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Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tHB T7&as Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thigewewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added|
8201.028 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, relatirtgesstatus of the budget areas of responsib#isyoaed

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

The FY10 Operating Budget with FY08 and FY 09 expiemes is attached to this report. Information on
grants made to local districts and other entiteegncorporated within the program section it inwesy
Ongoing Federal grant program projects under tieaiCWater Act are provided in another attachment.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boar@ggiride 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 continuiradl@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 anid 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 dunigliland. Farmers and ranchers face complex
decisions concerning the best ways to manage @iz ube land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation progranust remain dynamic as land uses change anf
technology improves to make some conservation ipectmore 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 ofsthie through and by the dynamic decisions ofl loca
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 deliverdlddal 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 avater conservation district directors, and the ynan
agencies and organizations assisting and workitiy 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. Landalemred and put into farm production. When thellan
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 catterth soil conservation, as there was a seemingly
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tille This process continued through the 1800s armdtivet
early 1900s. With the outbreak of World War |, fans in the Great Plains states were encouraged tp
break out native grassland to grow wheat and dtoatstuffs to feed the nation and the world. Agsuit
of these and other unwise management practiceshanthct that the farmlands were experiencing longj
periods of drought, the 1930s produced some oittrst dust storms the nation had ever seen. Clolids
dust rolled across the plains states sending doishs through the south and into the nation’s ehpkt

the same time, the nation was in the midst of atgeeonomic depression. The federal government
seeking ways to put people back to work and engeucanservation, created the Civilian Conservation
Corps and Soil Erosion Service. Through these mmestres, demonstration projects were initiated totra
technicians and to educate the public in ways tserve soil resources. These programs were suatess|
in putting people back to work, but lacked the Ides to establish lasting conservation programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national effortontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Uarsgity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennett took
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his expeargen
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 ywassed creating the Soil Conservation Service mithi
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benmettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon|
became internationally known for his accomplishreentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colwnbexas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuade
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiafethis nation were being wasted. He convinced th
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdiddleveloped and sent to the governors of eatd sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The pearpbshis Model Act would be to develop programshat
state and local level to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the govermotis the endorsement of President Roosevelt. Theg
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 Texasitlature based on this Model Act. It is reportedt ths
many as 25 different versions of this soil constovalaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of thmoged legislation. When the final version was
adopted, the bill contained many undesirable featulThe law would have set up Soil Conservation|
Districts automatically on a county basis and madanty Commissioners Courts the governing body. A
portion of the county tax was to be used to finatheeprogram and county agricultural agents wefigeto
the administrative officers.

v

A number of agricultural leaders from across thaeshad, by this time, become concerned about the
newly passed legislation. It was their opinion thatthe responsibility for installing and maintaig
conservation measures lay in the hands of the danters, the control of such a program should aéso b
in their hands.
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As a result of these and other concerns, a grodpnofowners led by V.C. Marshall of Heidenheimer,
Texas, convinced the Governor to veto the 193latpn.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resulrednfthe 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 acasbte
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshakoied a committee of leaders from across the &iate
promote the passage of a new Soil Conservation Hearaveled many miles at his own expense seeking
the views of agricultural leaders and promotingitiea 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) gregram 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. (HoueZ which incorporated those features and was th
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lengated the State Soil Conservation Board and aliow
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Distridtq. Marshall was elected as the first Chairmarhef
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State idsGertificates of Organization for the first 16 ISoi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the pesgrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 216 local sof
and water conservation districts that encompase ftihan 99% of the state.

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

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Ordgesignated the TSSWCB as lead agency td
assume the planning and management responsilalitgantrol 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

In 1999, the TSSWCB received its first appropriatio the FY00-01 biennium to control water-deplgtin
brush and trees, such as cedar and mesquite. dgeapr received $9.1 million to establish a pilatjpct
in the North Concho Watershed.
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSS¥ERad agency to address water
quality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aokstry
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded tB8WCB'’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 beesource 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 governedvieybibard members, elected by delegates from eac
of five regions of the state’s 216 local soil andter conservation districts. Elections occur anguet
regional conventions of the local soil and watenssvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of $88 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 oé eanember 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; arel
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Gowerappointees must be actively engaged in thg
business of farming, animal husbandry, or othernass 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 direabr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genernaélgts every odd month, unless specific programs of
issues require more immediate action. The followiagshows the current Board members and showg
which State Board Region they represent.

