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Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tHB Té&xas Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thiewewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added|
§201.028 to the Texas Agriculture Code to providat the TSSWCB shall prepare and deliver to the
Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, and the Speakéne House of Representatives a report, not late
than January 1 and July 1 of each year, relatinbectatus of the budget areas of responsib#isjgaed

to the State Board including outreach programsjtgranade and received, federal funding appliedihar
received, special projects, and oversight of suil water conservation district activities.

The FY08 Operating Budget with past expenditurestteched to this report. Information on grants enad
to local districts and other entities is incorpethtithin the program section it involves. Ongokregleral
grant program projects under the Clean Water Aepanvided in another attachment.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boar@sgiride in the accomplishments and remarkablg
progress that have been made in soil and watereoaatson 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 continuirgjl@hge and an ongoing need to ensure our land hgs
the capability to produce food and fiber for futdrexans. Because of changes in land use, ownership,
technology, and population growth, the need fol soid water conservation programs will remain
critical. Texas has a finite number of acres tovigte for the needs and desires of citizens andovssi

and this places an ever-increasing demand on dtyigliland. 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 progranust remain dynamic as land uses change anII
technology improves to make some conservation ipecimore capable of meeting demands on soil an
water resources. We also maintain the belief thatpurpose of the soil and water conservation pragr
is to promote the wise use of our renewable nattesburces and provide for the conservation ang
enhancement of the soil and water resources ofstate through and by the dynamic decisions oflloca
soil and water conservation districts which proradtee use of each acre of land within its capadslit
and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and W&nservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatioinamework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are delivereddal landowners and operators. This relationship|
has successfully been utilized to disseminate souadagement techniques and practices to maintai
individual productive land uses to provide for tieeds of present and future generations.

—4

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

In the early history of the United States, thoseoived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landckeared and put into farm production. When thnel la
quit producing at a profitable level, the farmersraty moved on to new land farther west and statted
process over again. There was no need to be gmtt&rith soil conservation, as there was a seeming|
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tile This process continued through the 1800s atad in
the early 1900s. With the outbreak of World Waatmers in the Great Plains states were encourtaged
break out native grassland to grow wheat and dibmstuffs to feed the nation and the world. As a
result of these and other unwise management peacéiod the fact that the farmlands were experigncin
long periods of drought, the 1930s produced somth@fworst dust storms the nation had ever seen
Clouds of dust rolled across the plains statesisgrdlist storms through the south and into theonai
capital. At the same time, the nation was in thdsimof a great economic depression. The federa
government, seeking ways to put people back to vaok encourage conservation, created the Civiliar]
Conservation Corps and Soil Erosion Service. Tginothese mechanisms, demonstration projects wer
initiated to train technicians and to educate thielip in ways to conserve soil resources. Theegnams
were successful in putting people back to work,lacked the local ties to establish lasting coneton
programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national effortontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Maisity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennettkoo
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his expee
scientific knowledge and leadership ability, he \pas in charge of the Soil Erosion Service whewas
created in 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46 \wassed creating the Soil Conservation Serviceinvith

the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benhettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon]

became internationally known for his accomplishraentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colwsnbexas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuade
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiafethis nation were being wasted. He convinded t
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdiddleveloped and sent to the governors of eatd sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The m&rmd 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 govermotis the endorsement of President Roosevelt. The
Model Act, developed in Washington, was patternédrahe 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 Texasisleture based on this Model Act. It is reportedttas
many as 25 different versions of this soil constovalaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of tpoged legislation. When the final version was
adopted, the bill contained many undesirable featurThe 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 finatheeprogram and county agricultural agents wefgeto
the administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across thaeshad, by this time, become concerned about the

newly passed legislation. It was their opiniontthithe responsibility for installing and maintaig
conservation measures lay in the hands of the danters, the control of such a program should aéso b
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in their hands. As a result of these and othecewors, a group of landowners led by V.C. Marshall o
Heidenheimer, Texas, convinced the Governor to thetd 937 legislation.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultednfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation law.
Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a concert#drewas made during the interim between legiskati
sessions to heal the old wounds and to put togethersion of a law that would be generally acabte
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshghwoized a committee of leaders from across the stat
to promote the passage of a new Soil Conservatam. LHe traveled many miles at his own expenseg
seeking the views of agricultural leaders and priimgothe idea of the Soil Conservation District
Program.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includedthe new law were that (1) farmers and ranchers
should determine whether or not a Soil Conservdiimtrict was needed and hold a local option etecti
prior to the establishment of the district; (2) fregram should be controlled by landowners; andh8
Soil Conservation Districts should have no taxintharity or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939 the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (HouBe 2 which incorporated those features and was th
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lensated the State Soil Conservation Board andvatio
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Districtdr. Marshall was elected as the first Chairméthe
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State idsQertificates of Organization for the first 16 [Soi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the pesgrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 217 local soj
and water conservation districts that encompase than 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPibgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned after th
Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was already makibgngits to address soil conservation as a result
the “Dust Bowl” days of the 1930s. The "4 egislature in 1935 passed legislation authorizing
establishment of Wind Erosion Conservation Disttidthis law provided for the creation of distritts
“conserve the soil by prevention of unnecessargierocaused by winds, and the reclamation of land
that have been depreciated or denuded of soil dgores of winds.” Although a number of Wind Erosion
Control Districts were created, the passage oBiieConservation District Law in 1939 resultedhiose
districts becoming dormant.

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

In 1981 the 6% Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the fiiiste codified the agricultural laws of
Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this code contaiesgortion pertaining to Soil and Water Conservatio

In 1985 the 69 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@oRtogram in Texas and granting
new powers and responsibilities, without funding,the TSSWCB and Soil and Water Conservation
Districts under Chapter 203 of the Agriculture Code 1999, the TSSWCB received its first
appropriation in the FY00-01 biennium to controlteradepleting brush and trees, such as cedar anf
mesquite. The program received $9.1 million told&th a pilot project in the North Concho Watershed
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSS¥WERad agency to address water
quality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aoe$try
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded t88VWCB'’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 bessource for the conservation of our renewablerahtu
resources. Without the support and willing partipn of private landowners and operators in the
development and implementation of soil and waterseovation programs there is little hope of success
Local soil and water conservation districts ledfamymers and ranchers who know the land and thd loca
conditions and problems have the means to devalopecvation plans that address each acre of lan
specific to its needs to solve or reduce the sgvefiits problems.

=

Organization

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedveybibard members, elected by delegates from eacp
of five regions of the state’s 217 local soil andter conservation districts. Elections occur anyuetl
regional conventions of the local soil and watenssyvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of $@8 by the 78 Legislature, two Governor
appointees join the five elected board membersréate a seven-member board. The two Governo
appointed positions are listed below. The term né anember appointed by the Governor expires
February 1 of each odd-numbered year, and the ¢érthe other member appointed by the Governor
expires on February 1 of each even-numbered year.

Elected State Board members must be 18 years ajraglder; hold title to farmland or ranchland; el
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Gowerappointees must be actively engaged in thg
business of farming, animal husbandry, or otherass related to agriculture and wholly or partiyns
or leases land used in connection with that busjreesd may not be a member of the board of direaibr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genenadigts every odd month, unless specific programs of
issues require more immediate action. The followiaggshows the current Board members and showj
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

Marty H. Graham #2 May 6, 2008 - Maya10 Rocksprings
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 1, 2007 — Mag(®)9 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 6, 2008 — May 4, @01 Nacogdoches
Barry Mahler #5 May 1, 2007 -ayb, 2009 lowa Park

Larry D. Jacobs Appointed February 1, 2006-February 1, 2008 Momntgry

Joe L. Ward Appoihte  February 1, 2007-February 1, 2009 [dledae
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Staff

Mr. Rex Isom was named as the Executive Directodanuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stéfires. We emphasize our agency philosophy asdiate
our Strategic Plan, “The State Soil and Water Cavagi®n Board will act in accordance with the highe
standards of ethics, accountability, efficiencyd aspenness. We affirm that the conservation of our
natural resources is both a public and a privateetie and we approach our activities with a deepss
of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as ExeatDirector, is leading the agency in that direwati
and expects all employees to follow that lead.

The 83" Legislature authorized appropriations for 4 addil full-time employees (FTEs) for the Water
Quality Management Plan Program to conduct actiwitelated to poultry production, and an additiéhal
full-time employees to facilitate the developmend amplementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads.

As of December 1, 2008 the TSSWCB employed 65,s28flof which work in the Temple headquarters.
The remaining employees are field staff, eitherkivay out of their homes or located in seven saelli
offices; five regional offices and two program sfiecoffices, located throughout the state. Due to
difficulty in recruiting engineers, this service mw being contracted with engineering firms. The
following organization chart shows the agency’sent structure.

The current structure of the TSSWCB reflects effaat maintain more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 65% to 35% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel.

The regional office staff along with the progranesific staff provides on-site technical assistatwe
farmers and ranchers. The field staff serves baison between the TSSWCB and local districts. The|
field staff also provides assistance to local dittr and district employees concerning operations
programs, and activities. The regional office st&iffl the program specific staff coordinates witl th
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQgxds Agrilife Extension Service, and the
USDA'’s Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRBS$)rovide technical assistance to landowners tg
implement Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPS).
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State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Vice-Chairman Chairman
Aubrey José Marty H. Jerry D. Barry Joe Larry D.
Russell Dodier, Jr. Graham Nichols Mahler Ward Jacobs
Executive Director
"""""" Rex Isom ottt
[
Administrative Coordinator -
Vicki Davis
Executive Assistant - Edna Etheredge
Headquarters Office Field Services
Statewide Program Support Local/Statewide Program Support/Services
i : : Water Supply 1 :
Statﬁ:gg;g:se?xrce Spec.ual Pra;.ects Rgs'.:::ra; . Enhancement Office SWCD Field Representatives
Programs Officer- John Foster P b | | MRCoordinator- ProgramSupervisor - | | Fica Representative - 8ob Gruner
NPS Program Coordinator - Informatio_n Spegialisl - Dawn Heitman Program 5, ye:. - Field Representative - Jack Foote
TJ Helton f ity Tufty Wood Area ll
Planning Coord pichnatonSpecla it Planner - Field Representative - Joe Freeman
Aaron Wendt Clyde Gottschalk Vacant Field R ive - Ben Wilde
NPS Project Manager - i
. Pam Casebolt Arealll
NPS Frmen:;rr'\ar-?:r:fe Field Represemative - Kendria Ray
NPS Projecthahnlalgcer £ Y Fiscal Affairs : e coore Field Representative - Adrian Perez
itchell Conine . . R ice Area IV
Programs QA Officer - r':‘a' o".i‘e'df';.e"“y éajwcs\lj iah Andy Garza Field Representative - Trey Watson
Donna Long nformation Officer - Clay Wright . Field Representative - Joel Clark
Engineer - Richard Egg Accountant - Nancy Stowell Harlingen
Accountant - Karen Preece AreaV
Fiscal Services - Amy Varner Field Representative Coordinator -
Contract Specialist - Yolanda Brown Don Brandenberger
Admin. Asst. - Kyra Engelke Field Representative - Charlie Upchurch

