnt Program. Texas' share of the §319(h)
funding is divided evenly between the TCEQ and TEBNV

An approved management program is a requirementefoeiving 8319(h) grant funding. Thieexas
Nonpoint Source Management Prograsnjointly administered by the TSSWCB and the TCEDhe
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Program was recently revised for 2005-2010 and, after gdimough extensive public comment and
review, was approved by the TSSWCB on Septembe2d®; and by TCEQ on October 26, 2005. The
Programwas certified by the Attorney General’'s Office amds submitted by the Governor to EPA on
December 15, 2005. Th&rogramwas approved by EPA on February 10, 2006.

TSSWCBcurrently has 76 active, ongoing 8319(h) projegisachment 2). The $20 million invested in
these projects through Clean Water Act 8319(h) MortiSource Grants between 2001 and 2006 is being
utilized to abate NPS pollution from poultry opévas and dairies, to abate runoff of atrazine from
cropland, to control saltcedar, for watershed plagyrfor groundwater quality improvement, for asseg
sources of bacteria, for hosting educational pmnogrdor the forest industry, and many other projects
(Figure 1). Quarterly reports for ongoing projeetsre received on January 15, 2007 and April 18,720
To date, project reports have been received fof4dl00 the projects. These reports are entered sem
annually into EPA’s Grants Reporting and Trackirygt&m.

Bacteria Groundwater
4% 4%
Imple mentation
17%

Poultry

7%
Admin & Statewide
9%
Dairy
10%

Education
11%

WPP
15%

Atrazine
12%

Saltcedar
11%

Figure 1.0 TSSWCB active Clean Water Act 8319(lants for FY 2001 — FY 2006.

For more information on the TSSWCB Statewide Nonp@&ource Management Program, visit our
website ahttp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogram

Total Maximum Daily Load Program

The federal Clean Water Act requires Texas, anerositates, to identify lakes, rivers, streams and
estuaries failing to meet or not expected to meatewquality standards and not supporting their
designated uses (swimming, drinking, aquatic &te,). This list of impaired waterbodies is knoasthe
Texas 303(d) Lisand must be submitted to the EPA for review argt@pal every two years by TCEQ.

The State must then establish a Total Maximum Diadgd (TMDL) for waterbodies identified on the

303(d) List A TMDL defines the maximum amount of a pollutdimat a waterbody can assimilate on a
daily basis and still meet water quality standard®e pollution reduction goal set by the TMDL is
necessary to restore attainment of the designaediuthe impaired waterbody. The maximum amoung
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of pollutant is determined by conducting a detaikeder quality assessment that provides the infaoma
for a TMDL to allocate pollutant loads between papurces and nonpoint sources. It also takes int@
account a margin of safety, which reflects uncatyaand future growth.

Based on the environmental target of the TMDL, mplementation Plan (I-Plan) is then developed tha{
prescribes the measures necessary to mitigateogotpenic (human-caused) sources of that pollutant i
that waterbody. The I-Plan specifies limits forimiosource dischargers and recommends best
management practices for nonpoint sources. Itlaiout a schedule for implementation. Togettier,
TMDL and the I-Plan serve as the mechanism to redlue pollutant, restore the full use of the watdsb
and remove it from th&803(d) List EPA must approve the TMDL, but the I-Plan ondguires State
approval.

With authority as the lead agency in Texas for plag, implementing, and managing programs andj|
practices for preventing and abating agriculturad ailvicultural nonpoint source pollution, TSSWCB
shares responsibility with TCEQ in implementing frexas TMDL Program. TSSWCB is committed to
funding, through federal grants and state apprtpns, and collaborating on TMDL projects
encompassing monitoring, assessment, modelingniplgneducation and implementation (Figure 2).

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBVEnd TCEQ renewed this partnership and
approved a reviselemorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum Daily lspdiehplementation Plans,
and Watershed Protection Plang his framework for collaboration between the tagencies describes
the programmatic mechanisms employed to developrapigment TMDLs and I-Plans.

On May 24, 2007, the TSSWCB approved TI@8WCB Policy on Total Maximum Daily Loads

TSSWCB is engaged in implementation activities sugdport approved I-Plans addressing agricultural o
silvicultural nonpoint source load reductions désst in approved TMDLSs:

* Aquilla Reservoir — Atrazine (Approved 2002)

* E.V. Spence Reservoir — Salinity (Approved 2001)

* North Bosque River — Nutrients (Approved 2002)

TSSWCB is collaborating with stakeholders on theettgpment of I-Plans for approved TMDLs that
contain agricultural or silvicultural nonpoint searload reductions:

 Adams and Cow Bayous — Bacteria, Dissolved Oxyged,pH (Approved 2007)

» Colorado River below E.V. Spence Reservoir — S@lighpproved 2007)

» Lake O’ the Pines — Dissolved Oxygen (Approved 2006

TSSWCB is actively involved in the development &fiDLs for waterbodies impaired due to known or
suspected agricultural or silvicultural nonpointisz pollution:

» Arroyo Colorado — Dissolved Oxygen

» Atascosa River — Bacteria

* Clear Creek — Bacteria

* Copano Bay and Aransas and Mission Rivers — Bacteri

» Dickinson Bayou — Bacteria and Dissolved Oxygen

* Elm and Sandies Creeks — Bacteria and Dissolved)@xy

* Gilleland Creek — Bacteria

» Guadalupe River above Canyon Lake — Bacteria
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* Leon River below Proctor Lake — Bacteria

* Lower San Antonio River — Bacteria

* Oso Bay and Oso Creek — Bacteria

» Peach Creek — Bacteria

» Upper Oyster Creek — Bacteria and Dissolved Oxygen
» Upper Trinity River — Bacteria

MV‘VF‘W,.MWME
] e o
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Figure 2 — Map of watersheds where TSSWCB is erdjagdeveloping or implementing TMDLs and I-Plans.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural Siollution, TMDLs and I-Plans will implement
components of other TSSWCB Programs, such as thter\@uality Management Plan Program or the
Brush Control Program. Additionally, the Clean Afatct 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Program canj
serve as a funding source to implement the agulltand silvicultural components of I-Plans. Tdes
programs are described in detail in other sectidribis Semi-Annual Report.

For more information on the TSSWCB Total Maximumilipd.oad Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/tmdl
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Bacteria Total Maximum Daily Load Task Force

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBWnd the TCEQ established a joint technical Task
Force on Bacteria TMDLs. The Task Force was clthvgéh:

* examining approaches other states use to devetbprgslement bacteria TMDLs,

* making recommendations on cost-effective and tiffiekent methods for developing TMDLSs,

* making recommendations on effective approacheddweeloping I-Plans,

» evaluating the variety of models and bacterial seuracking methods available for developing
TMDLs and I-Plans and recommending under what d¢mmd certain methods are more
appropriate, and

» developing a roadmap for further scientific resbaneeded to reduce uncertainty in what we
know about how bacteria behave under different maiaditions in Texas.

Appointed members of the Task Force include:
* Dr. Allan Jones, Texas Water Resources Institutai(k
* Dr. George DiGiovanni, Texas Agricultural Experim&tation—E| Paso,
» Dr. Larry Hauck, Texas Institute for Applied Enuioental Research,
* Dr. Joanna Mott, Texas A&M University—Corpus Christ
* Dr. Hanadi Rifai, University of Houston,
* Dr. Raghavan Srinivasan, Texas A&M University, and
» Dr. George Ward, University of Texas at Austin.

Board. The Task Force held three meetings/telerentes (October 24, 2006, November 27, 2006, an
December 18, 2006) to develop their recommendatjons meeting each hosted at TWRI, TCEQ and
TSSWCB). All Task Force materials, including backgd resource materials, summaries of meetings|
all drafts of the Report, and all comments received the Report, are available at
http://twri.tamu.edu/bacteriatmdl/Approximately 50 Expert Advisors with expertise bacteria related

issues had significant opportunity to provide inpad guidance to the Task Force during the procesy.
This group included non-governmental organizatiand local, state, and federal agencies. Theraft
of the Report was delivered to the TSSWCB and tGEQ on January 25, 2007, precisely 120 days. A
4™ draft correcting inconsistencies in the Executemmary and the body of the Report was publisheq
June 4, 2007.

The Task Force was given 120 days to complete #ssiessment and report back to the Commission arF

The TSSWCB and the TCEQ will convene for a joinetreg on June 29, 2007 to consider the Report
from the joint Task Force. The agencies will dstuture actions to be taken as a result of the
recommendations in the Report.

Watershed Protection Plan Program

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-driw®jects that serve as a mechanism for addressing
complex water quality problems that cross multjplésdictions. WPPs are coordinated frameworks for
implementing prioritized and integrated water oyaprotection and restoration strategies driven by
environmental objectives. Through the WPP proc€SSWCB encourages stakeholders to holistically]
address all the sources and causes of impairmedttheeats to both surface and ground water ressurc
within a watershed.
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WPPs serve as tools to better leverage the resoafdecal governments, state and federal agenares,
non-governmental organizations. WPPs integrateiaes and prioritize implementation projects base
upon technical merit and benefits to the commurptpmote a unified approach to seeking funding for
implementation, and create a coordinated publicroamication and education program. Developed ang
implemented through diverse, well integrated pasing@s, a WPP assures the long-term health of th¢
watershed with strategies for protecting unimpaeders and restoring impaired waters.

WPPs have a variety of ingredients and can takeyrfams. TSSWCB-sponsored WPPs are consistenE[
with guidelines promulgated by EPA in 2003. Thga&lelines describe nine elements fundamental to

potentially successful plan. The TCEQ also spa38PPs based on EPA’s guidelines. EPA requireq
certain expenditures through 8319(h) grants toteccordance with a WPP.

TSSWCB provides technical and financial assistat@welocal stakeholder groups to develop and
implement WPPs through several mechanisms (Figyre Gne, a TSSWCB Regional Watershed
Coordinator facilitates the WPP process in watafshiaroughout their service area. Currently, the
Wharton Regional Office is piloting this method southeast and south central Texas. Two, through
8319(h) grants, entities are provided financialistaece necessary to facilitate the WPP process i
specific watersheds with significant agricultural silvicultural nonpoint source pollution. Three,

TSSWCB staff provide technical assistance in dguepWPPs which are funded and facilitated by other
entities, such as the TCEQ.