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Member Name Region Term Residence

Aubrey L. Russell #1 May 5, 2009 — May 3120 Panhandle

Marty H. Graham #2 May 6, 2008 - Maya10 Rocksprings

José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 5, 2009 — Mag(8,1 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 6, 2008 — May 4,@01  Nacogdoches

Barry Mahler #5 May 5, 2009 a3, 2011 lowa Park

Larry D. Jacobs Appointed February 1, 2008-February 1, 2010 Montgomery
Joe L. Ward Appointed February 1, 2009-February 1, 2011  Telephon
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Staff

Mr. Rex Isom was named as the Executive Directdaimuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stHtires. 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 apenness. We affirm that the conservation of our
natural resources is both a public and a privatefite and we approach our activities with a despss
of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as ExeaiDirector, is leading the agency in that direwti
and expects all employees to follow that lead.

The 81st Legislature authorized appropriationsfadditional full-time employees (FTES) 3 full-time
employees to facilitate operation, maintenance,rapdir of flood control structures, 1 full-time
employee to assist with new and existing water eoé@ent projects, and 1 federally funded full-time
employee to perform database development and gaagrmformation systems for the agency.

As of December 1, 2009, the TSSWCB employed 69, afof which work in the Temple headquarters.
The remaining employees are field staff, eitherkiay out of their homes or located in seven saelli
offices; five regional offices and two program sfieoffices, located throughout the state. Due to
difficulty in recruiting engineers, this servicenew being contracted with engineering firms. The
following organization chart shows the agency'sent structure.

The current structure of the TSSWCB reflects efféotmaintain more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 67% to 33% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel.

The regional office staff along with the progranesific staff provides on-site technical assistatace
farmers and ranchers. The field staff serveslassan between the TSSWCB and local districts. The
field staff also provides assistance to local ditgtrand district employees concerning operations,
programs, and activities. The regional office sgaffl the program specific staff coordinate withTleeas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Texagilife Extension Service, and the USDA’s
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) tuigeatechnical assistance to landowners to
implement Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPS).
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State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Chairman  Vice-Chairman
Aubrey Marty H. Jerry D. José Barry Joe Larry D.

Russell Graham Nichols Daodier, Jr. Mahler Ward Jacobs
Executive Director
. Rexlsom [T
: [
Administrative Coordinator -
Vacant
Executive Assistant - Edna Etheredge
Headquarters Office Field Services
Statewide Program Support Local/Statewide Program Support/Services
S je Resource M i I Water Supply i i
ur Special Projects Rle'l ;::T:?e . Enhancement Office SWCD Field Representatives
Programs Officer - John Foster Spec. Proj. Coordinator - ) ProaamS nervio Areal
NPS SWCD Liaison - Lee Munz Mel Davis HR Coordinator - 9 Tt pOswa\d Field Representative - Bob Gruner
NPS Program Coordinator - Information Specialist - Dawn Heitman Program S ye:_ "~ Field Representative - Jack Foote
[ delton Infolme;te' glltlhsv::olrsl:lyst e Areall
hed Planning Coordi = . LIS Admin, Assist, - Field R tative - Joe F
~ Aaron Wendt Clyde Gottschalk Kimberly York F;:Id efresen & !“_ Boeen V:/?ﬁi";a"
NPS Project Manager - Pam Casebolt Arealll
NPS Project Manager - Loren Henle; - " rea
NPS pm;e“ Manager - ¥ Fiscal Affairs Field Representative - Kendria Ray
Mitchell Conine Fiscal Officer - Kenny Zajicek Field Representative - Adrian Perez
Programs QA Officer - Donna Long Information Officer - Clay Wright Regional Office Coordi Area IV
Engineer - Richard Egg Accountant - Anita Mungia Andy Garza Field Representative - Trey Watson
DB Administrator David Reeves Accountant - Karen Preece . Field Representative - Joel Clark
Harlingen P
Flood Control Specialist - Ben Bowers Accountant - Vacant ing
Flood Control Specialist - Jared Bowen Accountant - Vacant AreaV ) _
Fiscal Services - Amy Varner Field Representative Coordinator -
Contract Specialist - Yolanda Brown Don Brandenberger
Admin. Asst. - Kyra Sumerford Field Representative - Charlie Upchurch
Poultry Water Quality Wharton Regional Office Mt Pleasant Regional Office Hale Center Regional Office Harlingen 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 Engineer - Contracted Service Steve Jones
Mark Cochran Engineer - Contracted Service Engineer - Max Berry Engineer - Contracted Service Natural Resources Specialist - Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Spec - Natural Resources Specialist - Natural Resources Specialist - Natural Resources Specialist - Ricardo Chapa Natural Resources Specialist -
Jeremy Welch Jeff Cerny Andy Kuklish Glenn Baker Planner - Ronnie Ramirez Todd Oneth
Natural Resources Spec - Watershed Coordinator - Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech - Natural Resources Specialist -
Patrick Porter Brian Koch Vacant Ruben Beasley Fidencio Mesa Chris Couch
Admin. Assist. - Marilyn King Engineering Tech - Admin. Assist. - Beverly Krause Engineering Tech - Admin. Assist. - Ruby Garcia Engineering Tech -
Center Office - Julie David Kirk House Jared Groves Gary Bearden
Centerville Office- Teresa Reese Admin. Assist. - Carrie Sanford Admin. Assist.- Admin. Assist. - Trecia Perales
Gonzales Office- Abigail Lindsey Mary Alice Garza