Poultry Water Quality Wharton Regional Office Mt Pleasant Regional Office Hale Center Regional Office Dublin Regional Office
Management Plan Office Program Supervisor - Program Supervisor - Program Supervisor - Program Supervisor -
Program Supervisor - Lawrence Brown, Jr. Carl Steffey Judy Albus Steve Jones
Mark Cochran Engineer - Contracted Service Engineer - Max Berry Engineer - Contracted Service Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Spec - Natural Resources Specialist - Natural Resources Specialist - Natural Resources Specialist - Natural Resources Specialist -
Karen Holland Jeff Cerny Andy Kuklish Glenn Baker Todd Oneth

Harlingen Regional Office

Engineer - Contracted Service

Natural Resources Specialist -
Ricardo Chapa

Planner - Ronnie Ramirez

Natural Resources Spec - Watershed Coordinator - Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech - Natural Resources Specialist -
Barbara Stephenson Brian Koch Linda Mooney Ruben Beasley Fidencio Mesa Chris Couch
Natural Resources Spec - Engineering Tech - Admin. Assist. - Beverly Krause Admin. Assist.- Admin. Assist. - Ruby Garcia Engineering Tech -
Justin Berney Kirk House Mary Alice Garza Gary Bearden

Center Office - Janet Ritter
Centerville Office- Teresa Reese
Gonzales Office- Vacant

Admin. Assist. - Carrie Sanford Admin. Assist. - Trecia Perales

01 Sep 08

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, depemdin 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 stattein 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 thnee fdistrict directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boardlioéctors administers the programs and activibies
the district. Representatives of the districts witkach region then elect the members of the Rated
through a series of convention style-elections.

Districts do not have taxing authority and rely logally generated funds from various activities and
programs, federal assistance, county assistanckstmte assistance from the TSSWCB. The USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) pesvichost of the federal assistance available tg
districts and through cooperative agreements pesvitechnical assistance to farmers and rancher
requesting assistance from the district.
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Annual State M eeting Of Soil and Water Conservation District Directors

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water Cond@aeDistrict Directors, required in 8201.081, Texa
Agriculture Code, was scheduled to convened in €bn September 29-30 and October 1 2008
however that meeting was cancelled due to Hurrickeevhich hit the Galveston area just days before.
The State Board quickly rescheduled and condudtednteeting at the Hyatt Lost Pines Resort neaf
Bastrop on October 27-28, 2008. There were 12Qiasstrepresented, with 244 individual district
directors that registered for the meeting. Thel tatgistration was 630.

The agency has scheduled the 2009 annual meetii@rtober 19-21 in Arlington.

Director Mileage and Per Diem

The passage of H.B. 496 by the"8Degislature allows for an increase in the reimbment rate for
District Director Mileage claims from 18 cents toetcurrent state rate of mileage. However, the
legislation did not provide additional funding tover the cost of the increase.

At its July 2008 Meeting, the TSSWCB approved aditamhal $125,000 to supplement Director Mileage
& Per Diem allocations for FY 2009 claims. The TSSBVanticipates working with the Legislature to
pursue a supplemental appropriation in January .2009

District Technical Assistance Funds

The 83" Legislature provided Districts with an approxima@®% increase in Technical Assistance Funds
for the 2008-09 Biennium. The TSSWCB disburseshi@al Assistance payments to Districts on a
reimbursing basis to supplement their efforts iovpding assistance to agricultural producers indfate.

Distributions are contingent upon Districts filiagnual performance reports with the TSSWCB. The FY
2009 appropriation for this program is $1,439,405.0

District Conservation Assistance Program

The 80" Legislature provided Conservation Assistance GremDistricts for the 2008-09 Biennium. The
grants are awarded on a matching basis requirirsfyi€is to raise funds from sources other than thg
TSSWCB. Districts do not have taxing authorityg arse locally raised funds with this matching grant
support their operational expenses. The FY 20@®agpiation for this program is $916,364.00.

Programs & Activities of the TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSWdetaural Texas farmers and ranchers, but the
results of these services benefit all Texans. kample, many of the flood control structures mairee
by SWCDs serve to protect heavily populated areas flood damage, and also prevent sediment fromj
building up in suburban drinking water supplies.offrer example is the use of best managemenf
practices (BMPs), implemented through TSSWCB-dedifwvater quality management plans (WQMPSs),
to prevent pesticides, nutrients, bacteria androtbataminants from impairing Texas streams, rivers
lakes, and estuaries.
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The agency is responsible for numerous naturaluresoconservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency for tlewgmtion, management, and abatement of nonpoing
source water pollution resulting from agricultueadd silvicultural (forestry-related) activities. Tualfill

this mandate, the agency jointly administers Tlexas Nonpoint Source Management Progr&ts a
result, many of the agency’s programs and servemes,more then 60% of the agency’s FY2009 budget
aim to improve and protect water quality, includitng Water Quality Management Plan Program, theg
Clean Water Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Raogrthe Total Maximum Daily Load Program and
the Watershed Protection Plan Program.

The TSSWCB is also responsible for water consesmaior water quantity. The major existing program
addressing water conservation is the Water Supphakcement Program. Many BMPs implemented by
farmers and ranchers as prescribed in their WQM/f hacillary water conservation benefits — incnegsi
irrigation efficiency and reducing water demande TISSWCB is a member of the Water Conservation
Advisory Council, which was established by th& @@xas Legislature.

Other responsibilities include prevention of sedson, control of floods, maintaining the navidabiof
waterways, the preservation of wildlife, protectiof 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 watetygain.

Texas Nonpoint Sour ce M anagement Program

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires Stateddvelop a program to protect the quality of water
resources from the adverse effects of nonpoint ceouiNPS) water pollution. Th&exas NPS
Management Programs the State’s official roadmap for addressing Np@lution. The program
publication is updated every five years; the mesent revision was submitted to the U.S. Envirortalen
Protection Agency (EPA) by the Governor in Decenf#5. TheProgramis jointly administered by the
TSSWCB and the Texas Commission on EnvironmentaliQTCEQ).

The Program utilizes baseline water quality management programd regulatory, voluntary, financial,
and technical assistance approaches to achievéaacbd program. NPS pollution is managed through
assessment, planning, implementation, and educafioe TSSWCB and the TCEQ have established
goals and objectives for guiding and tracking thegpess of NPS management in Texas. Success ip
achieving the goals and objectives are reportedahnin theNPS Annual Repartvhich is submitted to
EPA in accordance with the CWA.

Implementation of thd°rogram involves partnerships among many organizationghWie extent and
variety of NPS issues across Texas, cooperationsaqoolitical boundaries is essential. Many local,
regional, state, and federal agencies play an naltggart in managing NPS pollution, especially leg t
watershed level. They provide information aboutlomncerns and infrastructure and build suppart fo
the kind of pollution controls that are necessarypitevent and reduce NPS pollution. SWCDs are vita
partners in working with landowners to implement B81that prevent and abate agricultural and|
silvicultural NPS water pollution. By establishirgpordinated frameworks to share information and
resources, the State can more effectively focusater quality protection efforts.

Multiple water quality programs administered by /mdcoordinated through TSSWCB collectively
represent the agency’s efforts in supporting tredggand objectives of tHerogramincluding:
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* Clean Water Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Raoygr
» Total Maximum Daily Load Program

» Watershed Protection Plan Program

» Water Quality Management Plan Program

» Coastal Management Program

» Texas Groundwater Protection Strategy

For more information on the Texas Nonpoint Sourcandjement Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogram

Clean Water Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Program

Congress enacted 8319(h) of the CWA in 1987, astabg a national program to control NPS water
pollution. Through 8319(h), federal funds are pdavthrough the EPA to the States for the developmen
and implementation of each State’s NPS Managemeagr&m. Texas’ share of the 8319(h) funding is
divided equally between the TCEQ and the TSSWCB.

TSSWCB is currently administering $14 million in18%h) funds through 60 active projects that address
a wide array of agricultural and silvicultural NFSues (Figure 1). Specific project activities uuz
developing and implementing Watershed Protectiaan®I(WPPs) and Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs); supporting targeted educational prograimsg implementing BMPs to abate NPS pollution
from dairy and poultry operations, silviculturaltigities, grazing operations, and row crop operaio
Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on July 15, 2008 and October 15, 2068. T
date, reports have been received for 100% of tbgegis. These reports are entered semi-annualby int
EPA’s Grants Reporting and Tracking System.
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Other Activities
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Non - WPP/TMDL W PP Development
Implementation 18%
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\ W PP Implementation
19%

TMDL Development
1%

TMDL Implementation
32%

Figure 1 — TSSWCB active Clean Water Act §319(langs.

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 CWA requires Texas to identify lakes, rivetsgams and estuaries failing to meet or not expecte
meet water quality standards and not supporting tesignated uses (swimming, drinking, aquatie, lif
etc.). This list of impaired waterbodies is knowsitaeTexas 303(d) Lisand must be submitted to the
EPA for review and approval every two years. P8 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List
was approved by EPA on July 9, 2008. T2@08 Listidentifies over 830 impairments (waterbody-
pollutant combinations).

The State must then establish a Total Maximum Dailgd (TMDL) for certain waterbodies identified on
the 303(d) List A TMDL defines the maximum amount of a pollutédmat a waterbody can assimilate on
a daily basis and still meet water quality standaithe pollution reduction goal set by the TMDL is
necessary to restore attainment of the designatedfthe impaired waterbody. The maximum amount off
pollutant is determined by conducting a detailedewguality assessment that provides the informatio
for a TMDL to allocate pollutant loads between paources and nonpoint sources. It also takes intg
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 thaf
prescribes the measures necessary to mitigateogotenic (human-caused) sources of that pollutant i
that waterbody. The I-Plan specifies limits for mosource dischargers and recommends BMPs fo
nonpoint sources. It also lays out a schedule rfgoslementation. Together, the TMDL and the I-Plan
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serve as the mechanism to reduce the pollutarigreethe full use of the waterbody and removeatrir
the303(d) List EPA must approve the TMDL, but the I-Plan onlguiees State approval.

With authority as the lead agency in Texas for piag, implementing, and managing programs and
practices for preventing and abating agriculturad ailvicultural NPS water pollution, TSSWCB shares
responsibility with the TCEQ for the developmentdaimplementation of TMDLs. TSSWCB is

committed to funding, through federal grants aradesappropriations, and collaborating with the TCEQ
on TMDL projects encompassing monitoring, assesgsmemodeling, planning, education and
implementation (Figure 2).