Partnerships with Texas Cooperative Extension, §&¥ater Resources Institute and TCEQ are resulting
in the development of training programs for lodakeholder groups and watershed coordinators. The
Texas Watershed Steward Program supports the gewelt and implementation of WPPs by promoting
a sustainable proactive approach to managing wgafity at the local level and by empowering
individuals to take leadership roles in the stewhna of water resources. The Texas Watershed Rlgnn

Short Course will deliver training to watershed @hoators and water professionals which is needed t
ensure WPPs are adequately planned, coordinatguermented and results properly assessed angl
reported.

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBWnhd TCEQ approved a reviski@morandum of

Agreement on Total Maximum Daily Loads, ImplemémtaPlans, and Watershed Protection Plans
This framework for collaboration between the tweemges describes the programmatic mechanismg
employed to develop and implement WPPs.

WPP development projects currently sponsored by WSB (red in Figure 3) have significant
agricultural or silvicultural nonpoint source pdlan components and are all funded through 8319(h
grants:

» Buck Creek — Texas Agricultural Experiment Stataord Texas Water Resources Institute

» Concho River — Upper Colorado River Authority

» Lake Granger — Brazos River Authority and Texasi@dtural Experiment Station

* Leon River — Brazos River Authority

» Pecos River — Texas Cooperative Extension and Tder Resources Institute

* Plum Creek —Texas Cooperative Extension

While WPP development projects sponsored by TCE@p(p in Figure 3) have significant water quality
issues related to urban nonpoint source pollutiopermitted wastewater treatment, most, to varying|
degrees, have agricultural or silvicultural nonpaiource pollution components:
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There are several other watershed planning progeutsss the state which are funded and sponsored [
entities and agencies other than TSSWCB or TCE@nh@® in Figure 3). These third-party WPPs may or|
may not adequately satisfy EPA’s nine elements:
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Arroyo Colorado — Texas Water Resources Institute

Bastrop Bayou — Houston-Galveston Area Council

Caddo Lake — Northeast Texas Municipal Water Qistri

Dickinson Bayou — Texas Sea Grant

Lake Granbury — Brazos River Authority and TexagéW&esources Institute
Hickory Creek — City of Denton

Upper San Antonio River — San Antonio River Autipri

Armand Bayou — Texas Sea Grant and Trust for Pl

Barton Springs — Barton Springs/Edwards Aquifer €&smation District and City of Dripping
Springs

Benbrook Lake — Texas Water Resources InstituteTandhnt Regional Water District

Lower and Middle Brazos River — Brazos River Auttyor

Bridgeport Reservoir — Texas Water Resources utstdand Tarrant Regional Water District
Caney Creek — Caney Creek Conservation Foundation

Cedar Creek Reservoir — Texas Water Resourcesulieséind Tarrant Regional Water District
Upper Colorado River — Colorado River Municipal \&fabistrict

Eagle Mountain Reservoir — Texas Water Resourcgute and Tarrant Regional Water District
Nueces River — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Richland-Chambers Reservoir — Texas Water Resournstgute and Tarrant Regional Water
District

Stillhouse Hollow Lake — Lake Stillhouse Hollow @tevater Steering Committee, Inc.

Yy




as‘ N
~

Figure 3 — Map of watersheds where TSSWCB is erdyagdeveloping or implementing WPPs.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8ipollution, WPPs will implement components of othe
TSSWCB Programs, such as the Water Quality ManageRlan Program or the Brush Control Program.
Additionally, the Clean Water Act 8319(h) NonpoB8durce Grant Program can serve as a funding sourde
to implement the agricultural and silvicultural gooments of WPPs. These programs are described in
detail in other sections of this Semi-Annual Report

For more information on the TSSWCB Watershed PtmecPlan Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/wpp

Water Quality Management Plan Program

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate @litbat directed the TSSWCB to implement Water
Quality Management Plans (WQMPSs) in Texas. Theagbas implemented more than 6000 WQMPs
since the inception of the program.

The WQMP Program is administered from five RegidbHices around the state. A poultry WQMP
office will open in Nacogdoches in January 200% Regional Offices are:

Dublin Regional Office

Hale Center Regional Office

Harlingen Regional Office

Mount Pleasant Regional Office
Wharton Regional Office

Poultry Program Office (Nacogdoches)
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A WQMP is a site-specific conservation plan develbthrough (and approved by) SWCDs for
agricultural or silvicultural lands. The plan indks appropriate land treatment practices, productio
practices, management measures, technologies dricgations thereof. The purpose of WQMPs is to
achieve a level of pollution prevention or abatetrtitermined by the TSSWCB, in consultation with
local soil and water conservation districts, tlsatansistent with state water quality standards.

The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basdtencriteria outlined in thigield Office
Technical Guide (FOTG g publication of the United States DepartmerAgriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagoplied. If an animal feeding operation is iweal
(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be piohwith practices that individually or in
combination with other practices will properly mgeaanimal wastes. Waste utilization will be
considered when agricultural wastes are applieds@ WQMPs also have subcomponents for irrigation
waters, erosion control, and are flexible enougtatier to a wide range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their locatidist
to control nonpoint source pollution from their ogons. While the decision to develop a plan is
voluntary, landowners have many reasons to dorsese plans provide for landowners to use best
management practices in their operations to proeit most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtivater quality. In addition, certified plans bahe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraa@noality (TCEQ) point source pollution permits,
without having to go through that agency’s regulafmrocess. Landowners may also receive financial
incentives to help pay for implementing these plans

It should be noted that an animal feeding operatantis required by law to operate within the coe$
of a water quality permit issued by the TCEQ malypaoticipate in the TSSWCB program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially Ugafanimal feeding operations. Depending onrthei
size, animal feeding operations may be regulate@iGiyQ as a point source or are unregulated and
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealby, these feeding operations are classified
according to the number of animals they have, taed as “animal units”; however, TECQ has adopted
rules that provide if you have or exceed a cemaimber of animals, you will be regulated. Animal
feeding operations with more than the number ahais listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit.
Most animal feeding operations in Texas are ngiElanough to require a permit, which makes this
program critical to protecting Texas’ water quality

In developing the Water Quality Management Plaa,TBSWCB, SWCDs, and the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provide teahassistance to help the landowner meet the
criteria of the plan. A plan establishes practi@ed installations on the farm that adhere to best
management practices specific for that area. Hnews installations that a plan calls for dependhe
operation. A farm may include a combination ofptamd, dairy cows, poultry, hogs or cattle.

These plans may also include erosion control measuch as terraces or grass waterways; or they may
address nutrient management to help landownersl awair-fertilizing their land, or over-applying amal
waste. Although a plan will take into consideratemach farm’s uniqgue components, all WQMPs
generally attempt to control erosion, conserve waited protect water quality.
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Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landowneryragply for a financial incentive that will help
pay for implementing the plan. Local districts Basarying rates for sharing the cost of plan
implementation, however cost-share may not excéétl With a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
Landowners receiving financial incentive have agpmately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, tapplications are cancelled automatically and timel$u
are reallocated to another plan. This approachfhbpevill reduce the amount of lapsed funds.

The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts foafcial incentives based on whether the area has
impaired water bodies as determined by TCEQ, trafTSSWCB had previously designated it as a
priority. Most of these financial incentives wexgpropriated from General Revenue funds. Somesplan
received financial incentives from federal fund&t& appropriations provided to local district$-i¥i05
amounted to $2,226,042.00 to carry out a WQMP sbate program in their district.

In addition to certifying WQMPs to ensure that thep abate nonpoint source pollution, the TSSWCB
monitors WQMPs to ensure they are properly implemetnEach year, the TSSWCB conducts status
reviews on a minimum of 10% of the plans. Additioleghnical assistance may be offered to a
landowner when a WQMP is found noncompliant. Inuhkkely case that the landowner does not
achieve compliance with the WQMP, the TSSWCB mapeddy the plan.

During FY03, the WQMP Program was administered ftbexTSSWCB office in Temple. The staff
reductions in the FY04 budget made it necessarthioprogram to be reorganized and the Regional
Offices activities are now coordinated throughtalingen Regional Office. Additionally, plan
certification authority was shifted from the Templeadquarters to each regional office. This chamge
already expediting the certification process amtlioeng postage expenditures, while maintaining the
integrity and standards of the program.

The last adjustment involved the complaint procegsch was also administered out of the headquarter
office during FY03. Headquarters office no longas lan individual to do complaint inspections arnd al
complaints are investigated from the appropriatgiéteal Office.

Current Status

Through the end of the third quarter of FY-07, @altof 665 water quality management plans have been
certified by the State Board. The period for o#ligg cost-share funds ended on April 30, 2007and
total of $1,676,131.00 was obligated. This repnes86.1% of the total allocation.
The following items will be considered at the SBtard meeting in July, 2007:

1. FY-08 allocations

2. Revision of the master practice list

3. Requests for supplemental cost-share funds

4. Expansion of priority areas
The report on lapsed funds for the FY-05 fundingewill be completed in September, 2007.

Poultry W ater Quality Management Plan Initiative

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water ConservaBoard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry
operations with the establishment of the North@astas - Senate Bill 503 Cost-share Area. Sincel, 199

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 20
JuLy 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




over $300,000 of WQMP Program funding has beenigealvannually to six soil and water conservation
districts (SWCDs) in Northeast Texas to addressnahifeeding operations (AFOs). Shelby SWCD
began receiving SB 503 funds in FY 2005 and theojydoches SWCD began receiving SB 503 funds in
FY 2007.

In 1995, the TSSWCB initiated three federal Clearat&w Act, 8319(h) projects to demonstrate
composting as a means for dead bird disposal, bstifgs, and proper land application of poultiyeli.

In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded its efforts by initigta composting and marketing project. This effor
to promote the installation of composters and otheans of mortality management on poultry farms
resulted in accelerated WQMP development.