I Dec 09

Figure 1- Map of Agency Organization

Soil and Water Conservation Districts

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in caooadion with the state’s 216 local soil and water
conservation districts. These local districts avktipal subdivisions of the state, establisheatigh local
option elections of agricultural landowners. Didsigenerally reflect county boundaries, but mayp al
follow river basin or watershed boundaries, depegain the desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distritap shows the current 216 local districts that cove
almost the entire state. That portion of the stattein a soil and water conservation district i«Kemedy
County and contains the privately owned King Rari¢te 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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Figure 2- Map of State Board Zones and Soil and&W@bnservation Districts

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 &ated
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 held October 19-21, 2009 ilin§ton. The total registration was 752.

The 2010 Annual State Meeting is scheduled for Ret@5-27 in Lubbock.

Director Mileage and Per Diem

The 8f' Legislature provided an additional $134,510 peary® offset costs for the increase in the
reimbursement rate for District Director Mileagaiols from 18 cents to the current state rate oéagi.
The FY 2010 appropriation for this program is $534.

District Technical Assistance Funds

The 8f' Legislature provided Districts with a 5% across tioard increase in Technical Assistance Funds
and additional targeted assistance for Total Maxinieily Loads and Watershed Protection Plans. Thq
TSSWCB disburses Technical Assistance paymentsigtriidds on a reimbursing basis to supplement
their efforts in providing assistance to agricudluproducers in the state. Distributions are cayirt
upon Districts filing annual performance reportshathe TSSWCB. The FY 2010 appropriation for this
program is $1,778,154.

District Conservation Assistance Program

The 8f' Legislature provided Conservation Assistance GrémDistricts for the 2010-11 Biennium. The
grants are awarded on a matching basis requirirslyi€is to raise funds from sources other than thg
TSSWCB. Districts do not have taxing authority arse locally raised funds with this matching grant
support their operational expenses. The FY 2010agpiation for this program is $916,364.

Programs & Activities of the TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSW@ftaural Texas farmers and ranchers, but the
results of these services benefit all Texans. kamgle, many of the flood control structures mairee

by SWCDs serve to protect heavily populated areas flood damage, and also prevent sediment from
building up in drinking water supplies. Another exale is the use of best management practices (BMPS)
implemented through TSSWCB-certified water quatitgnagement plans (WQMPS), to prevent
pesticides, nutrients, bacteria and other pollgténaim impairing the use of Texas streams, riiakses,

and estuaries.

The agency is responsible for numerous naturaurescconservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency resplensibplanning, implementing and managing programs
and practices for preventing and abating agricaltand silvicultural (forestry-related) nonpoinusce
(NPS) water pollution. To fulfill this mandate, tagency jointly administers thigxas Nonpoint Source
Management Program.
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As a result, many of the agency’s programs andeEsyand more than 60% of the agency’s FY2010
budget, aim to improve and protect water qualitgjuding the Water Quality Management Plan
Program, the Clean Water Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Se@cant Program, the State Nonpoint Source Grant
Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Program, #relWatershed Protection Plan Program.
Additionally, the TSSWCB is a statutorily-authorizenember of the Coastal Coordination Council and
the Texas Groundwater Protection Committee.