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

On May 24, 2007, the TSSWCB approved @8SWCB Policy on Total Maximum Daily Loaslsich
provides guidance to staff on directing state appations for the TMDL Program. TSSWCB is currently
administering $1.5 million in state appropriatiasTMDL Program grants through 11 projects. Specifi
project activities include 1) increased analyticafrastructure at public Bacterial Source Tracking
laboratories, 2) implementation of agricultural ailvicultural NPS components of TMDL I-Plans, 3)
technical assistance for the development of WQM#®sagricultural lands, and 4) the collection and
analysis of water quality and land use data forevehteds with impaired waterbodies. AM1groject,
leveraged with funding from a CWA 8319(h) NPS Grdras already been completed. Staff are in thg
process of developing workplans and budgets withaloorating entities to obligate remaining FY2009
funds.

TSSWCB is engaged in implementation activities swgport approved I-Plans addressing agricultural o
silvicultural NPS load reductions described in addprMDLs:

* Aquilla Reservoir — Atrazine (I-Plan Approved 2002)

» Colorado River below E.V. Spence Reservoir — SglifiPlan Approved 2007)

* Lake O’ the Pines — Dissolved Oxygen (I-Plan Apeah2008)

* E.V. Spence Reservoir — Salinity (I-Plan Approv@d®)

* North Bosque River — Nutrients (I-Plan Approved 2P0

TSSWCB is collaborating with stakeholders on theettgpment of I-Plans for adopted TMDLs that
contain agricultural or silvicultural NPS load retions:

» Adams and Cow Bayous — Bacteria, Dissolved Oxyged,pH (TMDL Adopted 2007)

» Clear Creek — Bacteria (TMDL Adopted 2008)

» Gilleland Creek — Bacteria (TMDL Adopted 2007)

* Guadalupe River above Canyon Lake — Bacteria (TM@bpted 2007)

* Lower San Antonio River — Bacteria (TMDL Adoptedd3)

» Oso Bay — Bacteria (TMDL Adopted 2007)

» Upper Oyster Creek — Bacteria (TMDL Adopted 2007)

TSSWCB is actively engaged in the development ofDLI for waterbodies impaired due to known or
suspected agricultural or silvicultural NPS polbuti
* Atascosa River — Bacteria
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* Copano Bay and Aransas and Mission Rivers — Bacteri
» Dickinson Bayou — Bacteria and Dissolved Oxygen

* EIm and Sandies Creeks — Bacteria and Dissolvedj€xy
e Lake Houston — Bacteria

* Leon River below Proctor Lake — Bacteria

* Middle Texas Coast Oyster Waters — Bacteria

e Oso Creek — Bacteria

e Peach Creek — Bacteria

* Rio Grande below Falcon Reservoir — Bacteria

» Upper Oyster Creek — Dissolved Oxygen

* Upper Trinity River — Bacteria

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
Water Supply Enhancement Program. Additionally, TI®SWCB Clean Water Act 8319(h) NPS Grant
Program frequently serves as a funding source toleiment the agricultural and silvicultural NPS
components of I-Plans. These programs are desdnlatail in other sections of this 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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Task Forceon Bacteria Total Maximum Daily L oads

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 chavgdd

* examining approaches other states use to devetbprgplement bacteria TMDLSs,

* 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.

The final version of the Task Force Report was gheld June 4, 2007. All Task Force materials,
including background resource materials, summaoiesneetings, all drafts of the Report, and all
comments received on the Report, are availalitjat/twri.tamu.edu/bacteriatmdl/

The Task Force recommended the use of a ThreeApgroach for bacteria TMDL and I-Plan
development that is designed to be cost-effectinee-efficient, scientifically credible and accoahte to
watershed stakeholders. The Tiers move througteasongly aggressive levels of data collection anijlle
analysis in order to achieve stakeholder conseosuseeded load reductions and strategies to achie
those reductions.

On June 29, 2007, at a joint meeting, the TSSWGBtha TCEQ approved the recommendations fromj
the Task Force. The TSSWCB directed staff to woitk the staff of the TCEQ to:
* incorporate the principles of the recommendatiorie an updated joint-agency TMDL guidance
document,
* move diligently to expedite the development of baatTMDLs that were paused during the work
of the Task Force, and
» establish a multi-agency bacteria work group totiooie examining the scientific research and
development needs identified in the Task Force Repo

TSSWCB staff are currently working to implementdbedirectives. Specifically, TSSWCB staff have
completed a full draft of the revised TMDL PrograBuidance that incorporates the Task Force
recommendations on bacteria TMDLs. Progress otifing the guidance document has been suspende
while TCEQ completes an internal staff reorgan@atiTSSWCB staff have also worked with TCEQ
staff to resume work on the development of TMDLsiged during the Task Force process, including|
holding public stakeholder meetings and collectenyd analyzing data; although, progress on thg
development of several of these TMDLs has beemdursuspended by TCEQ as proposed revisions t
the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards maytatiecvater quality target of the TMDL.

=

A4

Water shed Protection Plan Program

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-dris@jects that serve as a mechanism for volugtaril
addressing complex water quality problems that <romiltiple jurisdictions. WPPs are coordinated
frameworks for implementing prioritized and intelg water quality protection and restoration sgige

driven by environmental objectives. Through the WtBcess, TSSWCB encourages stakeholders t¢
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holistically address all the sources and caus@sdirments and threats to both surface and grewatdr
resources within a watershed.

WPPs serve as tools to better leverage the resoofdecal governments, state and federal agenares,

non-governmental organizations. WPPs integrateviie8 and prioritize implementation projects based
upon technical merit and benefits to the commurptpmote a unified approach to seeking funding for
implementation, and create a coordinated publicroamcation and education program. Developed ang
implemented through diverse, well integrated pasings, a WPP assures the long-term health of th¢
watershed with strategies for protecting unimpawadkers and restoring impaired waters.

WPPs have a variety of ingredients and can takeyrfmms. TSSWCB-sponsored WPPs are consisten
with guidelines promulgated by the EPA in 2003. Séhguidelines describe nine elements fundamental t
a potentially successful plan. The TCEQ also span¥dPPs based on EPA’s guidelines. EPA requireq
certain expenditures through 8319(h) grants totsccordance with a WPP.

o

TSSWCB provides technical and financial assistat@welocal stakeholder groups to develop and
implement WPPs (Figure 3). Primarily through the £W319(h) NPS Grant Program, entities are
provided financial assistance necessary to fatdlitthe WPP process in specific watersheds with
significant agricultural or silvicultural NPS potlan. Additionally, TSSWCB staff provide technical
assistance in developing WPPs which are fundedaanilitated by other entities, such as the TCEQ.

Partnerships with the Texas AgriLife Extension Smythe Texas Water Resources Institute and th¢
TCEQ are resulting in the development of trainimggpams for local stakeholder groups and watersheq
coordinators. The Texas Watershed Steward Prodgmdm/(tws.tamu.ed)i/supports the development and
implementation of WPPs by promoting a sustainabbagtive approach to managing water quality at the
local level and by empowering individuals to takadership roles in the management of water reseurce
The Texas Watershed Planning Short Coulg&:(/watershedplanning.tamu.eflafelivers training to
watershed coordinators and water professionalshwiBineeded to ensure WPPs are adequately plannef,
coordinated, implemented and results properly asskeand reported.

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TEGBWAnd the TCEQ approved a revised
Memorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum Daily kspddhplementation Plans, and Watershed
Protection PlansThis framework for collaboration between the tagencies describes the programmatic
mechanisms employed to develop and implement WPPs.

WPP development projects currently sponsored by WSB (red in Figure 3) have significant
agricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution compante and are all funded through CWA 8319(h) NPS
Grants:

* Buck Creek — Texas AgriLife Research and Texas Y\Ré&sources Institute

* Concho River — Upper Colorado River Authority

* Geronimo Creek — Guadalupe-Blanco River Authortg dexas AgriLife Extension Service

» Lake Granger — Brazos River Authority and TexasilAftg Research

* Lampasas River — Texas AgriLife Research

* Leon River — Brazos River Authority

* Pecos River — Texas AgriLife Extension Service @iagas Water Resources Institute

* Plum Creek —Texas AgriLife Extension Service
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While WPP development projects sponsored by the @ @gurple in Figure 3) have significant water

quality issues related to urban NPS pollution ostewater treatment, most, to varying degrees, havg

agricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution comparts:

There are several other watershed planning progeutsss the state which are funded and sponsored L

Arroyo Colorado — Texas Water Resources Institute

Bastrop Bayou — Houston-Galveston Area Council

Brady Creek — Upper Colorado River Authority

Caddo Lake — Northeast Texas Municipal Water Qistri

Cibolo Creek — Cibolo Nature Center

Cypress Creek — River Systems Institute at Texate &tniversity

Dickinson Bayou — Texas Sea Grant

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

Upper San Antonio River — San Antonio River Authri

entities and agencies other than the TSSWCB of @&Q (orange in Figure 3). These third-party WPPs
may or may not adequately satisfy EPA’s nine eldsjeaithough, those that do, are eligible to reeeiv
CWA 8319(h) NPS Grants from the TSSWCB to suppuoglementation of the WPP:

Armand Bayou — Texas Sea Grant and Trust for Pl

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

Benbrook Lake — Texas Water Resources InstituteTamdhnt 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 Resourcesuieséind Tarrant Regional Water District
Upper Colorado River — Colorado River Municipal \&faDistrict

Chocolate Bayou — Galveston Bay Estuary Program

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

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

San Bernard River — Friends of the River San Bernar

South Llano River — Environmental Defense Fund
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Figure 3 — Map of watersheds where TSSWCB is ergjagdeveloping or implementing WPPs.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8iBollution, WPPs will implement components of othe
TSSWCB Programs, such as the Water Quality ManagerRé&n Program or the Water Supply
Enhancement Program. Additionally, the TSSWCB CW2L¥h) NPS Grant Program serves as &
funding source to implement the agricultural andigiltural NPS components of WPPs. These programs

are described in detail in other sections of trepétt.

For more information on the TSSWCB Watershed PtmtecPlan Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswch.state.tx.us/wpp
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Water Quality M anagement 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 RegiddbHices around the state. A poultry WQMP
office was opened in Nacogdoches in January 2008 Regional Offices are:

Dublin Regional Office

Hale Center Regional Office

Harlingen Regional Office

Mount Pleasant Regional Office
Wharton Regional Office

Poultry Program Office (Nacogdoches)

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

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

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagplied. If an animal feeding operation is iveal
(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be pahwith 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 ogions. 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 proiedt most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtvater quality. In addition, certified plans bahe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraa@nality (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 operatianis required by law to operate within the coes$
of a water quality permit issued by the TCEQ malpaoticipate in the TSSWCB program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially usafanimal feeding operations. Depending onrthei
size, animal feeding operations may be regulateti@iyQ as a point source or are unregulated and
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealby, these feeding operations are classified

TEXASSTATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 20
JANUARY 1, 2009 - SEMIANNUAL REPORT




according to the number of animals they have, taled 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 ahaits 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 waied protect water quality.