In 1997, the Texas Legislature passed Senate ®il0,1which required all poultry farms to have a TEE
approved method of dead bird disposal. The law &ftect in March 1998. However, the rules weré no
adopted and did not take effect until fall 1999.wés during this time that requests for poultry MWEs
significantly increased due to pursuit of cost-shBor mandated mortality management. This activity
intensified the TSSWCB'’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concerns @&l initiation of TMDL development in the Big
Cypress/Lake O’ the Pines watershed, the TSSWCRrbaging 8319 funds for cost-share in the area ir]
addition to the Senate Bill 503 cost-share fundeaaly directed to the watershed. The current
implementation process of the TMDL has shown tlt YWQMP program has resulted in reduced
nutrient loadings in the watershed. Due to risoogcerns in nearby watersheds, the TSSWCB als¢
included the Sam Rayburn and Toledo Bend Resewatigrsheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWCB
expanded the poultry initiative again in 2001 te Ghonzales area.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water consermatiistrict (SWCD) technicians were employed under
federal Clean Water Ag319 contracts to develop WQMPs in poultry producargas. Six of those
contracts expired in 2004 and the seventh expirédarch 2005. An eight§319 district technician was
hired in 2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that cortveit expire in August 2007. A ninth position was
hired in October 2006 in Robertson County and tgrakition was hired in February 2007 in Leon
County, to help with WQMP development for the Saade Farms expansion in the Waco area. AS
currently contracted, only 4 SWCD technicians arailable statewide to assist with poultry WQMP
development and review during FY 2007 and thosdraots are scheduled to expire in August 2007.
Because of expiring contracts and difficulty retiagn temporary contract SWCD staff, TSSWCB
submitted a 2008-2009 Legislative Appropriationgjiest for 4 additional FTEs to replace the 4 erpiri
SWCD technician positions, so as to continue texdirassistance for poultry producers in these areag
The budget request was approved by th8 Béxas Legislature and will take effect Septemhe2aD?.
The four new positions will be located in the fonost heavily poultry populated areas of the statechv
are Shelby, Nacogdoches, Gonzales, and Leon Ceuanie they will also serve the poultry producers in
surrounding counties. The 4 new positions willplagt of the TSSWCB Poultry Program reporting to the
Nacogdoches Poultry Office.

In 2001, the 77 Legislature passed Senate Bill 1339, which reguak poultry facilities in Texas to
operate in accordance with a WQMP certified by TT®SWCB. The review and certification process
assures the plan includes appropriate practicesagesment measures, and schedules of implementation

This law provides a staggered-schedule of deadlwyeshich each producer, depending on their initial
date of operation, must have requested the developraf a WQMP from their soil and water
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conservation district. Any commercial poultry figgi constructed after January 1, 2002 is requi@d
have a WQMP prior to the receipt of any birds. @tther commercial poultry facilities are required t
have a WQMP no later than December 31, 2007.

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1375 total dtiefi poultry farms, of which 1319 (96%) currently
operate under a certified WQMP. The TSSWCB ests#itat 15 farms need to request a plan befortt1
December 31, 2007. The other estimated 41 farms Aleady requested a plan and those plans are
various stages of development. However, ther@ isrgoing challenge of identifying new poultry fam
continually being constructed and put into produttand locating other poultry farms not yet ideeatlf
Sanderson Farms will need about 75 more new cdnfemms in the Waco area to supply a new
processing plant scheduled to open in August 20ESWCB staff has already been developing WQMPS
for some of these proposed new farms.

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &roteAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs), Thgas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requisdlitter poultry operations larger than 125,000
broilers or pullets, 82,000 layers or breeders5®000 turkeys to operate under a water qualitynger
However, due to a federal court decision by the. @'$Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the
EPA issued a notice that the date by which a peamdt a Nutrient Management Plan must be obtaineq
was extended to July 31, 2007 and EPA has singeopeal that date be extended to February 27, 2004.
Also in compliance with the court decision, the ERAeased additional proposed rule changes in Jung
2006. Under the proposed new rule, farms thatal@aatually discharge wastes to waters of the &r&.
not required to apply for permit coverage, therebsinating the need for dry-litter operations fapby.

In advance of EPA’s final rule, TCEQ made a rularge in September 2006 to allow CAFO size dry-
litter poultry farms an exemption to permittingliey obtain and follow a WQMP certified by TSSWCB.
A supplemental guidance document is available ftbenTSSWCB for poultry producers that provides
requirements in addition to the WQMP that are nemegsto stay in compliance with the CAFO rules.

In FY 2007, the TSSWCB Poultry Office, located imddgdoches, continues to develop, update, angl
review Water Quality Management Plans for poultrgducers and provide assistance with all issueq
related to the Poultry WQMP Program. The PoultrggPam Supervisor and two Natural Resource
Specialists staff the office. In addition, theewhy approved FTEs mentioned earlier will also bet pf
the Poultry WQMP Program and two of those will getie poultry producers in the Nacogdoches areg}
Approximately 650 (47%) of the estimated 1375 dited poultry farms in Texas are located in an eigh
county area surrounding Nacogdoches. Approxima&el{3%) of the farms in those counties still naed
WQMP developed. The office also assists other @il water conservation districts in the state with
poultry WQMP development as needed.
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The following is a summary of the status of farnagesvide needing a WQMP that TSSWCB is currently
aware of:

Date Due Status Number of Farms
Prior to Bird Not Signed-up *70  (Sanderson Farms in Waco Area)
Placement Plans in Progress 12

1/1/2002 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2002 Plans in Progress 1

1/1/2003 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2003 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 0
1/1/2005 Not Signed-up 0

1/1/2005 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 0

1/1/2008 Not Signed-up 15

1/1/2008 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 19
Unknown Not Signed-up 3

Unknown Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 11

Subtotal: 131
Unknown Additional Gonzales area farms* 30

* One integrator in the Gonzales area has indicapgoximately 30 farms that are or have been wetaiions and required
permits will now convert to dry operations and widled WQMPs.

North Bosque River Watershed Initiative

In 1998 the North Bosque River (Segments 1226 @&ub)lwas included on th€exas 303(d) Lisas
impaired under narrative water quality standardated to nutrients and aquatic plant growth. In
February 2001, the TCEQ adopfeao Total Maximum Daily Loads for Phosphorus in Neth Bosque
Riverfor segments 1226 and 1255.

The TMDLs concluded that:

» Use of the two segments was “impaired” by high lewaé nutrients.

* The nutrient of principal concern was soluble re@&cphosphorus (SRP).

* Reduction of SRP of approximately 50% would redineepotential for problematic algal growth
in the river.

* The major controllable sources of nutrients in N@th Bosque River watershed were municipal
wastewater treatment facilities (WWTFs) and NPSupioin from dairy waste application fields
(WAFS).

In December 2002, both the TCEQ and the TSSWCB tadopn Implementation Plan for Soluble
Reactive Phosphorus in the North Bosque River Whasel The four basic elements of phosphorus
control identified in the plan were:
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* Phosphorus application rates in WAFs.

* Reduced phosphorus diet for dairy cows to reduegktiosphorus content of dairy wastes.

* Removing approximately half of the dairy-generatednure from the North Bosque River
watershed for use or disposal outside of the wageks

» Effluent limits on phosphorus for municipal wastésvareatment facilities.

Before and since the adoption of the I-Plan, th8W&B TMDL Program has been actively working on
numerous projects and programs designed to adsestagricultural community in meeting its
recommendations and requirements. Clean WatergB&9(h) Grant Program funding has been useq
extensively to assist in the development and implaation of the North Bosque River TMDL.
Currently, seven CWA 8319(h) funded projects atévely supporting the implementation of the North
Bosque River TMDL.

Dairy Manure Export Support Program

Although the program has ended, the Dairy Manur@oxSupport (DMES) Program can claim a
remarkable achievement: As of February 28, 200/&r wne million ninety-three thousand tons
(1,093,000) of manure have been removed from dainethe North Bosque River and Leon River
watersheds and transported to commercial compospegations. The initial goal of the DMES Program
was to export 300,000 tons of manure from partiangadairy farms from November 2000 through
October 2003. That benchmark was exceeded irtHasstwo years.

The TSSWCB initiated the DMES Program in an efforbring an innovative solution to the problem of
elevated phosphorus levels in the North BosquerRind Leon River watersheds and as a result of th¢
North Bosque River TMDL and I-Plan. The DMES Puamgroffered financial incentives to commercial
manure haulers to support the transport of raw mgafrom dairy farms in the North Bosque River and
Leon River watersheds to commercial compostingaipmrs. The raw manure is then improved through
a composting process so it may be put to benefisal Entities such as the Texas Department o
Transportation and municipalities, as well as agtical producers and the general public are sohtleeo
target purchasers of the composted product. Thpwrexof this surplus manure (and the nutrients
contained in the manure) will help address conceegmrding identified NPS water quality impacts
associated with traditional on-farm land applicated manure in the region.

E—

Overall DMES Program management was controlledutiinothe TSSWCB. The TSSWCB contracted
everyday activities to the Texas Institute for ApglEnvironmental Research (TIAER) at Tarleton &tat
University. In April 2001, TIAER subcontracted nyaaspects of the Program to the Foundation for
Organic Resources Management (FORM), which wascepl by imanage, LLC in July 2003. Through
FORM, and later imanage, LLC, the DMES Program b@sn managed at the local level through a
DMES Program office located in Stephenville, Texas.

The final report discussing the DMES Program’s aggliishments since it's October 2000 inception
should be completed in July 2007.

Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan Program

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management RINMP) Program was developed in response
to a control measure recommended in the I-Plathi®mNorth Bosque River TMDL for Soluble Reactive
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Phosphorus. The I-Plan recommended that dairyyoed in the watershed voluntarily develop and
implement a CNMP; however, the TCEQ adopted a tha¢ makes the recommendation a requirement
The CNMP Program is confined to the North BosqueeRand Leon River watersheds by TSSWCB rule.

A CNMP is a resource management plan containingr@ping of conservation practices and
management activities which, when combined intcoaservation system, will help ensure that both
agricultural production goals and natural resowmecerns dealing with nutrient and organic by-poisiu
and their adverse impacts on water quality areeadti. A CNMP incorporates practices to utilizenzadi
manure and organic by-products as a beneficialureso The TSSWCB selected requirements for g
CNMP based on the TCEQ rules and regulations requor permitted and unpermitted animal feeding
operations and criteria outlined in the Field Gdfitechnical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the Bdit
States Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resaur@onservation Service (NRCS). The FOTG
represents the best available technology and eadyr tailored to meet the needs of soil and wate
conservation districts all over the nation. Tockeified by the TSSWCB, the local SWCD, the praghic
and the local NRCS Field Office must approve a CNMP

As of June 22, 2007, the TSSWCB has certified 54hef 86 CNMPs that have been submitted for
approval. The TSSWCB, NRCS, and the Texas Assoniatf Dairymen have held numerous meetings
with dairy producers and technical service prowdsmce January 2006 in an effort to facilitate
development and submittal of CNMPs.