The TSSWCB is also responsible for programs affigotvater quantity. The major existing program is
the Water Supply Enhancement Program which seekstease water supply through the selective
control of noxious phreatophytic brush. Additioyalinany BMPs implemented by farmers and ranchers
as prescribed in their WQMP have ancillary watersawvation benefits — increasing irrigation effrag
and reducing water demand. The TSSWCB is a stdiutarthorized member of the Water Conservation
Advisory Council, which was established by th& @@xas Legislature.

Other responsibilities include prevention of sedsgon, control of floods, maintaining the navidabiof
waterways, the preservation of wildlife, protectmfrpublic lands, and providing information to
landowners regarding the jurisdictions of the TS®\&D the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality (TCEQ) related to NPS water pollution.

FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAMS

Background

Nearly 2,000 floodwater retarding structures, andahave been built over the last 60 years witién t
State of Texas. The primary purpose of the strestig to protect lives and property by reducing the
velocity of floodwaters, and thereby releasing #oat a safer rate. These are earthen dams thabaxis
private property, and were designed and construnyetie United States Department of Agriculture -
Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-NRTBgy were built with the understanding that the
private property owner would provide the land, fibderal government would provide the technical
design expertise and the funding to construct trerd,then units of local government would be
responsible for maintaining them into the future.

Local sponsors of the dams were required befoeglarél project was begun. Local sponsors signed a
watershed agreement which outlined the duties asplnsibilities of the federal and local sponsiors.
general, local sponsors are required to obtaineafiokce easements, conduct operation and maintenanc
(O&M) inspections, maintain the structures, andlangent land treatment measures in the watershed.
Soil and water conservation districts (SWCD) are ohthe local sponsors in all watershed projects.
Other local sponsors include counties, cities,\Afader Control and Improvement Districts (WCIDs).

Due to the passage of time and difficulty in ragsadequate funds locally, many sponsors approdtized
Texas Legislature with their concerns over amotfimeeded O&M and repairs. In recognition that these
dams will continue to serve as a critical protetfior our state's infrastructure, private propeaty

lives, the Legislature appropriated $15 millionlddd to the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation
Board (TSSWCB) for grants to local SWCDs during 20&80-2011 biennium for O&M and structural
repairs.
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In response to this appropriation, the TSSWCB ab#sira representative stakeholder group and began
the process of developing programs to deliver timel$ to the sponsors of flood control dams duitireg t
Summer of 2009. It was determined that the mdstiefit and effective way to proceed was to develop
two separate grant programs, one to address O&Mihanother to address structural repairs, dubdio t
difference in complexity.

The O&M Grant Program is a reimbursable grant paogfor local SWCDs and certain co-sponsors of
flood control dams. This program reimburses SWGOD% of the cost of an eligible O&M activity as
defined by the program rules; the remaining 10%trhagaid with non-state funding. Rules for the
O&M Grant Program were developed by the TSSWCH stadl a representative stakeholder group
during the Summer of 2009. The rules were adopyettie State Board on September 17, 2009, and
published in the Texas Register on October 9, 200%: rules became effective October 14, 2009 had t
program is now fully operational.

The Structural Repair Grant Program is still undierelopment. On November 23, 2009, the State Board
approved proposed rules for the Structural Repeant3Program for publishing in the Texas Register f
a 30-day public comment period. The public comnpamniod for the rules will be from November 23,
2009 through 30 days from the date the rules aimatiely published in the Texas Register
(forthcoming). Until the rules are published, €fh&lders and other interested parties may view the
proposed rules by downloading them from the agenwgbsite.

TEXASNONPOINT SOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires Stateddvelop a program to protect the quality of water
resources from the adverse effects of NPS watdutpwl. The Texas NPS Management Program is the
State’s official roadmap for addressing NPS pathuti The program publication is updated every five
years. The most recent revision was submittedadJtls. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by the
Governor in December 2005. ThHexas NPS Management Program is jointly administered by the
TSSWCB and the TCEQ.

The Texas NPS Management Program utilizes baseline water quality management prograand
regulatory, voluntary, financial, and technicalistssice approaches to achieve a balanced progre@®. N
pollution is managed through assessment, planmmglementation, and education. The TSSWCB and|
the TCEQ have established goals and objectivesgtoding and tracking the progress of NPS
management in Texas.