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 exc&étl wWith a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
Landowners receiving financial incentive have agprately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, tapplications are cancelled automatically and timel$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$-ivi08
amounted to $2,171,740.00 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 Templkeadquarters to each regional office. This chamge
already expediting the certification process amtliogng 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 and al
complaints are investigated from the appropriatgiétel Office.
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Current Status

A total of 827 water quality management plans veentified by the State Board in FY-2008. This was
33% greater than our yearly goal.

District cost-share fund allocations for FY-09 wapproved by the State Board in July, 2008. The
period for obligating FY-09 cost-share funds end#\pril 30, 2009.

At their November, 2008 meeting, the State Boagpt@ped final adoption of rule amendments for TAC
§523.1-523.4 and 523.6 Basically, the rule amendsr&mply refine the existing rules, expand the
definition of an operating unit and delete theerid for granting a waiver to receive cost-shasestance
a second time based on the expiration of the kfeeetancy of a previously cost-shared practice.

Lapsed cost-share funds have been reduced by 58% last four years. Approximately 12.5% of total
cost-share funds are being lapsed statewide arédsent time.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan I nitiative

Background

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
over $300,000 of WQMP Program funding has beenigeavannually 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 theolydoches SWCD began receiving SB 503 funds in
FY 2007.

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

In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded its efforts by iniigita composting and marketing project. This éffor
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 ®ilD 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.was during this time that requests for poultry MWEs
significantly increased due to pursuit of cost-shtor mandated mortality management. This activity
intensified the TSSWCB'’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concerns #n&dinitiation 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 fund®aaly directed to the watershed. The current
implementation process of the TMDL has shown tlm YWQMP program has resulted in reduced
nutrient loadings in the watershed. Due to risaagcerns 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.
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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 expirét05. An eighti§319 district technician was hired in
2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that contract expinedugust 2007. Two more positions were hired
by local SWCDs in FY 2007 to help with WQMP develmnt for the Sanderson Farms expansion in thg
Waco area. Those contracts have also expired.

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

This law provided for a staggered-schedule of deadlby which each producer, depending on their
initial date of operation, must have requesteddéeelopment of a WQMP from their soil and water
conservation district. Any commercial poultry figgi constructed after January 1, 2002 is requi@d
have a WQMP prior to the receipt of any birds. d@tther commercial poultry facilities were requirted
have a WQMP no later than December 31, 2007.

In October 2007, two technicians were hired by lld&ail and Water Conservation Districts, with one

expiring in August 2008 and the other in August 200Because of expiring contracts and difficulty

retaining temporary contract SWCD staff, TSSWCBrmsitted a 2008-2009 Legislative Appropriations

Request for 4 additional FTEs to replace the em@iSWCD technician positions, so as to continue
technical assistance for poultry producers in tresas. The budget request was approved by the 80
Texas Legislature and took effect September 1, 200& four new positions are located in the fomsm
heavily poultry populated areas of the state whighShelby, Nacogdoches, Gonzales, and Leon Csuntig
and they also serve the poultry producers in smdimg counties. The 4 new positions are part ef th
TSSWCB Poultry Program reporting to the Nacogdod¢hmdtry Office.

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &roteAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOSs), Tlhgas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requitgelitter 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 obtained
was extended to July 31, 2007 and EPA has singeopeal that date be extended to February 27, 2009.
Also in compliance with the court decision, the ERAeased additional proposed rule changes in Jung
2006. Under the proposed new rule, farms thatal@otually discharge wastes to waters of the &r&S.
not required to apply for permit coverage, therebminating 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 permittingfiey obtain and follow a WQMP certified by TSSWCB.
A supplemental guidance document is available ftoenTSSWCB for poultry producers that provides
requirements in addition to the WQMP that are nemgsto stay in compliance with the CAFO rules.
Meetings were held in seven different poultry pradg locations in January, February, and June 26008
inform poultry producers of those additional requaents.
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Current Issues

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1349 total dtieti poultry farms, of which 522 (39%) are defiraed
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFO). Ehmv, there is an ongoing challenge of
identifying new poultry farms continually being ructed and put into production, learning of farms
that have changed bird placement numbers, andrgaather poultry farms not yet identified. Sarster
Farms has nearly completed its new contract famtlse Waco area to supply a new processing plant th
began operation in August 2007. TSSWCB staff la®lbped or is currently developing WQMPs for all
of the known proposed new farms

In FY 2009, staff in the Poultry WQMP Program cangs to develop, update, and review Water Quality
Management Plans for poultry producers and proas&stance with all issues related to the Poultry
WQMP Program. The Program Supervisor and two MafResource Specialists staff the Nacogdoches
Poultry Office. There are also three Natural Res®Specialists located in Center, Centerville, and]
Gonzales. In addition, two technicians continuevtwk for local Soil & Water Conservation Districts
(SWCD) in Nacogdoches and Shelby Counties to assPoultry WQMP Program in the Nacogdoches
area. Approximately 550 (41%) of the estimated9l84y-litter poultry farms in Texas are locatedam
eight-county area surrounding Nacogdoches. Ab&8t(21%) of the 550 farms in the 8-county area ar¢g
large enough to be defined as Concentrated Aninesdifig Operations (CAFO), which require
inspections conducted by TSSWCB staff which codsdutt in needed revisions to their WQMP. In
addition, the other existing WQMPs are revieweditady for needed updates and revisions. The effic
also assists other SWCDs in the state with podit@MP development and revision as needed.

Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan Program

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management RINMP) Program was developed in response
to a control measure recommended in the TMERIan for Soluble Reactive Phosphorus in the North
Bosque River Watershedhe I-Plan recommended that dairy producers e wlatershed voluntarily
develop and implement a CNMP; however, the TCEQptatba rule that made the recommendation g
requirement. The CNMP Program is confined to thetiNBosque River and 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 areeaeli. A CNMP incorporates practices to utilize adim
manure and organic by-products as a beneficialureso The TSSWCB selected requirements for &
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 Resair@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. To keitied by the TSSWCB, the local SWCD, the produce
and the local NRCS Field Office must approve a CNMP

As of December 15, 2008 the TSSWCB has certifieddothe 90 CNMPs that have been submitted for
approval. The TSSWCB, NRCS, and the Texas Assoaiaf Dairymen have held numerous meetings
with dairy producers and technical service prowdsmce January 2006 in an effort to facilitate
development and submittal of CNMPs.
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Statewide Bacterial Water Quality | mpairment Reduction I nitiative

According to the2008 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) Listo hundred ninety-five (295)
waterbodies are impaired because they do not mesace water quality standards for bacteria
established to protect contact recreation user@shfvater or saltwater) and/or oyster water use Th
magnitude of bacteria impairments in Texas is ewidehen compared to all other types of water gyalit
impairments. These bacteria impairments represent48% of all impairments on ti393(d) List

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

In order to address these bacteria impairments WS 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 Pooklirers Association.

1%

Working with the USDA Natural Resources Conservat@rvice and the State Technical Committee, ar
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)t&tResource 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
BMPs to prevent and abate NPS pollution from thegerations which may be contributing to the
bacterial water quality impairment in those watedsh This financial assistance is leverage withrieal
assistance provided by the local SWCDs through G8829(h) NPS Grants from TSSWCB.

4

The magnitude of water quality impairments fromessive bacteria in Texas has resulted in a markedl
increase in the number of bacteria-related eduta@ssessment, demonstration, and implementatiof
projects initiated and directed by the TSSWCB. Mafsthese projects are funded through the agency's
CWA 8319(h) NP Grant Program, but the agency hdzed other funding mechanisms such as the
TSSWCB TMDL Program and the USDA NRCS GrasslanceResProgram. Nearly two dozen projects
are currently focused on the abatement of bacteiP8 pollution.

Critical to solving the breadth of bacteria impadmts statewide is ensuring that the water quality]
standards designed to protect recreation use @ria@dies are appropriate and credible. Major reusi
to the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards anemily being drafted by the TCEQ, including the
establishment of numeric nutrient criteria for resé@s and significant modifications to contactnestion
use and bacteria criteria. TSSWCB is engaged & phocess. TCEQ adoption of any changes to thg
Standards is not expected until mid-2009. EPA ralsst approve any changes.

For more information on the TSSWCB Statewide BaakeWater Quality Impairment Reduction
Initiative, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogratidinies/bacteria
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Coastal Management Program

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) wadedrda coordinate state, local, and federal
programs for the management of Texas coastal resseuiThe program brings federal Coastal Zong
Management Act (CZMA) funds to Texas to implememnjgcts and program activities for a wide variety
of purposes. The Coastal Coordination Council (CG@ninisters the CMP; the TSSWCB is a
statutorily-authorized member of the CCC.

The CCC is charged with adopting uniform goals poticies to guide decision-making by all entities
regulating or managing natural resource use withénTexas coastal area. The CCC reviews significan
actions taken or authorized by state agencies abdi\gsions that may adversely affect coastal retur
resources to determine consistency with CMP gaadspalicies. In addition, the CCC oversees the CMP|
Grants Program and the Small Business and IndiVileianitting Assistance Program.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsARAX), 86217, requires each State with an
approved coastal zone management program (CMRMvelap a federally approvable program to control
coastal NPS pollution. The CCC appointed a Codsa$ Pollution Control Program workgroup to
develop this document. The National Oceanic ando&pheric Administration (NOAA) and the EPA
jointly administer the program at the federal level Texas, the TSSWCB and the TCEQ hold primary
responsibility for the program’s development anglementation.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managenmeeasures (86217(g)) that will control significant
nonpoint sources of pollution to coastal waters. Siurce categories are addressed by these measurgs
agriculture, forestry, urban and developing are@;inas, wetland/riparian areas, and hydromodiboat
States can use voluntary approaches combined wihirg state authorities to achieve implementatbn
management measures. However, if the voluntary areésims are not effective, states must have backup
enforcement authorities in place to ensure thatagament measures are implemented.

Texas submitted th&exas Coastal NPS Pollution Control Program EPA and NOAA in December
1998. In July 2003, NOAA and EPA issued conditicaybroval of the Texas Coastal NPS Program. The
agricultural and silvicultural portions of the pragh were approved without conditions. Texas has fiv
years to meet the five remaining conditions to dgalhapproval of the program. The NPS Work Group
has developed a list of potential options to adslthe remaining conditions and submitted it to NOAA
and EPA in July, 2008 for approval.

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing theadtural and silvicultural managemen t measures of
the program. Mechanisms the TSSWCB uses to abataibigral and silvicultural NPS pollution in the
coastal zone include: the agency’s Water Qualityndggment Plan Program, the CWA 8319(h) NPS
Grant Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Programd the Watershed Protection Plan Program.

For over eight years, more than $300,000 in stppogriations has been spent annually in the cbasts
zone to provide financial assistance through SW@Disnplement about 2,000 WQMPs on agricultural
land.