Statewide Bacterial Water Quality Impairment Reducton Initiative

According to the 2004 exas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) Lshe hundred ninety-seven (197)
waterbodies are impaired because they do not mesace water quality standards for bacteria
established to protect contact recreation user@shifvater or saltwater) and/or oyster water use Th
magnitude of bacteria impairments in Texas is ewicehen compared to all other types of water gyalit
impairments. These bacteria impairments represamt%0% of all impairments on ti393(d) List

As the lead agency in Texas responsible for thegmtéon, abatement, and management of NPS pollutior
from agricultural and/or silvicultural activitieshe TSSWCB plays a critical role in addressing wate
quality impairments for bacteria. Many of these amments have been attributed, at least in part, tq
grazing livestock or animal feeding operations.

In order to address these bacteria impairments W& has continued to strengthen partnerships with
industry commodity organizations including the TeXarm Bureau, the Texas and Southwestern Cattl
Raisers Association, the Independent Cattlemerssdsation of Texas, the Texas Poultry Federatioa, t
Texas Association of Dairymen and the Texas Poddirrers Association. Regular communication
includes notification of public stakeholder meesinfpr Total Maximum Daily Load or Watershed
Protection Plan projects that will impact livestagkerations.

1%

Working with the USDA Natural Resources Conservat@rvice and the State Technical Committee, ar
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)t&tBesource Concern for Water Quality in South
Central Texas was established to provide livestodducers in the Peach Creek, EIm and Sandie$
Creeks, Atascosa River and Lower San Antonio Rwatersheds financial assistance in implementingj
best management practices (BMPs) to prevent ang &f2S pollution from their operations which may
be contributing to the bacterial water quality inmpeent in those watersheds. This financial asstsdn
livestock producers supports implementation of TMDr. these watersheds.
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The magnitude of water quality impairments fromesgive bacteria in Texas has resulted in a markedgl
increase in the number of bacteria-related edutati@sessment, demonstration, and implementatiof
projects initiated and directed by the TSSWCB. Mafsthese projects are funded through the agency'g
Clean Water Act 8319(h) NPS Grant Program, butathency is utilizing other funding mechanisms such
as the USDA NRCS Grassland Reserve Program. Newolylozen projects are currently focused on the)
abatement of bacterial NPS pollution.

For more information on the TSSWCB Statewide Baak&¥ater Quality Impairment Reduction
Initiative, visit our website dittp://www.tsswch.state.tx.us/managementprogratrdinies/bacteria

Coastal Management Program

Background

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) watedréacoordinate state, local, and federal
programs for the management of Texas coastal reseufhe program brings in federal Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) funds to Texas state andllensties to implement projects and program
activities for a wide variety of purposes. The Gab€oordination Council (CCC) administers the CMP
and is chaired by the Commissioner of the GLOolhprises the chair or appointed representatives fro
the TPWD, the TCEQ, the TWDB, TxDOT, a member @&f Trexas State Soil and Water Conservation
Board, a member of the RRC, the director of theaBeX&M University Sea Grant Program and four
gubernatorial appointees. These members are sglkecpeovide fair representation for all aspects
concerning coastal issues.

The Council is charged with adopting uniform gaatsl policies to guide decision-making by all easti
regulating or managing natural resource use withenTexas coastal area. The Council reviews
significant actions taken or authorized by statenages and subdivisions that may adversely afieastal
natural resources to determine their consistently the CMP goals and policies. In addition, the
Council oversees the CMP Grants Program and thél Bansiness and Individual Permitting Assistance
Program.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsA/Z), Section 6217, requires each state with an
approved coastal zone management program to deadtxerally approvable program to control coastal
nonpoint source pollution. The Texas CCC appoiat€bastal Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
Program workgroup to develop this document. Thaeddat Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency jgiatiminister the program. In Texas, two agencies
hold primary responsibility for the program’s deya@inent and implementation: the Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality and the TSSWCB.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managemeasdsures (86217(g) measures or (g) measures) that
will control significant nonpoint sources of poll to coastal waters. Six source categories are
addressed by these measures: agriculture, foresbrgn and developing areas, marinas, wetlandizipar
areas, and hydro modification. States can use teryapproaches combined with existing state
authorities to achieve implementation of managemedsures. However, if the voluntary mechanisms
are not effective, states must have backup enfaneauthorities in place to ensure that management
measures are implemented.

Texas submitted the Texas Coastal Nonpoint Soustteti®dn Control Program to EPA and NOAA in
December 1998. In October 2000, Texas submitted ¢éixas Coastal NPS Control Program 15-year
Program Strategy and FY 2001-2005 Implementatian.PI
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Final findings were issued by NOAA/EPA in July 2083ich contained conditional approval of the
program. The agricultural and silvicultural portsoof the program were approved without conditions.

Current Status

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing theadtural and silvicultural management measures of
the program. The main mechanism we have for thisesState’s cost-share program for implementing
Water Quality Management Plans on farms and ranitinesgh local soil and water conservation dissrict
(SWCD). For over eight years, more than $300,00&tate funds has been spent annually in the coastal
zone districts to provide cost-share to implemémalWater Quality Management Plans.

In addition to state funding, Texas receives §62mhding from NOAA for implementing the Coastal
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. PrioR@94, SWCDs in the Coastal Management Zone
received grants from NOAA’s 86217 Implementatiomésito install agricultural management measures
through the TSSWCB Water Quality Management Plaggam. In March 2004, NOAA issued final
guidance for the program funds. The guidance ngdoallows these funds to be used to implement
agricultural best management practices on privatdd. As a result, federal funding is no longeilalsbe

for SWCDs to implement agricultural management messbeginning in FY06. In addition, the FY06
NOAA budget cut the Coastal Nonpoint Source PalutControl Program funding by 70%. The FY06
amount Texas received was only $112,000. No fundiag available in FY07 for the coastal nonpoint
source pollution control program.

In the meantime, our Water Quality Management Blagram in the coastal management zone
continues.

The TSSWCB works with TCEQ and other partners tpl@ment watershed protection plans and TMDS
in the coastal zone, as well as other areas dbthie. The Arroyo Colorado Watershed Protection Pla
Phase I, developed was finalized in January, 200i¢. of the goals of the plan is to achieve the nalty
adoption of agricultural best management practiBdsPs) on 33% of the irrigated cropland
(approximately 100,000 acres) by 2010 and 50% (aqmprately 150,000 acres) by 2015.
Implementation of the silvicultural management nuees in the coastal zone is through a CWA 8319
grant from the TSSWCB to the Texas Forest Service.

Information Technology

Server Virtualization

The TSSWCB recently employed server virtualizatechhology to consolidate some of its most critical
services onto new hardware.

Consolidating servers through virtualization allavtke TSSWCB to move much of its critical
infrastructure to new hardware, while at the same substantially reducing hardware costs and ieduc
the amount of administrative overhead.

This project also resulted in other important galdpon completion of this project, the agencyireal a
600 percent increase in file server space for galquarters office, enhanced data backup capability
improved security for each of the migrated servares improved disaster recovery capabilities.

After careful consideration of numerous virtualiaattechnologies, the IT department selected tlemop
source OpenVZ project as the virtualization platfdo act as the centerpiece of this project. Baside

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 27
JuLy 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




providing a mature and stable environment, thisnsok is freely available and resulted in no ctsthe
agency for deployment.

Server virtualization allows multiple disparatevas to run simultaneously on the same machineh Eac
virtualized server operates as if it were hosted amique machine.

Sever Backups

Early in 2007, the IT department deployed a new@gogh to server backups. For servers with largely
static configurations, the open source project Mowds rolled out to produce backup system images.
This allows snapshot images of working serversetbirned to a set of CDs which can be used to uick
restore a fully functional server following a disas

These CD images can also be used to perform sgaudits by comparing system files on a running
server with those from a previous backup.

The use of the open source Mondo software resirtad costs to the agency for software purchases,
licensing or third-party support.

PC Hardware Upgrades

The first half of 2007 saw the initiation of new skdo replace or upgrade the oldest and most
problematic agency desktop PCs with more capaldeeable units or components. This work was part
of a continuous process that aims to lessen tkefignacceptable levels of downtime that coulduncc
following PC hardware failures.

Each of the machines replaced was at or, in mastsgaignificantly beyond the PC life cycle
recommendations from the Texas Department of Inftion Resources (DIR).

All purchases were made in accordance with statealad DIR guidelines through a DIR-approved
vendor. Most purchases were made using DIR's Bupdeit Program, which resulted in substantial cost
savings during the purchase phase of this work.

Network Calendar

In December 2006, the IT Department rolled out\a network calendar capability to help the agency's
nonpoint source team keep track of the projecdidees and meetings that employees are a pant of i
their work across the state. This project has soem®me a heavily relied upon production service.

This project was built to be secure, standards¢basd to leverage the power of open source proj€cts
the server, WebDAYV is used to hold data in a semaener where it is accessible to authorized ugans.
the client side, employees subscribe to, and pubkswork calendars using an iCalendar-capable
application, primarily the Mozilla Project's Lightig extension to its Thunderbird email client.

The project is still in an early phase, and sonatuiee requests are still being addresses. Pending
resolution of these requests, the calendar witflered to other agency departments.

As this project was built completely from freelyagable open source software, it has resulted inasb
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to the agency for software, licensing or externigprt.

Wireless Networking Upgrade

Taking advantage of the continuing improvementseicurity and bandwidth in wireless local area
networking, the agency upgraded its headquartéreohfrastructure to provide the now widely
available 802.11g wireless networking standar@dadition to the older 802.11b standard.

The bandwidth increases afforded by this upgrage peovided significant improvements for staff
working with large system files over the networlasBd on previous positive experiences in Harlingen
and Hale Center, the IT department is planningograde other agency offices in the future.

Public Information /Education Report

General Overview

The purpose of the public information/educationgpam is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the ayeamd district programs, services, operations and
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatés piibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmenthépublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCB
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, workslthgglays at trade shows and training for district
directors and district bookkeepers, conservatiafgssionals, youth groups and other entities. Staff
provides guidance to districts with their own indival information/education programs as well as
regional and state information/education programtgated by districts. Staff prepares and dissetema
press releases, news stories and printed prombpooducts. The TSSWCB monitors the use of the
publications and use of information. Staff représehne agency as needed with various
information/education groups and entities. The T&BMas a cooperative agreement with the
Association of Texas Soil and Water Conservatiostridits to provide assistance and help coordinate
district involvement and participation with Assdaa’s Information/Education Committee and its
programs.

2006 Summer Teacher Workshops

Several teacher workshops are held each summtadadners interested in conservation and natural
resource issues. The workshops are held in vagarts of the state in cooperation with the TSSWCB.
The Texas Environmental Education Advisory Comrmittethe Texas Education Agency approves the
content of these workshops, sponsored by the TSSVA€RN approved Environmental Education
Professional Development Provider teachers aretalget credit hours toward their required contirgui
education units (CEUS), while experiencing nature #he outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in@dol@is/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on

June 12-14, 2007. Topics included grass manages@is, water cycle, plants in the Texas hill doyn
wildlife biology, and prescribed burning.