On May 13, 2009, TSSWCB and TCEQ released 20@8 Annual Report on Managing NPS Water
Pollution in Texas; the report is jointly published by the TSSWCB dhd TCEQ. In accordance with the
CWA, the State must annually report to EPA on ss&da achieving the goals and objectives of the
Texas NPS Management Program. The report highlights the State's efforts dufit¥f008 to collect data,
assess water quality, implement projects that redwcprevent NPS pollution, and educate and involveg
the public to improve and maintain the quality odter resources for current and future generatidns of
Texans. The report is availablehdtp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/reports#nps

Implementation of theTexas NPS Management Program involves partnerships among many
organizations. With the extent and variety of NBSues across Texas, cooperation across politicg
boundaries is essential. Many local, regionalestamd federal agencies play an integral part inagiag
NPS pollution, especially at the watershed level.
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They provide information about local concerns anftastructure and build support for the kind of
pollution controls that are necessary to prevet rauce NPS pollution. SWCDs are vital partners in
working with landowners to implement BMPs that getvand abate agricultural and silvicultural NPS
water pollution. By establishing coordinated franoeikg to share information and resources, the $tate
more effectively focus its water quality protectieifiorts.

Multiple water quality programs administered by /mdcoordinated through TSSWCB collectively
represent the agency’s efforts in supporting thaelgg@and objectives of th&exas NPS Management
Program including:

* Clean Water Act §319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Raoygr

» State General Revenue Nonpoint Source Grant Program

* Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Program

* Watershed Protection Plan (WPP) Program

» Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Program

» Coastal Coordination Council

» Texas Groundwater Protection Committee

For more information on theTexas NPS Management 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 pded annually through the EPA to States for the
development and implementation of each State’s MBSagement Program. Texas’ share of the 8319(h
funding is divided equally between the TCEQ andTB&WCB. Over the past several years, the State’
allocation has been approximately $9 million pearye

TSSWCB is currently administering $16 million in liguidated federal funds from FY2003-FY2009
CWA 8319(h) allocations. There are currently 60 @ng 8319(h) grant-funded projects addressing &
wide array of agricultural and silvicultural NPSues; a list and brief description of ongoing prtgds
provided in Attachment 2. Specific project actiedtiinclude developing and implementing Watershed
Protection Plans and Total Maximum Daily Loads; marting targeted educational programs; and
implementing BMPs to abate NPS pollution from daaryd poultry operations, silvicultural activities,
grazing livestock operations, and row crop operatio

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on July 15, 2009 and October 15, 2009. T
date, reports have been received for 100% of tbgegis. These reports are entered semi-annualby int
EPA’s Grants Reporting and Tracking System.

TSSWCB published the FY2010 Request for Proposi] for the NPS Grant Program on October 2,
2009. The RFP was published in ffexas Register, posted on the TSSWCB website, and all SWCDs an(
cooperating entities were notified of this fundimgportunity. TSSWCB staff identified priority areasd
activities for this funding cycle based on fhexas NPS Management Program and the2008 Texas Water
Quality Inventory and 303(d) List.
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The deadline for proposal submission was Novemb&r 2009. TSSWCB received 22 proposals
requesting a total of $8,493,966 in federal furRisceived proposals will be reviewed by TSSWCB staff
based on the published ranking criteria and salefittefunding. Projects receiving federal fundingsh

be submitted to EPA in spring 2010 for review apdraval.

For more information on the TSSWCB CWA 8319(h) NB®ant Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswchb.state.tx.us/managementprogramv/seactive

State General Revenue Nonpoint Sour ce Grant Program

The 8¢" Texas Legislature appropriated general revenuesfun the TSSWCB for the purpose of
planning, implementing, and managing programs aadtjges for preventing and abating agricultural an
silvicultural NPS water pollution in impaired wasbeds; the &1 Texas Legislature renewed this
appropriation. On September 17, 2009, the TSSWQBaaed a revisedSSWMCB Policy on TMDLs and
Watershed Planning, Assessment, and Implementation Activities which provides guidance to staff on
directing state appropriations for the NPS GramgPam. TSSWCB is committed to funding projects
encompassing monitoring, assessment, modelingniplgheducation, and implementation that addresg
the goals and objectives in thiexas NPS Management Program. The TSSWCB has approved operating
budgets for FY2008, FY2009, and FY2010 that alleda total of $3.7 million in state general revenue
to the NPS Grant Program.