U7

In addition, many of the WPPs and TMDLs that th&&WBCB is engaged in are in the coastal zone. WPP
being developed or implemented in the Coastal Zodede Arroyo Colorado, Bastrop Bayou, Armand
Bayou and Dickinson Bayou. TMDLs being developedimplemented in the Coastal Zone include
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Adams and Cow Bayous, Clear Creek, Copano Bay aadsa&s and Mission Rivers, Dickinson Bayou,
and Oso Bay and Creek.

Implementation of the silvicultural management noees in the coastal zone is through a CWA 8319]
grant to the Texas Forest Service.

For more information on the Texas Coastal NonpSmurce Pollution Control Program, visit our website
at http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/coastalnps

I nfor mation Technology
Protecting Regional Office Data With Encrypted Offsite Backups

Capping off a project begun earlier in 2008, th&&W8_B completed a rollout of new automated systems
at its regional offices that allow for the encrgpotiand offsite storage of critical data.

This system provides backups of office file senaed selected desktop PC data, which is backed up t
an enclosed hard drive. This storage medium alfowsase of transportation offsite and provides a
redundancy and level of data protection previoustyavailable to agency regional offices.

The data on the backup media is encrypted usinggtncryption (256-bit Advanced Encryption
Standard) mitigating the dangers of lost or stoledia.

This project was implemented using commodity hardveand open source software, resulting in no cost
to the agency for software procurement or mainteeamd minimal cost for the required hardware.

TOCA Upgrade Work To Provide Enhanced Data Availability

Agency staff continued work on an important upgreld€0CA, the agency's internal, web-based system
for tracking and reporting on water quality managatrplan program data.

The enhancements this work is set to provide irehelv areas of data recording and reporting
capabilities requested by management. Developreérding undertaken to provide a user-friendly,lstab
and secure addition to TOCA.

As with the original system, the additions to TO&we being made using open source software
components, at zero cost to the agency for softparehases, licensing or maintenance.

Server Upgrades At Regional Offices

Staff recently completed a rollout of new servdrgsaregional offices to provide new data serviaed
improved service reliability for these locations.

New capabilities resulting from this project inckud range of previously unavailable services fes¢h
offices and will serve to help IT staff better pide for the needs of staff in these locations.

Important service additions include: improved reenatcess to employee desktop PCs, the ability to
provide for upgrades to other network componentt s1$ wireless routers, the ability to provide VPN
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services on request and the ability to implememroved automated backup systems of networked data
stores.

An additional important enhancement provided bg thork was an upgrade to network perimeter
security through an improved firewalling systemeTimewall systems used by the TSSWCB have been
vetted through Texas Department of Information Reses (DIR) controlled penetration tests and have
proven capable of protecting internal agency neta/from outside threats.

The new systems were purchased from DIR-approvedors and were composed of commodity
components powered by open source software, neguitiminimal cost to the agency.

PC Hardware Upgrades

The second half of 2008 also saw a continuatiah@fvork to replace the oldest and most problematic
agency desktop PCs with more capable and reliabte. 0'his work was part of a continuous process th
aims to lessen the risk of unacceptable levelwfmdime that could occur following PC hardware
failures. Each of the machines replaced was ahanost cases, significantly beyond the PC lifeleyc
recommendations from the Texas Department of Inftion Resources (DIR).All purchases were made
in accordance with DIR guidelines through a DIR+appd vendor. Most purchases were made using
DIR's Buyer's Alert Program, which resulted in td¢acost-savings during the purchase phase of this
work.

Public Information /Education Report

General Overview

The purpose of the public information/educationgoam is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the ayesmd district programs, services, operations and
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatée piibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmenthépublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCB
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, worksligglays 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 promopooducts. 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 Conservatiostrizits to provide assistance and help coordinate
district involvement and participation with Assdaa’s Information/Education Committee and its
programs.

2008 Summer Teacher Workshops

Several teacher workshops are held each summaillgnsl water conservation districts in cooperation
with the TSSWCB on conservation and natural resoisgues. The Texas Environmental Education
Advisory Committee to the Texas Education Agengyrapes the content of these workshops, sponsored
by the TSSWCB. As an approved Environmental Edana@rofessional Development Provider, teachers
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are able to get 16 credit hours toward their regigontinuing education units (CEUS) for recerdifion
while experiencing nature and the outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in@dol@is/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on
June, 2008. Topics covered were soils, the watdecplants in the Texas Hill Country, prescribed
burning, and wildlife biology.

2009 Texas Conservation Awards Program

Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water ConsamRbard and the Association of Texas Soil and
Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor the Texass€rvation Awards Program to recognize and honon
those who dedicate themselves and their taleriteetoonservation and wise use of renewable natural
resources. The 2009 Awards Program mark$'theyear of this joint program.

Local districts select their outstanding individlak 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, angase the wise utilization of renewable natural
resources. As a result, soil and water conservaligtricts, 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 @y
during the past fiscal year.

Resident Conservation Rancher
Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiaoher in each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frommai the

entry was submitted. The rancher may have oth&inbss 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 tligt, and be a cooperator with the district frotieh the
entry was submitted. The farmer may have otheinbas or professional interests.
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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

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 umdkth@se 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 £, 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, anuthler category for those ages 14 to 18 yeargef a
and does not jeopardize Texas University Intersadtm 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 condgsaadistricts 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 ther®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 tirk of 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.
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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

Awarded to the outstanding soil and water consematistrict 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 conservatidioisthe most outstanding farm forestry conservatio
program in the commercial forest areas of TexaseylImust be a district cooperator or an individuad
has implemented conservation practices on thed éand has done missionary work for conservation and
the district program.

Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdntespen to high school FFA students interested in
soil, water and related renewable natural resocwoservation. The contest is aimed at broadening
students' interest and knowledge of conservatianhanv individuals must depend on and take carbef t
world around them for survival. The contest is cdoated through the Texas FFA, with contests at the
local, area and state level. Local winners competke 10 state FFA areas and the first and septau
winners at the area level compete for the stdee Tihe theme of the 2009 contest is “Dig It! Theets

of Sail”.

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

This project is a partnership between the Texas, HrVocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatidn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBiand, 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 each 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 4aid
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
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wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers scholarshtp
contest winners. It is a powerful tool for studeimiecome involved in conservation and obtain an
appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agscience 38\ildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject are&¥iidlife 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. FFA and 4-H youth should have an utetetsg of these subject areas before they competq.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Staié&hd Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Ave@orth Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes
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. Approximately 2,400 youth participat¢hie statewide competition.

The TSSWCB is the lead agency in sponsoring ananizgng the contests. The Association of Texas
Soil and Water Conservation Districts, USDA- NatiRasources Conservation Service, Texas Parks and
Wildlife Commission, Cooperative Extension serviaed 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 &efially 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 yadigtillemonstrate 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 [itaes
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 timleea 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 eligthblearticipate in the four states regional woodlaadtest
held each May in one of four states. Texas, Lan&j Arkansas and Oklahoma host the regional dontes
on a rotational basis.

Regional Woodland Contest

The four states regional woodland contest is spealsby soil and water conservation districts inheaic
the four states with program and technical suppatided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
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and Development (RC&D), state organizations andstny 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 seanthe 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

The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdistricts has established and updated a
conservation related video library that is maingdily TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently, therer &3 conservation-related videos in the libraat re
available to districts and teachers which inclu@asdw titles in DVD format. The Association of Texa
Soil and Water Conservation Districts' Public Imh@ation/Education Committee pays the first transit
postage costs to mail the video(s) to the requeBtmstage for returning will be the responsibitifythe
borrower and all videos must be insured upon retdonrowing privileges are for a length of two week
and must be returned upon date specified by tharidn. Videos can be ordered through your local so
and water conservation district or by contacting T’ sSWCB. From July to December, there have been
29 videos and 1 DVD of various titles loaned oudlitgiricts and teachers across the state.

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Water shed Flow Model

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 goifrses
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 discussiontdiobw to protect the water quality and prevent ou
water from looking like the model.
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WATER CONSERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM STATUS REPORT

BACKGROUND:

The 80" Legislature continued funding for the Water Enteanent Program by providing $1,848,927.00
in General Revenue Funds in FY08. These funds wW&ested to be used for continuation of brush
control projects designated by the Soil and Watarservation Board.

» The TSSWCB staff and other professionals have wadecurrent water enhancement project
throughout the State identifying the highest watelding areas of each project with the assistance
on Ken Rainwater PhD., P.E., BCEE Director, Wates®irce Texas Tech University.

* Provided the following SWCD with Brush Program Ugeaor Brush Program Assistance

Area 1l Didtricts
Dawson County SWCD Rio Blanco SWCD
Upper Colorado SWCD McClellan Creek SWCD

Area 2 Districts

North Concho River SWCD Nolan County SWCD
Middle Concho SWCD Eldorado-Divide SWCD
Tom Green County SWCD 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

Area3

McMullen County SWCD  LaSalle County SWCD
Caldwell/ Travis SWCD Webb County SWCD
Waters Davis SWCD

Area5
Archer County SWCD
Lower Clear Fork/Brazos SWCD
Pecan Bayou SWCD
» Evaluate pending application sub basin criteriaffiadl projects

» Assisted Guadalupe Blanco River Authority with paital areas for Water Enhancement Project

» Assisted Corp of Engineers with planning of wat@nancement plan for O.C. Fisher and spraying
of Salt Cedar

» Assist Canadian River Municipal Water Authority vibalt Cedar Project
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» Discuss proposal for project with the White Rivenmitipal Water District for treating Salt Cedar
* Met with Rep. Swinford to discuss the upcoming ls&give session

» Conference call with National Invasive Species dowtor concern requirements for Texas
Invasive Species Council

* Presented presentation about Water EnhancementaiRrdg the City of San Angelo Water
Advisory Board

» Assist Sen. Wentworth Rep. Hilderbran's office avdloping Guadalupe Watershed project

» Attended Legislative Conference in San Angelo dtehdees included Speaker Tom Craddick,
Rep. Aycock, Rep. Darby, Rep. Chisum, Senator DunRap. Heflin, and Rep. Hilderbran

* Provided information to Rep. Chisum, Rep Swinfond &ep. Darby on the Texas Invasive
Species Coordinating Committee

* Review Texas Invasive Species Council with ChairmiAppropriations and other
Representatives and Senators at the Capital

* Hosted Governors Drought Preparedness Committ8annAngelo and participated in field day at
O.C. Fisher Reservoir

» Assist TCEQ with Brush rider concerning water yigldGtate Brush Projects

» Assisted Upper Colorado River Authority with CondRiwver Water Protection Plan
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2008 FiscAL REPORT

The sum total for appropriation year 2008 was $19,814,243.20. This total includes General State
Revenues of $12,380,015, Federal Revenues of $7,215,402.46, net cash transfers of $22.125.74, and
special appropriations of $196,700.