2006 Texas Conservation Awards Program
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Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water Consamnabard and the Association of Texas Soil and
Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor the Texass€rvation Awards Program to recognize and honoq
those who dedicate themselves and their taleriteetoonservation and wise use of renewable natural
resources. The 2007 Awards Program that has jusfuted marks the 39 year of this joint program.

Local districts select their outstanding individsiak winners and submit them by mid-February eaah y
for regional judging. Those selected as regionahets are honored each May at regional Awards
Banquets. From these regional winners, a stateewiisrselected for the Outstanding Conservation
Districts, Outstanding Conservation Teacher, PdStartest, and the Essay Contest. These individuals
invited to the Annual State Meeting for recognition

The conservation awards program provides competéral incentives to expand and improve
conservation efforts, resource development, anegase the wise utilization of renewable natural
resources. As a result, soil and water conservaligtnicts, and both rural and urban citizens ofdsare
benefited.

Soil and water conservation districts may enteir floeal recognition honorees in any of 10 categ®ri
(East Texas has an additional category of For€xtryservationist), depending on appropriatenedseo t
category description. For the youth of the disttiicere is also a poster and essay contest. Thgarats
and a brief description of each are:

Outstanding Conservation District

Awarded to the winning soil and water conservati@trict in each area for the most outstanding oy
during the past fiscal year.

Resident Conservation Rancher
Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiaohar in each area. They must be a resident of the

district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frofmai the
entry was submitted. The rancher may have othgnbss or professional interests.

Resident Conservation Farmer

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatioméain each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform farming activities within the tliet and be a cooperator with the district fromieththe
entry was submitted. The farmer may have otheinbas or professional interests.

Absentee Conservation Farmer/Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding absentee conservatramefaor rancher in each area. They must reside
outside the district, but operate farming or ranghactivities within the district and be a cooperatith
the district from which the entry was submittecheTperson may have other business or professional
interests.

Water Quality Management Plan
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Awarded to the outstanding Water Quality Managen®am recipient in each area. They must be a
district cooperator who has a district approved &v&uality Management Plan and has incorporated
water quality into their farming or ranching acties and soil and water conservation work.

Essay Contest —Two Categories (Those 13 and uaddrthose 14 to 18 years of age)

Essays (topic: “Celebrate Conservation”) are tsutamitted to local soil and water conservationrititst
for local judging. Each local district will judgke entries and submit three essays to the TSSWICB f
competition on the area level. Plaques will beraed to 1, 2'® and 3 place winners on the area level
and state winners will be selected from the arem®iis. This contest is open to students, in two
categories, one for those ages 13 and under, anuthier category for those ages 14 to 18 yeargef a
and does not jeopardize Texas University Intersadim League eligibility.

Poster Contest

Posters should address one of the following sutije€tood for the Future” or “The Living Soil”. Bters
shall be submitted to local soil and water condssaadistricts for local judging. Each local distrwill
judge the entries and submit three posters to 8®&\WCB for competition on the area level. Plaquids w
be awarded to the’12" and 3 place winners on the area level and state winn#irbe selected from
the area winners. This contest is open to studéBtgears and under, and does not jeopardize Texas
University Interscholastic League eligibility.

Business/Professional Individual

Awarded to the outstanding man or woman in therl®ss community who has rendered the most
unselfish conservation service in each area. Reptatives of the news media (radio, television,
newspaper, magazines, etc) who contribute to angecsupport for conservation shall also be consile
eligible for this award. (This award is not fodimidual conservation practices or individuals who,
because of employment, assist with or augment titk wf the soil and water conservation district.)

Conservation Teacher

Awarded to the outstanding teacher of conservati@thools in each area. Teachers of all gradedev
are eligible for this award.

Wildlife Conservationist

Awarded to the outstanding wildlife conservatiommseach area. They must be a district cooperaiar
has incorporated wildlife conservation into theirrhing and ranching activities.

Conservation Homemaker

Awarded to the outstanding conservation homemakeach area. The homemaker and or family must
own or operate a farm or ranch, be a district ccatpe and have knowledge of the conservation progra
being implemented.

Conservation District Employee
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Awarded to the outstanding soil and water cons@mwatistrict employee who exhibits a degree of
knowledge, skill, ability, and leadership that clgaesults in superior job performance far abdwe t
basic requirements of the position.

Forestry Conservationist (Area IV only)

Awarded to the outstanding forestry conservatioimisthe most outstanding farm forestry conservatio
program in the commercial forest areas of TexaseyTmust be a district cooperator or an individuad
has implemented conservation practices on thed ¢éamdl has done missionary work for conservation and
the district program.

Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdrigespen to high school FFA students interested in
conservation. The contest is aimed at broadenumests' interest and knowledge of conservation and
how individuals must depend on and take care oivibiéed around them for survival. The contest is
coordinated through the Texas FFA, with contesth@atocal, area and state level. Local winners
compete in the 10 state FFA areas and those wicoenpete for the state title. The theme of the 2006
contest is “Water Wise.”

To prepare for the contest, students were to comsti their Agriculture Science teacher and woiikhw
their local soil and water conservation distridud&nts are encouraged to visit with their local@Wo
find out more about conservation practices in thesa.

This project is a partnership between the Texas, B Vocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatdn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBiiand, and the Association of Texas Soil and Water
Conservation Districts. The State Winner of thd 8od Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest is
invited to attend the Annual State Meeting eachr ged asked to deliver their winning address.

Wildlife Alliance For Youth

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests off@pportunities at the local district level for 4add
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers scholarshtp
contest winners. It is a powerful tool for studeimt$ecome involved in conservation and obtain an
appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agscience 38ildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject are&¥giidlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife Rlan
Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferences; WilddifBiological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetyygass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. Students should have an understantlihgse subject areas before they compete.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Statiéa&hd Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Ave@orth Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 32
JuLy 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




Texas) and Area lll (South Texas) all hold theintests in the spring. Each team is certified eodflea
level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas o
the state. About 600 high school students pagteijn the statewide competition.

The TSSWCB is the lead agency in sponsoring ananmzg the contests. The Association of Texas
Soil and Water Conservation Districts, USDA- NatiRasources Conservation Service, Texas Parks ang
Wildlife Commission, Cooperative Extension serviard the Texas Education Agency, along with local
soil and water conservation districts (SWCD), alitper in the success of the youth organization.

State Woodland Clinic and Contest

The Texas State Woodland Clinic and Contest is &efdually in the month of April. It is a joint eft
between local soil and water conservation distri8tephen F. Austin University School of Foresing a
the NRCS-USDA.

The contest is an opportunity for 4-H and FFA yastilemonstrate their expertise in different aspett
forestry management and skills in identificatiometded practices and management techniques.
Competition is between teams composed of four mesniepresenting either a 4-H Club or a FFA
Chapter. Prior to the state contest several las#dicts conduct contests for 4-H Clubs and FFA [itbes
within their district and the surrounding area.

The contest began in the late 1950s and was gutiay local SWCDs and timber industry personnel to
develop forestry and woodland curriculum in schaoldhe commercial timber area of the state (East
Texas Piney Woods). The clinic and contest hape®anced widespread popularity and now has
participation from outside of the commercial timbeea on a regular basis. The state participatiosl |

for teams averages around 55 teams per year, hatligst majority of teams being composed of FFA
Chapters. Winners at the state level are eligthlearticipate in the four states regional woodlaadtest
held each May in one of four states. Texas, Lanaj Arkansas and Oklahoma host the regional dontes
on a rotational basis.

Regional Woodland Contest

The four states regional woodland contest is speassiy soil and water conservation districts inheaic

the four states with program and technical suppavtided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
and Development (RC&D), state organizations andstrny personnel. The soil and water conservation
districts in Texas hosted the first four statesarthern regional woodland contest in 1984.

Each state is allowed to send a maximum of six se@anthe regional contest. Each state has a

competition that determines the six teams from skete that may enter in the regional contest. &hos
teams may be composed of individuals representthgrea 4-H Club or an FFA Chapter.

Conservation Education Video Library
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The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdiistricts has established and updates a
conservation related video library that is mainedilby TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently therel®4 conservation-related videos in the library e to
districts and teachers. No rental fees are assésskdse wishing to borrow the videos from thediy.
Borrowing privileges are for a length of two weel®l must be returned upon date specified by the
librarian. Videos can be ordered through your I@call and water conservation district or by contagt
the TSSWCB. From January to July 2007, there haes 67 videos of various titles loaned out to
districts and teachers across the state.

Conservation Education Models

The Nonpoint Source Pollution Watershed Flow Makews students to understand how water supplies
can become polluted from nonpoint sources throatgractive demonstrations.

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Watershed Flow Mode

The NPS model is a hands-on representation ofdstape that allows students to understand how water
sources can become polluted from nonpoint soufides plastic landscape structure has industrial,
undeveloped, agricultural, and residential and wegdfeatures complete with individual houses, trees
cars, tractors and cows. When "rain" falls on trealet, the runoff flows into a city lake. Using vaus
products to add color to the water, the model destrates how potential pollutants are picked upuy r

off.

The model is a layout of a watershed that incluakthe factors that may contribute to polluting ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitsy construction sites, lawn chemicals and golfrses
and Rural features such as: forested land, dafged)ots, cropland and pastureland). To demomstrat
how each type of potential pollutant can enter temiaody Kool-Aid and cocoa are used to color
“runoff”. Grape Kool-Aid is used to represent pibn from factories and oil from parking lots and
roads. Orange Kool-aid represents pollution fromml@hemicals, golf courses, and cropland and
pastureland chemicals. Cocoa is used to represdintion from construction sites, forested landirigs
and feedlots. The Kool-aid and Cocoa are sprin@lethe model in the areas that represent eachotype
pollutant. Once all the pollutants are sprinkledtioe model a spray bottle with water is use toasgnt
rainfall. As the pollutants get wet and startuaoff the students can see how the water carrezs to
the streams and into the lake where we get oukitignvater. Once all the pollutants have run ithi@
lake the students can see how these factors haymthntial to make surface waters unattractive and
unsafe. This demonstration leads to a discussiontdiow to protect the water quality and prevent ou
water from looking like the model.