There were five strategies and two special appropriations funded in 2008 as follows:

1. Soil and Water Conservation Assistance $4,702,930.85 23.7%
2. Non Point Source Management Plan Program $7,436,187.98 37.5%
3. Water Quality Management Plan Program  $4,431,944.91 22.4%
4. Water Supply Enhancement Program $2,517,104.86 12.7%
5. Indirect Administration $529,374.60 2.7%
6. Acquisition of Info Resources Technology  $38,700.00 0.2%
7. District Legal Fees and Liability Insurance  $158,000.00 0.8%

Total $19,814,243.20100%

Lapses for end of year were as follows:
1. $123,735.72 for District Fees and Liability Insurance.
2. $43,293.00 for Pecos River Ecosystem Project.
3. $18,133.20 for Operating Budget Items.

This summary is followed by a detailed report for the year overall and for each strategy.



Year End Summary
Appropriation Year 2008

Regular Appropriations

Appropriation Original Budget
Transfers Out

Transfers In

Cash Revenues

Appropriation Cash Available

Operating Budget Item
Salaries and Wages
Other Personnel Costs
Professional Fees and Services
Fuels and Lubricants
Consumable Supplies
Utilities

Travel

Rent-Building
Rent-Machine and Other
Other Operating Expense
Capital Expense

Lapse

Grants - State Funded
Grants - Federal Funded
Cost - Share Obligations

Obligations

Special Appropriations

Acquisition of Info Resource Technology
District Legal Fees and Liability Insurance

Appropriation Cash Available

Cash Expenditures
Unexpended Balance Forward to AY09
Lapse

Obligations

@ B BB

&~

12,380,015.00
(612,957.62)

635,083.36

7,215,402.46

19,617,543.20

B P BDP BB HHPH RSB H P

&>

(3,103,155.32)
(120,599.30)
(51,978.03)
(51,585.77)
(32,915.87)
(76,216.89)
(357,709.81)
(174,698.35)
(32,004.83)
(338,772.97)
(23,987.48)
(61,426.20)
(6,017,895.26)
(5,654,427.56)
(3,520,169.56)

(19.617,543.20)

38,700.00
158,000.00

196,700.00

(67,818.18)
(5,146.10)
(123,735.72)

(196,700.00)




Soil and Water Conservation Assistance
Appropriation Year 2008

Appropriation Original Budget
Transfers Out

A0000965 Appropriation Transfer
A0000800 Capital Budget

Subtotal Transfers Out

Transfers In

A0000803 Appropriation Transfer
A0000957 08 Salary Increase Ad,.
A0000961 08 BRP Adj.

A0000962 Appropriation Transfer
A0000963 Appropriation Transfer
A0000964 Appropriation Transfer
A0000966 Appropriation Transfer
Subtotal Transfers In

Cash Revenues

Refund of Expenditure FYO7 DM&PD
Ag Water Conservation Reimbursement
Defensive Driving Fee

Federal Funds

Subtotal Cash Revenues

Appropriation Cash Available

Operating Budget Item

Salaries and Wages

Other Personnel Costs
Professional Fees and Services
Fuels and Lubricants
Consumable Supplies

Utilities

Travel

Rent-Building

Rent-Machine and Other

Other Operating Expense

Lapse

District Assistance Grants
Conservation Planning Assistance
Ag Water Conservation

Technical Assistance / Technical Service Provider
Matching Funds

Director Mileage & Per Diem

Obligations

3,595,502.00

(26,000.00)
(16,000.00)

BB B

(42,000.00)

170,594.00
12,645.00
6,161.16
30,000.00
177,000.00
66,000.00
1,750.62

A|H A P BB R P

464,150.78

13,273.03
92,334.46
87.00
579,583.58

+H|H B BB

a

685,278.07

4,702,930.85

BB P DR H P

B H B P B

il

(726,227.78)
(28,181.16)
(2,021.31)
(100.62)
(2,709.85)
(18,029.11)
(192,874.39)
(16,041.12)
(4,031.75)
(24,044.78)

(29,466.03)
(8,816.95)

(2,143,401.91)
(1,094,383.31)

(412,600.78)

(4,702,930.85)




Non Point Source Management Plan Program
Appropriation Year 2008

Appropriation Original Budget $ 1,562,050.00
Transfers Out

A0000803 Appropriation Transfer $  (195,256.00)
A0000964 Appropriation Transfer $ (66,000.00)
A0000800 Capital Budget $ (6,950.00)
Subtotal Transfers Out $  (268,206.00)
Transfers In

A0000957 08 Salary Increase Adjustment $ 1,321.00
Subtotal Transfers In $ 1,321.00
Cash Revenues

Federal Funds $ 6,141,022.98
Subtotal Cash Revenues $ 6,141,022.98
Appropriation Cash Available $ 7.436,187.98
Operating Budget Item

Salaries and Wages $  (442,851.96)
Other Personnel Costs $ (7,786.86)
Professional Fees and Services $ (1,683.14)
Fuels and Lubricants $ (3,621.86)
Consumable Supplies $ (14,110.70)
Utilities $ (10,611.45)
Travel $ (34,976.34)
Rent-Building $ (17,161.69)
Rent-Machine and Other $ (4,498.75)
Other Operating Expense $ (19,187.82)
Capital Expense $ (23,987.48)
Lapse $ (788.37)
Non Point Source Grants

CWA Section 319(h) - Federally Funded $ (5,654,427.56)
08-50 Texas AgriLife Research $ (200,279.00)
08-51 Texas AgriLife Research $ (386,579.00)
03-06 North Star Helicopters, Inc. $ (171,166.00)
08-52 Texas AgriLife Research $ (100,000.00)
08-53 Texas AgriLife Research $ (28,704.00)
08-54 Brazos River Authority $  (262,232.00)
08-55 Texas AgriLife Research $ (51,534.00)
Obligations $ (7,436,187.98)




Water Quality Management Plan Program
Appropriation Year 2008

Appropriation Original Budget $ 4,316,776.00
Transfers Out

A0000803 Appropriation Transfer $ (71,301.00)
A0000963 Appropriation Transfer $ (177,000.00)
A0000800 Capital Budget $ (16,000.00)
Subtotal Transfers Out $ (264,301.00)
Transfers In

A0000961 BRP Adjustment $ 10,011.86
A0000957 08 Salary Increase Adjustment $ 23,772.00
Subtotal Transfers In $ 33,783.86
Cash Revenues

Federal Funds $ 345,517.30
Refund of Expenditure, Dublin Regional Office $ 168.75
Subtotal Cash Revenues $ 345,686.05
Appropriation Cash Available $ 443194491
Operating Budget Item

Salaries and Wages $ (1,393,735.02)
Other Personnel Costs $ (56,801.18)
Professional Fees and Services $  (13,249.06)
Fuels and Lubricants $  (39,622.18)
Consumable Supplies $  (13,997.04)
Utilities $  (35,070.19)
Travel $ (50,080.42)
Rent-Building $ (115,099.36)
Rent-Machine and Other $  (19,866.77)
Other Operating Expense $ (274,676.27)
Lapse $ (17,186.03)
Poultry Grants

Nacogdoches Soil and Water Conservation District $  (93,256.00)
Shelby Soil and Water Conservation District $ (47,341.00)
Texas AgriLife Research $ (21,032.33)
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service $  (15,000.00)
Cost-Share Assistance

Obligations $ (2,225,932.06)
Obligations $ (4,431,944.91)




Water Supply Enhancement Program
Appropriation Year 2008

Appropriation Original Budget
Transfers Out

A0000800 Capital Budget

Subtotal Transfers Out

Transfers In

A0000961 BRP Adjustment

A0000957 08 Salary Increase Adjustment
A0000965 Appropriation Transfer
Subtotal Transfers In

Appropriation Cash Available

Operating Budget Item

Salaries and Wages

Other Personnel Costs

Professional Fees and Services

Fuels and Lubricants

Consumable Supplies

Utilities

Travel

Rent-Building

Rent-Machine and Other

Other Operating Expense

Lapse

Grants to Districts

Pedernales Soil and Water Conservation District
McMullen Soil and Water Conservation District

Comal - Guadalupe Soil and Water Conservation District

Mitchell Soil and Water Conservation District
Glasscock Soil and Water Conservation District
Pecan Bayou Soil and Water Conservation District
Monitoring and Feasibility

Ken Rainwater, Director Water Resources Center
Upper Colorado River Authority

Cooperative Agreements

Health and Human Services Commission

Texas Department of Criminal Justice
Cost-Share Assistance

Obligations

Canadian River Shed Brush Control Project
Canadian River Municipal Water Authority

Pecos River Ecosystem Project

Texas Forest Service

Pecos Soil and Water Conservation District
Lapse

Obligations

$ 2,490,927.00

$  (3,500.00)

$  (3,500.00)
$ 1,026.86
$ 2,651.00
$  26,000.00
$  29,677.86

$ 2517,104.86

$ (151,936.80)
$  (7,326.24)
$  (8,654.03)
$  (8,241.11)
$ (514.21)
$  (3,231.59)
$  (23,798.43)
$  (15,693.41)
$  (1,303.08)
$  (6,613.71)
$ (158.80)

$ (101,872.69)
$  (15,000.00)
$  (2,000.00)
$  (25,489.83)
$  (70,596.06)
$  (4,74554)

$  (1,866.17)
$ (138,600.00)

$ (225.66)
$ -

$ (1,294,237.50)
$ (485,000.00)
(101,707.00)

(5,000.00)
(43,293.00)

B B B

$ (2,517,104.86)




Indirect Administration
Appropriation Year 2008

Appropriation Original Budget
Transfers Out

A0000800 Capital Budget
A0000962 Appropriation Transfer
A0000966 Appropriation Transfer
Subtotal Transfers Out
Transfers In

A0000961 BRP Adjustment
A0000957 08 Salary Increase Adjustment
A0000803 Appropriation Transfer
Subtotal Transfers In

Cash Revenues

Federal Funds

Appropriation Cash Available

Operating Budget Item
Salaries and Wages
Other Personnel Costs
Professional Fees and Services
Fuels and Lubricants
Consumable Supplies
Utilities

Travel

Rent-Building
Rent-Machine and Other
Other Operating Expense

Obligations

$ 414,760.00

(3,200.00)
(30,000.00)
(1,750.62)

(34,950.62)

3,593.86
6,593.00

$
$
$ 95,963.00
$ 106,149.86

$ 43,415.36

529,374.60

$ ,

$ (388,403.76)
$ (20,503.86)
$  (26,370.49)
$ -

$  (1,584.07)
$  (9,274.55)
$  (55,980.23)
$  (10,702.77)
$  (2,304.48)
$  (14,250.39)

$ (529,374.60)




Active Projects

02-01

02-02

02-15

02-21

03-01

Title

Administration of the FY2002 CWA

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

NPS Management Program

FY2002 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Water Quality Information/Education

Description
Administer/manage the FY02 CWA 319(h) cooperative

project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY02 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

Through the development of newspaper articles,
informational brochures/flyers, display exhibitslan
promotional materials that include both water dyaind
water conservation messages a strategy can beogedetio
heighten the public awareness of the importance of
protecting and conserving water resources.

SWAT Model Simulation of the Arroyo This project will simulate the current nutrient, BCand

Colorado Watershed

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

sediment loading to the Arroyo Colorado using théAS
model. Model output will provide the needed input the
EFDC model. To achieve this, the following objeeswill
be accomplished:(1) Collect meteorological, landaseps,
flow, soils, topographic, irrigation and nutrienanmagement,
wastewater discharges, water quality, and otheessary
data needed to model the Arroyo Colorado with SWAT(
Calibrate SWAT watershed model to measured flow,
sediment, BOD and nutrients(3) Simulate/validabevfl
nutrient, BOD and sediment loads for current caodg(4)
Simulate load reduction scenarios for a suite afiagament
measures specified by the TSSWCB

Administer/manage the FY03 CWA 319(h) cooperative
agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Lead Start

TSSWCB 4 /1 /2002

TSSWCB 4 /1 /2002

TSSWCB 3/31/2002

Texas AgriLife 6 /1 /2007
Research TWRI

End

4 /1 /2009

4/1 /2009

3/31/2009

3/1 /2009

Federal

$304,132

$311,290

$135,000

$94,997

TSSWCB 5/16/2003 5/3/2010 $154,231



03-02

03-09

03-10

03-19

04-01

04-02

04-04

Title

FY2003 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Central Texas WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

Technologies for Animal Waste
Pollution

SWQM for Plum Creek WPP

Administration of the FY2004 CWA
Section 319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

FY2004 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Description

Provide technical assistance for FY03 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

The project will provide additional funding for tlagoing
implementation efforts in the Little River watershe
TSSWCB projects (02-5 & 02-6) entitled Central Texa
Atrazine Remediation Project.

The objective of this project is to evaluate ugito
technologies for decreasing nonpoint source poltuénd
improving surface water quality, through on-site
demonstrations of reduction of total and solubla Bairy
effluent applied to waste application fields.

Generate data of known and acceptable qualityuidase
water quality monitoring (routine ambient, targeted
watershed, stormflow, 24-hour DO, effluent and rsgitow)
of main stem and tributary stations on Segment 1BL@m
Creek) for field, conventional, flow, bacteria agffluent
parameters to support development of a WPP foPbhem
Creek watershed in Caldwell, Hays and Travis Casnti

Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 319(h) cooperative
agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY04 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

Field Validation of the Texas P Index inThe objectives of this project are to determinedfiects of

the Poultry Areas of Texas

selected soil properties in Sam Rayburn ResearairLake
O’ the Pines watersheds and other poultry produamegs of
the state in East & South Central Texas to mea&ure
predict P runoff and compare and correlate MeHlicand
soil solution soluble P extracts to runoff P.

Lead

TSSWCB

Central Texas
SWCD

Texas Water
Resources
Institute

Guadalupe-Blanco 6 /1 /2007 10/31/2009

River Authority

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Texas AgriLife
Extension

Start End

5/16/2003 5 /3 /2010

10/31/2003 4 /30/2009

11/24/2003 3/31/2009

8/1/2004 6/1/2011

8/1/2004 6/1/2011

8/18/2004 9 /30/2009

Federal

$245,109

$424,080

$227,793

$109,000

$154,220

$375,231

$390,657



04-05

04-11

04-14

04-17

04-18

05-01

05-02

05-05

Title

Creekside Conservation Program

Watershed Protection Plan
Development for the Pecos River

Assessment and Mitigation of
Agricultural and Other NPS
Activities in the Cypress Creek Basin.

Plum Creek WPP

Description

The purpose of this project is to protect Centreds
Highland Lakes by providing technical/financial iatssnce to
landowners through the LCRA’s Creekside Conseovati
Program and assess NPS reductions resulting fremkSide
Conservation Program.

This project will assess the Pecos River Basingiage
landowner and stakeholder involvement through etitutal
efforts, and develop a Watershed Protection Plaadan
the river basin assessment.

The primary goal of the project is to evaluate the
effectiveness of selected BMPs in reducing nutrieptits to
Big Cypress Creek and Lake O’ Pines by documenting
runoff quality from sites representing dominant goland
use types, with/out BMPs.

The purpose of this project is to coordinate the
development of a Watershed Protection Plan foPihen
Creek Watershed and to facilitate beginning phases
implementation.

BMP Verification in Richland-Chamber3he purpose of the project is to verify the effeetiess of

Watershed

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

FY2005 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Watershed Education Development

nutrient load reduction BMPs in the Richland-Charsbe
watershed.

Administer/manage the FY05 CWA 319(h) cooperative
agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY05 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

The purpose of this project will be to develop detiver an
educational curriculum which functions to suppbs t
TSSWCB'’s effort to prepare a Watershed Protectian i
the target watershed.

Lead

LCRA

TWRI

NETMWD

Texas AgriLife
Extension Service

Texas AgriLife
Research at
Blackland

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Texas AgriLife
Extension Service

Start

8 /3 /2004

8 /25/2004

8 /3 /2004

2 /24/2005

8 /1 /2005

7 17 /2005

7 17 /2005

9 /1 /2005

End

8 /31/2009

03/31/2009

6 /30/2009

8 /31/2009

6 /15/2009

9/1/2011

9/1/2011

8 /31/2009

Federal

$507,300

$749,381

$442,805

$440,503

$237,722

$104,480

$310,426

$358,041



05-06

05-07

05-08

05-09

05-10

05-12

06-01

Title

PLAN

Impact of Proper Fertilizer

Peach Creek Project

Lake Granger Project

Arroyo Eduation Project

Arroyo WQMP Project

Administration of the FY2006 CWA

Description

The objective of this project is to educate 3rdypar
applicators of poultry litter to the environmen&nefits of
using proper application management techniquasan
sites.

The objective of this project is to implement fizér
management practices on cultivated and pastuisftel
demonstrate the importance of using proper manageme
relating to application method, timing, and rateq aonduct
demonstration/educational activities on the imgioce of
proper organic fertilizer management.

This project will provide agricultural producersthe Peach
Creek watershed with an opportunity to participateater
quality educational activities, technical assist&arand
financial assistance for the implementation of Best
Management Practices (BMPs), in order to improviewa
quality.

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the ddepment
of a Watershed Protection Plan for the Lake Granger
Watershed. This project will also provide the IeitRiver-
San Gabriel and Taylor SWCDs with funding for teichti
financial assistance to implement BMPs through
conservation planning.

The purpose of this project is to educate agricaltu
producers on how to better produce and managedbmage
and support and promote associated programs inejpitng
BMPs related to water quality protection.

This project will provide technical assistanceandowners
to aid in the development and implementation of a
minimum of 78 WQMPs in the Arroyo Colorado Wateighe

Administer and manage the FY2006 CWA 319(h)

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalcooperative agreement between EPA and TSSWCB.

NPS Management Program

Coordinate with project cooperators on adminisigati
related issues and manage the financial aspeetscbf

Lead Start

Texas AgriLife 9 /1 /2005
Extension Service

Texas AgriLife 9 /1 /2005
Extension Service

Gonzales SWCD 9 /1 /2005

BRA & Little 9 /1 /2005
River-San Gabriel
and Taylor
SWCD's

TWRI 9 /1 /2005

Hidalgo & 9 /1 /2005
Southmost
SWCDs

TSSWCB 10/1 /2006

End

2 /28/2009

8 /31/2009

9 /30/2009

8 /31/2009

2 /28/2009

8 /31/2009

9/1/2011

Federal

$210,002

$186,352

$465,123

$814,168

$103,959

$970,478

$294,343



Title

06-02 FY2006 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

06-03 TSSWCB NPS Team Support

06-04 Improvement and Standardization of
Laboratory Quality Assurance and
Quality Control for Mehlich Il Sall
Test Methodology: Phase 2

06-05 Lone Star Healthy Streams

Description

Provide technical assistance for FY06 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and to emsthat the
projects meet all technical requirements and aceessfully
completed in a timely fashion.

Provide technical assistance for FY01 - FY06 CWA(B]
agricultural and silvicultural projects to ensunattthe
projects meet all requirements.

The purpose of this project is to develop appraeréand
standardized quality assurance/quality controlstaddard
operating procedures (SOP) for use of the Mehlickail
test extractant.

This project will reduce the levels of bacteriahtaimination
of Texas watersheds from grazing livestock (beéle) by
developing an educational curriculum that delivangent
knowledge training in production and environmental
management of grazing lands and their associatest steeds,
evaluating and demonstrating the effectivene®&\®s in
reducing bacterial contamination of streams ane:miaddies
from grazing lands, testing the functionality loét
education program and make necessary changes amgcpr
modifications based on the results, and promdbitagewide
adoption of appropriate best management practi2ei§)
and other watershed / water quality protectionviies
through education, outreach and technology transfer

06-07 Monitoring and Educational Programs The objectives of this project are to evaluatepfessence of
Focused on Escherichia coli Bacteria alfl coli bacteria and nutrients on livestock ogers and
Nutrient Runoff on Dairy Operations indetermine the risks of movement of E. coli andieats to

the Leon Watershed

surface waters, educate livestock producers alasit b
management practices to decrease E. coli bactadia a
nutrients in runoff from livestock operations, atetermine
the source(s) of E. coli in runoff from the siteslats
relative contribution to the E. coli populationsatstream
of the waste application fields.

Lead Start End Federal
TSSWCB 10/1 /2006 9/1/2011 $487,998
TSSWCB 10/1 /2006 9/1/2011  $44,000

Texas AgriLife  10/1 /2006 9/30/2009 $100,786
Extension Service
Texas Water 10/1 /2006 9 /30/2009 $404,673
Resources
Institute
Texas AgriLife  10/1 /2006 9/30/2009 $438,357

Extension Service



06-08

06-09

06-10

06-11

06-12

Title Description

Education Program for Improved WateiThe objective of this project is to improve the grajuality

Quality in Copano Bay in Copano Bay and its tributaries by increasingrawess of
the water quality issues throughout the watersingd a
providing education and demonstrations for landowaad
livestock owners in the watershed on practiceetyehse or
prevent bacteria from entering waterways.

WQMP Implementation in the Middle This project will provide technical and/or finanicéessistance

and South Bosque River Watersheds to landowners to aid in the development and
implementation of WQMPs and compile informationtba
location and types BMPs for each WQMP implemented.