BRUSH CONTROL PROGRAM STATUS REPORT
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BACKGROUND:

The 79" Legislature continued funding for the State Br@smtrol Program by providing $1,874,176.00
in General Revenue Funds in FYO7. These funds weeeted to be used for continuation of brush
control projects designated by the Soil and Watargervation Board.

Treated

Watershed 2007 Allocated Funds | Unobligated Funds ($) Acres
North Concho 50,000.00 20.00 328,802.14
Pedernales 200,000.00 $ 18,222.55 73,375.08
Twin Buttes 500,000.00 $0.20 275,765.57
Lake Ballinger 50,000.00 $0.00 8314.7
Oak Creek Lake 50,0000.00 $0.00 16,404
Pecos (Saltcedar) 150,000.00 $ 18,914.46 7,274.15
Upper Colorado(Saltcedar) Combined w/Pecos Combined w/Pecos 824.32
Hubbard Creek(SaltCedar) 60,000.00 $0.00 0
Lake Arrowhead 100,000.00 100,000.00 0
Nueces River 100,000.00 0.00 0

*The table listed above represents General Reveiiuroney in the unobligated funds column
*Total acres treated represents treated acres giedeeginning of each project

* The following SWCDs were provided with Brush Pragrelpdates or Brush Program Assistance

Area 1 Districts

Dawson County SWCD
Upper Colorado SWCD

Area 2 Districts

North Concho River SWCD
Nolan County SWCD

Middle Concho SWCD

Eldorado-Divide SWCD
Tom Green County SWCD

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
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Pedernales SWCD
Mitchell County SWCD
Gillispie County SWCD
Runnels SWCD

Pecos County SWCD
Middle Clear Fork SWCD
Midland SWCD

Trans Pecos SWCD
Sandhills SWCD
Howard County SWCD

Area 3
McMullen County SWCD
Caldwell/ Travis SWCD

Area 5
Archer County SWCD

Lower Clear Fork/Brazos SWCD

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
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36




Texas State Soil and Water

2007 Budget Summary Conservation Board June-07
Personnel Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7001, 7002, 7003 - 62 Full - Time Equiv $ 2,690,329 $ 2,014,667 $ 675,662 25.1%
Other Personnel Costs Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7017, 7022, 7023, 7025, 7050 - Other $ 110,993 $ 119,607 $ (8,614) -7.8%
Professional Fees Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7245 - Finanical, Accounting $ 24,000 $ 20,555 $ 3,445 14.4%
Fuel Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7304-Fuel $ 33,565 | $ 18,960 $ 14,605 43.5%
Consumable Supplies Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7300-Consumables $ 29,456 $ 19,852 $ 9,604 32.6%
Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7501-Electricity $ 2,000 $ 1,657 | $ 343 17.2%
7503, 7504, 7510, 7516, 7517 -Telecom 67,652 37,045 30,607 45.2%
Travel Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7101-Public Fares $ 32,000  $ 25,681 $ 6,319 19.7%
7102-Mileage 159,000 126,838 32,162 20.2%
7104, 7105, 7106 - Meal, Lodge, Inc 80,906 70,201 10,705 13.2%
7107-Non-overnight Meal 19,971 14,347 5,624 28.2%
7110-Board Member Meal, Lodge 7,500 5,095 2,405 32.1%
7111, 7112, 7115, 7130 - Out of State 3,500 1,136 2,364 67.5%
7135-Hotel Occup Tax 2,100 328 1,772 84.4%
Rent-Building Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7462-Office Building $ 152,500 $ 127,407 $ 25,093 16.5%
7470-Space 11,628 8,381 3,247 27.9%
Rent-Machine Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7406, 7411 -Furniture, Computer Equip $ 31,400 $ 21,374 $ 10,026 31.9%
7442-Motor Vehicle 2,600 723 1,877 72.2%
Other Operating Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
720, 7203 -Membership, Training $ 8,250 $ 6,912 $ 1,338 16.2%
7210-Fees and Charges 2,000 549 1,451 72.6%
7211, 7218 - Awards, Publications 2,700 1,975 725 26.9%
7262, 7266, 7267 - Maintenance, Repair 7,300 3,393 3,907 53.5%
7273-Printing, Copying 1,750 3,101 (1,351) -77.2%
7276-Communication Services 40,100 24,531 15,569 38.8%
7277-Cleaning Services 3,500 1,575 1,925 55.0%
7281-Advertising 1,000 193 807 80.7%
7286, 7291 - Freight, Postal Services 18,159 5,272 12,887 71.0%
7299-Purchased Services 822,569 555,041 267,528 32.5%
7303-Subscription Period 500 200 300 60.0%
7312- Medical Supplies 50 11 39 78.0%
7330, 7334, 7335 - Equipment, Parts 44,000 10,330 33,670 76.5%
7367, 7368 - Maintenance, Repair 33,906 4,988 28,918 85.3%
7374-Equipment Controlled 10,250 1,176 9,074 88.5%
7377, 7378, 7380 - Computer Expenses 50,750 18,607 32,143 63.3%
7806-Interest 50 9 41 82.0%
7947-SORM 5,758 4,858 900 15.6%
Grants Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7613-Grants Political Subdivisions $ 3,602,550  $ 3,115,972 $ 486,578 13.5%
7621, 7623 - Grants COG, Community 700,000 662,496 37,504 5.4%
7624-Grants Individuals 4,041,922 1,111,041 2,930,881 72.5%
7971-Fed Pass-Thru Non-Operating 750,000 868,290 (118,290) -15.8%
Capital Expenditures Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)
7373-Equipment Capitalized $ 23,900 $ 23,900 $ - 0.0%
Total Expenses Budget Actual Difference ($) Difference (%)

$ 13,632,064 $ 9,058,274 $ 4,573,790 33.6%



Active CWA Section 319(h) Projects

01-01 Administration of the FY2001

01-02

01-15

01-16

01-17

Project Name

CWA Section 319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Statewide NPS Pollution
Management Project

WQMP Initiative for the Pork
Industry

Environmental Regulatory
Oversight

Extending TMDL Efforts in
the NBR Watershed

Project Description

Administer/manage the FYO1 CWA 319(h) cooperatigreeament
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with projecpeoators on
administrative related issues and manage the fiabaspects of each
contract.

Provide technical assistance for FYO1 CWA 319(hjcadfural and
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects tadle¢echnical
requirements and are successfully completed imalyi fashion.

The objective of this project is to determine tteps needed to assist
unpermitted nonpoint source pork producers in megetie
requirements of the Texas Water Code and Texas widtrative Code
§321.47 through the successful development of watality
management plans (WQMPs) certified in accordantie Wexas
Agriculture Code §201.026. The project will consitthe
development, implementation, and demonstration QMNPs
containing cost-effective alternative manure andtesaater storage
facilities on two pork operations chosen by thed%Rork Producers
Association (TPPA).

The objective of this project is to provide the &s)State Soil & Water
Conservation Board guidance and assistance rdtatsdte/federal
environmental requirements for unpermitted aniraabtling operations.

This project will provide storm and routine monitay of tributaries
that contribute nonpoint source loadings to an ingglawater body in
order to assess agricultural NPS reductions.
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Lead

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TPPA

TAMU & Eco-
Environmental
Services

TIAER

Period

4 /1 /2008

4 /1 /2008

2 /3 /2006
8 /31/2007

2 /28/2006
2 /29/2008

3/31/2006
3/30/2008

Federal

$243,674

$308,390

$21,000

$103,362

$441,755



Project Name

01-18 Seymour Supplemental

01-19 ENVIROCAST

01-20 TSSWCB NPS Team Support

01-21

01-22

Maintaining Sediment
Prevention through Repair of

Project Description Lead

The main goal of this project is to demonstrate ag@ment practices TWRI
that mitigate nitrate movement in the soil withie tSeymour Aquifer

region. This project will generate and extend neavidedge to enhance

Best Management Practices (BMPs) for nutrient atigaition

management within the Seymour Aquifer through disaiment of a

subsurface drip irrigation system at the Chilli@tesearch Station.

This project will also provide additional resourdesquantifying and

verifying the effectiveness of BMP implementatiorréducing nitrate

levels within the aquifer.

The project Envirocast®: Increasing Nonpoint Sourodution NCTCOG
Prevention through Watershed Awareness in the Uppeity River

Watershed will introduce environmental news andrimiation at the

local level specifically designed to raise citizeahderstanding,

appreciation, and treatment of environmental issti¢ise watershed

scale.

This project will provide technical assistance Ff01 - FY05 (and TSSWCB
beyond) CWA 319(h) agricultural and silviculturabpects to ensure
that the projects meet all requirements.

This project will involve cooperative efforts betarethe TSSWCB, McCulloch
McCulloch SWCD #249 and the USDA-NRCS in an efforprovide SWCD &

Floodwater-retarding structurestechnical and financial assistance for restoratiolocal floodwater Baylor

in McCulloch County

Improvement and

retarding structures. Baylor University will condsedimentation
surveys and sediment core analysis.

The objective of this project is to develop appraterand standardized TCE

Standardization of Laboratory quality assurance/quality control and standard atpey procedures
Quality Assurance and Quality (SOP) for use of the Mehlich Il soil test extratta

Control for Mehlich Il Soil
Test Methodology: Phase 1
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Period

3 /15/2006
9 /30/2007

3/1 /2006
5/1 /2007

3/1 /2006
1/1 /2008

5/1 /2006
1/31/2008

9 /1 /2006
3/1 /2008

Federal

$83,254

$390,000

$42,400

$338,398

$228,097



02-01

02-02

02-05

02-11

02-12

02-13

Project Name
Administration of the FY2002
CWA Section 319(h)

Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Statewide NPS Pollution

Management Project

Little River Atrazine
Remediation

Phosphorus Index

Three - Technicians

Project Description Lead

Administer/manage the FY02 CWA 319(h) cooperatigreeament TSSWCB
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with projecpeoators on

administrative related issues and manage the fiabaspects of each

contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY02 CWA 319(hjcadfural and TSSWCB
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects tadldechnical
requirements and are successfully completed imalyi fashion.

This project will provide corn & sorghum producérghe Little River Central Texas
watershed with an opportunity to participate inevajuality educational SWCD
activities, technical assistance, and financisistance for

implementation of BMPs, to reduce atrazine runoff.

The objectives of this project are to determinegfiects of selected TCE
soil properties on measured and predicted P ruooffipare and

correlate different soil test & soil solution exttable P levels to runoff

P, and validate and/or modify the TX P Index asegljstive tool for
classification of field sites relative to P lostgdial.

Three technicians will work under the directionSWCDs, with Southmost,
assistance when needed from the TSSWCB regioriaésffand NRCS to Shelby & Ellis-
assist landowners in the development, implementa&/or Prairie SWCD's

maintenance of WQMPs/BMPs. Technicians will be gthim three
SWCDs and will work in adjacent SWCDs through caoafiee
agreements between the participating SWCDs.

Oso Creek/Oso Bay WatershedThis project will consist of TSSWCB working cooptvaly with the Nueces SWCD

Implementation Assistance

Nueces SWCD #357 in the Oso Creek/Oso Bay Watertsheabvide & TAES AREC
technical and financial assistance to landownetBeénmplementation (CO)
of WQMPs.
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Period

4 /1 /2009

4 /1 /2009

4 /9 /2002
4 /30/2008

9 /27/2002
3/31/2008

9/11/2002
8 /31/2007

12/1 /2002
3/31/2008

Federal

$304,132

$311,290

$483,482

$203,178

$700,803

$596,067



02-15

02-20

03-01

03-02

03-05

03-06

03-07

Project Name

Water Quality
Information/Education

Saltwater Revegetation

Administration of the FY2003
CWA Section 319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Statewide NPS Pollution
Management Project

Sam Rayburn WQMP
Implementation Supplemental

E.V. Spence Saltcedar

Bacteria Monitoring for Buck
Creek

Project Description Lead

Through the development of newspaper articlesyin&ional TSSWCB
brochures/flyers, display exhibits and promotiomaterials that include

both water quality and water conservation messagtsategy can be

developed to heighten the public awareness oftip@itance of

protecting and conserving water resources.

This demonstration project will demonstrate altéiues to reclaim
saltwater scarred areas in North Central TexasoNlytare these areas
unproductive and an eyesore, but downstream sethtim causes water
quality degradation and loss of vegetation.

Young SWCD

Administer/manage the FY03 CWA 319(h) cooperatigeeament TSSWCB
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with projecpeoators on
administrative related issues and manage the fiabaspects of each

contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY03 CWA 319(hjcadfural and
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects tadle¢echnical
requirements and are successfully completed imalyi fashion.

TSSWCB

The project will provide financial assistance todawners for
development/implementation of WQMPs, foster coaatid technical
assistance activities in Sam Rayburn ReservoirTareldo Bend
Reservoir watersheds between TSSWCB, SWCD, NRGSotmer
interested individuals, and Compile informationtba location/types of
BMPs for WQMPs implemented.

Shelby SWCD

This project will provide technical and financiaiséstance toward TSSWCB
implementation of targeted brush control activifiesthe purpose of

reducing NPS loadings from saltcedar in the E.\erge Reservoir.

The objective of the project is to monitor waterbfy as related to TWRI
bacterial NPS pollution in Buck Creek by in-streamter sampling to

facilitate TMDL definitions and guidance if needed.
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Period

3/31/2002
3/31/2008

5 /4 /2005
3/31/2007

5/3 /2010

5/3 /2010

711 /2003
8 /31/2007

11/1 /2003
3/31/2008

11/18/2003
9 /30/2007

Federal

$135,000

$15,060

$154,231

$245,109

$350,000

$2,208,446

$247,198



03-08

03-09

03-10

03-11

03-12

03-14

03-15

Project Name

Project Description

Nitrate Impacts in Groundwater The objectives of this project are to demonstria¢ectfectiveness of

Central Texas WQMP
Implementation Supplemental

winter cover crops in removing nitrate-nitrogennfréhe soil profile to
minimize nitrate leaching, demonstrate the abditgeolite to reduce
atrazine and arsenic concentrations in water, agelss the extent of
atrazine and arsenic detections in private groutetivwa the Seymour
and High Plains of Texas.

The project will provide additional funding for tlkagoing

implementation efforts in the Little River waterghd SSWCB projects

(02-5 & 02-6) entitled Central Texas Atrazine Reragdn Project.

Technologies for Animal Waste The objective of this project is to evaluate uitotechnologies for

Pollution

Leaf Beetle Demonstration

Navarro WQMP
Implementation Supplemental

Edge of Field Monitoring

Reducing Atrazine Losses in

Central TX

decreasing nonpoint source pollution and improwuagace water

quality, through on-site demonstrations of reductié total and soluble

P in dairy effluent applied to waste applicaticelds.

The project will demonstrate the usefulness ofdgalally treating
saltcedar in the Colorado River Basin in an effonteduce NPS
pollution loadings resulting from saltcedar on egltural lands.

This project will provide corn and sorghum prodcierthe Richland
Chambers Reservoir watershed with an opportunipatticipate in
water quality educational activities, technicalistssice, and financial
assistance to implement BMPs to reduce the ruratrazine.

The project will monitor and evaluate the P redutttapabilities of a
state of the art methane digester installed orirg &cility in the
North Bosque River watershed operating in conjamctiith a CNMP.

The primary objective of this project is to demaeatt in field plots
alternative means of protecting water quality fratrazine
contamination and assess their impacts by simgldigtd conditions
over a long period of time.
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Lead

TCE

Little River -
San Gabriel &
Central Texas
SWCD

TWRI and
TAMU-BAEN

ARS-USDA

Navarro SWCD

BRA & TIAER

TCE

Period

11/24/2003
4 /30/2008

10/31/2003
4 /30/2008

11/24/2003
3/31/2008

1/15/2004
3/31/2008

12/10/2003
8 /31/2007

11/18/2003
1/31/2008

11/24/2003
8 /31/2007

Federal

$98,341

$424,080

$227,793

$99,246

$430,279

$96,081

$101,271



03-18

04-01

04-02

04-03

04-04

04-05

Project Name Project Description Lead

Bosque Watershed CoordinatorThe objectives of the project include identifyiaugd tracking progress BRA
of all pollution prevention projects and measuhed tire currently
underway, tracking rules & regulations that affegérations of entities
in the watershed, reviewing water quality datatfend I.D., providing
opportunities for efficient/effective use of resoes.

Administration of the FY2004 Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 319(h) cooperatigeeament TSSWCB
CWA Section 319(h) between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with projecpeoators on
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS  administrative related issues and manage the fiaeagpects of each

Management Program contract.

Statewide NPS Pollution Provide technical assistance for FY04 CWA 319(hjcadfural and TSSWCB
Management Project silvicultural projects and ensure that projects tadle¢echnical

requirements and are successfully completed imalyi fashion.
Athletic Field Topdressing as a The purpose of this project is to gain commeraiakeptance of blend of Leon-Bosque

Commercial Market for compost and sand for topdressing of athletic $i¢tdough RC&D
Compost from Dairy Manure  demonstration on athletic fields.
(Field of Dreams Project)

Field Validation of the Texas P The objectives of this project are to determinedfiects of selected TCE
Index in the Poultry Areas of  soil properties in Sam Rayburn Reservoir and Lakéh©Pines
Texas watersheds and other poultry producing areas déttite in East &

South Central Texas to measure & predict P runudf@mpare and

correlate Mehlich Il and soil solution soluble ®racts to runoff P.
Creekside Conservation The purpose of this project is to protect Centeds Highland Lakes  LCRA
Program Project by providing technical/financial assistance to lanwders through the

LCRA's Creekside Conservation Program and asseSsrifuctions
resulting from Creekside Conservation Program.
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Period

12/3 /2003
3 /31/2007

6/1/2011

6/1/2011

8 /4 /2004
7 131/2007

8 /18/2004
9 /30/2008

8 /3 /2004
8 /31/2007

Federal

$190,815

$154,220

$375,231

$300,000

$390,657

$507,300



04-06

04-07

04-08

04-09

04-10

04-11

Project Name Project Description Lead Period

Modeling Nutrient Loads from This project will simulate nutrient loadings forepand post USDA NRCS-  4/11/2005
Poultry Operations in the implementation conditions in the Toledo Bend Resigrand Sam WRAT 3/31/2008
Toledo Bend & Sam Rayburn Rayburn Reservoir watersheds.

Reservoir Watersheds

Technical Assistance and This project will provide technical assistanceandowners in Jack SWCD 8/12/2004
Implementation in West Fork  developing and implementing WQMPs within the WemstkFof Trinity 8 /31/2007
of the Trinity River Watershed River Watershed.

WQMP Implementation This project will coordinate technical assistancévities in the Falcon  Zapata SWCD  8/17/2004
Assistance in Falcon Reservoir Reservoir Drainage Area in Zapata County betwee®WGSB, SWCD, 8 /31/2007
NRCS, & Kika De La Garza PMC and provide technigahcial
assistance to landowners to aid in developmentémphtation of
WQMPs.
Seymour Aquifer Water Quality This project will provide irrigators in Haskell, K, and Jones counties Haskell, Knox 8 /19/2004

Improvement with opportunity to participate in water qualitywedtional activities, and Jones SWCD8 /31/2008
technical assistance, financial assistance foramphtation of BMPs,
in order to improve water quality in Seymour Aquife

Phytoremediation of The objective of this project is to develop and dastrate year-round  TAES - 8 /30/2004
excessively high phosphorus forage systems for both abandoned and currently waste application  Stephenville 8 /31/2008
soils and fields that can reduce P loads that soon will czaady exceeds safe levels

subsequent reduced P runoff  of plant-available P on the North Bosque Rivelirtige.
into North Bosque River

Watershed Protection Plan This project will assess the Pecos River Basinga®e landowner and  TWRI 8 /25/2004
Development for the Pecos stakeholder involvement through educational effatsl develop a 2 /29/2008
River Watershed Protection Plan based on the river lzasiassment.
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Federal

$96,000

$100,000

$461,290

$764,054

$238,859

$709,381



04-12

04-13

04-14

04-15

04-16

04-17

04-18

Project Name Project Description Lead
Assessment of Springtime This project will provide storm and routine monitay of tributaries to TIAER
Contributions of Nutrients and the NBR in order to assess ag NPS reductions. piidject will focus on
Bacteria to the NBR springtime contributions of nutrients and bactésiavater quality within

tributaries of the NBR, assessing reductions @ pnd post-TMDL
implementation periods.
Development of a Watershed This project will provide assessment of existind aotential water UCRA
Protection Plan for the Concho quality threats related to on-going NPS water piahuwithin the
River Basin Concho River basin and develop a Watershed Proteletan.
Assessment and Mitigation of The primary goal of the project is to evaluateeffectiveness of NETMWD
Agricultural and Other NPS selected BMPs in reducing nutrient inputs to Bigof&gs Creek and Lake
Activities in the Cypress Creek O’ Pines by documenting runoff quality from sitepresenting
Basin. dominant soil & land use types, with/out BMPs.
Mathematical Model for The goal of the project is to aid in the ImpleméotaPlan for Sulfate ARS-USDA
Dispersal of Leaf Beetle, and Total Dissolved Solids (TMDLSs) in the J.B. ThasnE.V. Spence
Diorhabda Elongata from Old and O.H. Ivey Reservoirs by biological control aftsedar in riparian
World released in U.S. for areas along the Colorado River of Texas and lisitaries.
Biological Control of Invasive
Saltcedar
Nueces Basin Headwaters Using public education, the project will concergrah water quality NRA
Stewardship Project concerns, impairments, and threats to water qualtitystreambed
conditions in five headwater stream segments oNiheces River Basin.
Plum Creek WPP The purpose of this project is to coordinate thesttigpment of a TCE

Watershed Protection Plan for the Plum Creek Wagersnd to
facilitate beginning phases of implementation.