Arroyo Colorado Agricultural Nonpoint This project will better characterize agriculturahoff in the

Source Assessment Arroyo watershed, demonstrate, and evaluate BMP
effectiveness, and measure progress in achieviterwa
quality goals in the watershed. The objectivesefpiroject
are to perform a complete historical data revied amalysis
related to water quality and agricultural best agggment
practices implemented in the watershed, investigiate
specific differences and temporal variation of wapeality
in drainage from agricultural production areas, aoltect
data for future recalibration of SWAT model to keett
estimate the total nonpoint source loading intoriver.

Buck Creek WPP The objectives of this project are to identify dfiesources
of the bacteria in Buck Creek, evaluate potential
management alternatives for restoring the waterlzodly
educate landowners on the best management practims
develop a watershed protection plan to restore the
waterbody through a stakeholder driven process.

Leon River WPP The objectives of this project are to use a loedtiyen,
stakeholder process to develop a Watershed Pratdetan
for the Leon River Watershed above Lake Beltonaech
data collection efforts to support and facilitate
implementation activities; provide the TSSWCB ahnel t
TCEQ with recommendations on implementation stiaeteg
that can be incorporated into the TMDL Implemeiatati
Plan; and provide an overall assessment of the Reeer
Watershed above Lake Belton.

Lead

Texas Water

Resource Institute

TSSWCB

TWRI

Texas Water
Resources
Institute

Brazos River
Authority

Start End Federal

10/1 /2006 9/30/2009 $211,794

11/1 /2006 9 /30/2009 $527,770

10/1 /2006 9 /30/2009 $430,650

10/1 /2006 9 /30/2009 $430,181

10/1 /2006 9 /30/2009 $440,525

Page 6 of 12



06-13

06-15

07-01

07-02

07-03

07-04

07-05

Title

Three EQIP Technicians

SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL

Administration of the FY2007 CWA

Description

The objective of the project is to provide techhica
assistance to landowners to aid in the development,
implementation, and/or maintenance of WQMPs through
SB503, Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 319(h) and IEQI
funds and compile information on the location aypks
BMPs for each WQMP implemented.

The objective of this project is to provide quakitysured
surface water quality monitoring data to support
development of bacteria TMDLs for Copano Bay and
Mission and Aransas Rivers in Aransas, Bee, GoKadnes,
Refugio, and San Patricio Counties.

Administer/manage the FY0O7 CWA 319(h) cooperative

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Nonpoint Source Management Programroject cooperators on administrative related issunal

FY2007 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Adaptation of AVGWLF watershed
model for use in Texas: Phase |

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY0O7 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

The purpose of this project is to test and mothify
AVGWLF watershed model for use in selected areaeahs
and surrounding states.

Management Repository of AgriculturaDevelopment of a comprehensive, user-friendly degab

and Silvicultural Environmental Data

LCRA Soil and Water Stewardship
Program

that will house data collected via CWA 8319(h) Gran
Program funds allocated to and through the Texaie Soil
and Water Conservation Board.

Protect the Texas lower Colorado River basin byigling
educational, technical and financial assistandartdowners
through the Lower Colorado River Authority’s Soildca
Water Stewardship Program. Assess NPS reducticodirey
from the Soil and Water Stewardship Program. daih
local soil and water conservation districts in paimg and
educating agricultural producers and local stakdgrslon
abatement of NPS pollution through implementatibn o
conservation practices and promotion of Water Quali
Management Plans.

Lead

Start

Karnes, Atascosa, 12/1 /2006

& Dewitt SWCDs

Nueces River
Authority

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Blackland

Research &
Extension Center

LCRA

1/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

End

9 /30/2009

9 /30/2009

9/30/2010

9/30/2010

9/30/2010

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

Federal

$387,900

$214,388

$290,000

$460,000

$122,623

$323,342

$458,224



Title

Description

07-06 Fate and Transport of E. coli in Rural The main objectives of this project are to identify

Texas Landscapes and Streams

07-07 Assessment of NPS Pollution from
Cropland in the Oso Bay Watershed

07-08 Regional Watershed Coordinator

characterize, and quantify E. coli loads resulfiogn various
sources in an impaired watershed, monitor suryy@wth,
re-growth, and die-off of E. coli under different
environmental conditions, monitor re-suspensiok.afoli

in streams, and educate stakeholders by disseminati
qualitative and quantitative information acquiradhis
monitoring and demonstration project.

The long-term goal of this project is to suppodgmam
implementation efforts of the TSSWCB, the NuecesCEW
#357, and the TCEQ established to protect andnethe
water quality of the Oso Bay and Oso Creek watelidso
from NPS. Goals and objectives pursued in the ptaje
the assessment of runoff-related loadings of miisie
selected inorganic ions, suspended sediments, astdria
(Enterococcus) from the Oso Creek’s watershed #ad (
development of a better understanding of the rbtaese
runoff-related loadings on the dynamics of watealify
properties in these water bodies

The objective of this project is to successfullgilitate and
coordinate watershed planning activities in the YAtira
Regional Office service area.

07-09 Statewide Implementation of the TexasThe objective of this project is to facilitate statde

Watershed Steward Program

implementation of the Texas Watershed Steward (TWS)
program through watershed-based group trainings and
computer-based distance training components. -prbject
will increase stakeholder involvement in the WPE/ar
TMDL development processes by educating and organiz
local citizens and to promote healthy watersheds by
increasing citizen awareness, understanding, aod/lkdge
about the nature and function of watersheds, patent
impairments, and watershed protection strategies to
minimize nonpoint source pollution.

Lead

TWRI

Texas AgriLife
Research - CC

TSSWCB

Texas AgriLife
Extension Service

Start End Federal

10/1 /2007 9/30/2010 $300,000

10/1 /2007 9/30/2010 $165,050

10/1 /2007 9/30/2010 $194,000

10/1 /2007 9/30/2010 $520,000



07-10

07-11

07-12

07-13

07-14

Title Description

Broad-based Communication and This project will develop a plan of action to cieand
Forecasting for Environmental Quality maintain a website for water quality & other enwingental
(Envirocast- Houston) issues and environmental quality broadcast spasticate

the public in the target watersheds in partnersliip

StormCenter Communications Inc. and Houston Chahhel

(CBS Affiliate); develop partnerships with statedéral and
regional agencies and local governments as locakob
providers to provide information for the websitelan
broadcast spots; publicize and promote the projegit)
partnering station and local content providers on
developing, implementing and utilized the Envirddasls;
evaluation of Phase [; project administration.

Lampasas River Watershed Assessmenhe purpose of this project is to work in conceithw

and Protection Project federal, state and local partners to coordinatalekolder
driven process for the development of a WPP in the
Lampasas River Watershed that is consistent with'&P
nine essential elements fundamental to a potentiall

Assessing Water Quality ManagementThis project will provide storm and routine monitay of

Plan Implementation in the Middle andthe Middle and South Bosque River and Hog Creek

South Bosque River and Hog Creek watersheds in order to assess ag NPS reductionsiatss!

Watersheds with implementation of WQMPs within waterbodies of
concern for nitrite-nitrate nitrogen. A secondabjective
is to monitor reductions in bacteria concentratittmeugh
routine grab sampling.

Identify and Characterize NPS Bacterial o provide information on nonpoint sources of emtecci
Pollution to Support Implementation ofin the upstream section of Oso Creek to state égenaad
Bacteria TMDLs in the Oso Bay local planning entities in support of the Implenagitn
Watershed Phase of the Oso Creek/Oso Bay watershed TMDL

Agricultural NPS Remediation in the  The project’s goal is to reduce nutrient and sedin@ading

Cedar Creek Reservoir Watershed  to Cedar Creek Reservoir by implementing BMPs apcr
and pasture lands. The objectives are to encolBitfe
implementation by providing landowners with teclahiand
financial assistance through the Kaufmann-Van Z&WCD
and educational programs through Texas Cooperative
Extension. Effectiveness of BMPs will be assessed/AES.

Lead

HGAC

Texas AgriLife
Research at
Blackland

TIAER

Texas A&M
University-Corpus
Christi

Kaufman-Van
Zandt SWCD
#505

Start

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

10/1 /2007

End

9/30/2010

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

9/30/2010

9/30/2010

Federal

$725,000

$498,422

$308,640

$442,372

$736,619



08-01

08-02

08-03

08-04

08-05

08-06

Title

Administration of the FY2008 CWA

Description

Administer/manage the FY08 CWA 319(h) cooperative

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Nonpoint Source Management Programroject cooperators on administrative related issunal

FY2008 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Texas Silvicultural Nonpoint Source
Pollution Prevention and Abatement

Efficient Nitrogen Fertilization:
Accounting for Field Nitrogen
Mineralization

Modeling Support for Buck Creek
Watershed Protection Plan

Development of a Watershed
Protection Plan for Geronimo Creek

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY08 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.

The major goal of this project is to protect angbiove
water quality in Texas. The extensive educati@ining,
and outreach components of this project will leadn
increase in forestry BMP implementation, as well as
preventing unnecessary erosion and sedimentatiom fr
occurring. Another goal is to provide technicaistance to
the forestry community on emerging issues - bianasan
forestry, and land stewardship in Central Texas.

This project will demonstrate an enhanced soil test
methodology that accounts for all sources of ptatlable
N in the soil, improve fertilizer efficiency by csidering all
sources of plant available N in the soil, and destraite the
potential for reduced N runoff due to reduced Nligpgion
based on use of this soil test methodology.

This project will develop an estimate of bacteldalding in
Buck Creek using the SELECT model and identify bigh
contributing areas and their associated sourcead L
Duration Curves will be used to determine bactieral
reductions needed to achieve water quality staisddiue
results of this project will be incorporated inb@tBuck
Creek Watershed Protection Plan.

The goals of the project are to collect and analyater
quality data and coordinate the development of ershed
protection plan for the Geronimo Creek watershed th
satisfies the nine elements.

Lead

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TFS

USDA- ARS

TWRI

GBRA

Start

9/1 /2008

9/1 /2008

9/1 /2008

9/1 /2008

9/1 /2008

9/1 /2008

End

8 /31/2011

8/31/2011

8/31/2011

8 /31/2011

8/31/2011

8/31/2011

Federal

$260,000

$507,824

$506,327

$293,883

$42,330

$472,398



Title

08-07 Implementing Agricultural Nonpoint

Description Lead Start

This project will foster coordinated technical assnce Caldwell-Travis 9 /1 /2008

Source Components of the Plum Creelactivities between the TSSWCB, local SWCDs andNRES  SWCD/ AgriLife

Watershed Protection Plan

and provide technical and financial assistanceyticaltural Extension
producers for the development of Water Quality
Management Plans (WQMPs) and implementation of Best
Management Practices (BMPs). It will also provide
education on feral hog management strategies aok feral
hog management activities conducted by landowhaistly,

it wll support and facilitate Plum Creek Watershed
Partnership in developing proposals to acquireifumébr
implementation projects, managing and tracking
implementation projects as well as to deliver etlonal
programs to citizens in the watershed to encouadggtion
of agricultural BMPs.

End Federal

8/31/2011 $996,079