BMP Verification in Richland- The purpose of the project is to verify the effeetiess of nutrient load
Chambers Watershed reduction BMPs in the Richland-Chambers watershed.
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Period

8 /15/2004
8 /31/2008

8 /25/2004
2 /29/2008

8 /3 /2004
3/31/2008

10/27/2004
8 /31/2007

9 /1 /2004
8 /31/2007

2 /24/2005
8 /31/2007

TAES-Blackland 8 /1 /2005

7 /1 /2008

Federal

$90,090

$375,240

$442,805

$136,724

$170,703

$440,503

$237,722



04-19

05-01

05-02

05-03

05-04

05-05

05-06

Project Name

Project Description

Regional Watershed Coordinatdrhe objective of this project is to successfullgilisate and coordinate

Administration of the FY2005
CWA Section 319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Statewide NPS Pollution
Management Project

Ellis Prairie SWCD Project

Silvicultural NPS Abatement

Watershed Education

PLAN

watershed planning activities in the Wharton Regli@ifice service
area.

Administer/manage the FY0O5 CWA 319(h) cooperatigreeament
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with projecpeoators on
administrative related issues and manage the fiabaspects of each
contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY05 CWA 319(hjcadfural and
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects tadldechnical
requirements and are successfully completed imelyi fashion.

This project will provide technical/financial adsisce to qualifying
producers on appropriate BMPs to reduce sedimeanient, and
pesticide runoff and provide water quality eduaadicevents.

This project will reduce significant risks to watgrality from
silvicultural NPS pollution by implementing BMPsdaimcreasing
silvicultural NPS awareness by completing a stadeveéivaluation of
silvicultural BMP implementation, providing techalassistance,
education, coordination, and monitoring the effemtiess of forestry
BMPs.

The purpose of this project will be to develop detiver an educational
curriculum which functions to support the TSSWCBffort to prepare a

Watershed Protection Plan in the target watershed.

The objective of this project is to educate 3rdyapplicators of
poultry litter to the environmental benefits ofnggiproper application
management techniques on new sites.
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Lead

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Ellis-Prairie

SWCD

TFS

TCE

TCE

Period

8 /31/2007

9/1/2011

9/1/2011

8 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

Federal

$145,249

$104,480

$310,426

$433,700

$574,521

$358,041

$210,002



05-07

05-08

05-09

05-10

05-12

05-13

Project Name

Impact of Proper Fertilizer
Management

Peach Creek Project

Lake Granger Project

Arroyo Eduation Project

Arroyo WQMP Project

Composting Support - DMES

Project Description

The objective of this project is to implement fizér management
practices on cultivated and pasture fields to destmate the importance
of using proper management relating to applicat@thod, timing, and
rate, and conduct demonstration/educational giettvon the
importance of proper organic fertilizer management.

This project will provide agricultural producerstire Peach Creek
watershed with an opportunity to participate inevajuality educational
activities, technical assistance, and financisistance for the
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMiB)rder to
improve water quality.

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the ddepment of a
Watershed Protection Plan for the Lake Granger Whatel. This
project will also provide the Little River-San Gadrand Taylor SWCDs
with funding for technical/ financial assistancarplement BMPs
through conservation planning.

The purpose of this project is to educate agricaltproducers on how
to better produce and manage their acreage ane@tupy promote
associated programs implementing BMPs related tervepality
protection.

This project will provide technical assistanceandowners to aid in the
development and implementation of a minimum of 7@ MPs in the
Arroyo Colorado Watershed.

The project consists of the TSSWCB working coopeet with
participating entities, dairy producers, manurelésa, and others in the
Bosque and Leon River watersheds to provide firsssistance to
manure haulers in the creation and removal of &etalle-composted
product.
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Lead

TCE

Gonzales
SWCD

BRA & Little
River-San
Gabriel and
Taylor SWCD's

TWRI

Hidalgo &
Southmost
SWCDs

TSSWCB

Period

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
8 /31/2008

9 /1 /2005
9 /30/2007

Federal

$186,352

$465,123

$814,168

$103,959

$970,478

$228,000



06-01

06-02

06-03

06-04

06-05

Project Name Project Description
Administration of the FY2006 Administer and manage the FY2006 CWA 319(h) codpera
CWA Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate wdtiegt
Agricultural/Silvicultural cooperators on administrative related issues anthg®the financial
Nonpoint Source Management aspects of each contract.
Program

FY06 Statewide NPS Pollution Provide technical assistance for FY06 CWA 319(hjcadtural and
Management Project silvicultural projects and to ensure that the prtgemeet all technical
requirements and are successfully completed imalyi fashion.

TSSWCB NPS Team Support Provide technical assistance for FY01 - FY06 CWA(®BJ) agricultural
and silvicultural projects to ensure that the prtgeneet all

Improvement and The purpose of this project is to develop apprderéand standardized
Standardization of Laboratory quality assurance/quality control and standard atpey procedures
Quality Assurance and Quality (SOP) for use of the Mehlich Il soil test extradta

Control for Mehlich 111 Soil

Test Methodology: Phase 2

Lone Star Healthy Streams This project will reduce the levels of bacteriahtaimination of Texas
watersheds from grazing livestock (beef cattleflbyeloping an
educational curriculum that delivers current knalgle training in
production and environmental management of gralzinds and their

associated watersheds, evaluating and demonstthgreffectiveness of
BMPs in reducing bacterial contamination of streamd water bodies

from grazing lands, testing the functionality o taducation program
and make necessary changes and program modifisdiesed on the
results, and promoting Statewide adoption of appatg best
management practices (BMPs) and other watershedef guality
protection activities through education, outreact! g2chnology
transfer.
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Lead

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TCE

TWRI

Period

10/1 /2006
9/1/2011

10/1 /2006
9/1 /2011

10/1 /2006

9/1/2011

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

Federal

$294,343

$487,998

$44,000

$100,786

$404,673



06-06

06-07

06-08

06-09

06-10

Project Name

Envirocast Phase I

Monitoring and Educational
Programs Focused on
Escherichia coli Bacteria and
Nutrient Runoff on Dairy
Operations in the Leon
Watershed

Education Program for
Improved Water Quality in
Copano Bay

WQMP Implementation in the

Project Description Lead

The principal goal of e-Life is to continue devatappublic NCTCOG
understanding and awareness of watershed issuegythenvironmental

stories and features broadcasted during e-Life saggnThe second

phase will build upon the e-Life broadcasting mlati and Web tools

established during the first phase. By continuakposing the North

Central Texas public to e-Life concepts, the progdms to help the

public adopt NPS pollution prevention behaviors.

The objectives of this project are to evaluateptesence of E. coli TAES-
bacteria and nutrients on livestock operationsdetdrmine the risks of ~ Stephenville
movement of E. coli and nutrients to surface wateducate livestock

producers about best management practices to deckeaoli bacteria

and nutrients in runoff from livestock operatioasd determine the

source(s) of E. coli in runoff from the sites atslrelative contribution

to the E. coli populations downstream of the wagtglication fields.

The objective of this project is to improve the eraguality in Copano TWRI
Bay and its tributaries by increasing awareneshefvater quality issues
throughout the watershed and providing educati@hdamonstrations

for landowners and livestock owners in the watetsbre practices to

decrease or prevent bacteria from entering watesway

This project will provide technical and/or financéssistance to McClennen Co

Middle and South Bosque Rivedandowners to aid in the development and implentiemtaf WQMPs SWCD

Watersheds

Arroyo Colorado Agricultural
Nonpoint Source Assessment

and compile information on the location and typ®4Hs for each
WQMP implemented.

The objectives of the project are to perform a cetephistorical data TWRI
review and analysis related to water quality andcatiural best

management practices implemented in the watersmesktigate site-

specific differences and temporal variation of wapgality in drainage

from agricultural production areas, and collecedat future

recalibration of SWAT model to better estimate tibtal nonpoint

source loading into the river.
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Period

2 /1 /2007
4 /30/2008

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

11/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

Federal

$272,785

$438,357

$211,794

$527,770

$430,650



Project Name

06-11 Buck Creek WPP

06-12 Leon River WPP

06-13 Three EQIP Technicians

06-15 SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL

Project Description

The objectives of this project are to identify sfiesources of the
bacteria in Buck Creek, evaluate potential managewmiéernatives for

restoring the waterbody and educate landownerb@bést management

practices, and develop a watershed protectiontplagstore the
waterbody through a stakeholder driven process.

The objectives of this project are to use a loedtiyen, stakeholder
process to develop a Watershed Protection Plathéoteon River
Watershed above Lake Belton; enhance data colieefiorts to
support and facilitate implementation activitiesyyide the TSSWCB
and the TCEQ with recommendations on implementatmategies that
can be incorporated into the TMDL Implementatidan?and provide
an overall assessment of the Leon River Watershedeal ake Belton.

The objective of the project is to provide techhassistance to
landowners to aid in the development, implementatmd/or
maintenance of WQMPs through SB503, Clean Watei(G¥A)
Section 319(h) and EQIP funds and compile inforamatin the location
and types BMPs for each WQMP implemented.

The objective of this project is to provide quabitysured surface water
quality monitoring data to support development acteria TMDLs for
Copano Bay and Mission and Aransas Rivers in AmrBae, Goliad,
Karnes, Refugio, and San Patricio Counties.
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Lead

TWRI

BRA

Karnes,
Atascosa, &
Dewitt SWCDs

NRA

Period

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

10/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

12/1 /2006
9 /30/2009

1/1 /2007
9 /30/2009

Federal

$430,181

$440,525

$387,900

$214,388