TSSWCB is currently administering $2.3million inliguidated state funds from FY2008-FY2010 State
NPS Grant Program allocations. There are currefidly ongoing general revenue-funded projects
addressing an array of agricultural and silvic@dtUdPS issues; a list and brief description of ango
projects is provided in Attachment 3. These prgjettpport increased analytical infrastructure dipu
bacterial source tracking (BST) laboratories, impatation of agricultural NPS components of TMDL I-
Plans, technical assistance for the developmen?V@MPs on agricultural lands, demonstration of
innovative BMPs on animal feeding operations, dradollection and analysis of water quality data fo
watersheds with impaired waterbodies.

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on September 15, 2009 and December 1%,
2009. To date, reports have been received for 1600¥e projects.

For more information on the TSSWCB State GeneraleRee NPS Grant Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogramvbeactive

Total Maximum Daily Load Program

The CWA requires Texas to identify lakes, rivetsgams, and estuaries failing to meet or not exgokit
meet water quality standards and not supportinig tlesignated uses (swimming, drinking, aquatie, lif
etc.). This list of impaired waterbodies is knovatlaeTexas 303(d) List and must be submitted to the
EPA for review and approval every two years. 20@8 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List
was approved by EPA on July 9, 2008. P068 List identifies over 830 impairments (waterbody-
pollutant combinations).
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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 pasources 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 qosource dischargers and recommends BMPs fo
nonpoint sources. It also lays out a schedule ffgrglementation. Together, the TMDL and the I-Plan
serve as the mechanism to reduce the pollutarigreethe full use of the waterbody and removedtrifr
the 303(d) List. EPA must approve the TMDL, but the I-Plan onlguiees State approval.

With authority as the lead agency in Texas for plag, implementing, and managing programs andj|
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 and collaborating with the T@Eon TMDL projects encompassing monitoring,
assessment, modeling, planning, education, anceimgtation.

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

TSSWCB is engaged in implementation activities sugdport approved I-Plans addressing agricultural o
silvicultural NPS load reductions described in addpTMDLSs; collaborating with stakeholders on the
development of I-Plans for adopted TMDLs that contggricultural or silvicultural NPS load reductsn

and, actively engaged in the development of TMDdrswaterbodies impaired due to known or suspecteq
agricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution.

TSSWCB funded activities are mitigating bacterimazine, dissolved oxygen, phosphorus and salinity
impairments through TMDLs and I-Plans. Specific evgheds where TSSWCB efforts to restore watef
quality are channeled through TMDL development andlementation are discussed in tatershed
Approach to Water Quality Planning and Implementation section of this Report.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural Sifpollution, 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, tB&WCB CWA §319(h) NPS Grant Program and
the State General Revenue NPS Grant Program frégusarve as funding sources to implement the
agricultural and silvicultural NPS components ¢fléns. These programs are described in detailhier ot
sections of this Report.

For more information on the TSSWCB TMDL Program, sivi our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/tmdl
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Recreational Use Attainability Analyses

According to the2008 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List, two 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 ewisehen compared to all other types of water gyalit
impairments. These bacteria impairments represaat48% of all impairments on tl383(d) List.

Critical to solving the breadth of bacteria impadmts statewide is ensuring that the water quality]
standards designed to protect recreation use gn@@pate and credible. Major revisions to the Texa
Surface Water Quality Standards are currently beingfted by the TCEQ, including significant

modifications to contact recreation use and astmtiéacteria criteria. TSSWCB is engaged in this
process. TCEQ adoption of the proposed Standamisgels is not expected until July 2010 at the esrlie

EPA must then take action to approve any changtdsetStandards.

Irregardless of what Standards changes are firsgdjyroved, in order to change the presumed level of
recreation use of a waterbody and the associateterim criterion, a Recreational Use Attainability
Analysis (RUAA) would need to be completed and appd by TCEQ and subsequently EPA. TCEQ has
recently developed procedures for conducting RUAB®viously there were no RUAA protocols in
Texas.

The purpose of an RUAA is to ascertain the actealaation occurring on a waterbody, establish or
verify a presumed use, and, if necessary, assigora appropriate use. During an RUAA information is
collected on water recreation activities, streamftype, and stream depth; additionally, intervidwesn
users who are present during surveys and thosdidamiith the waterbody may be conducted and a
review of historical information may be completéfdthe results of the RUAA indicate that a diffeten
more appropriate use is warranted, the resultirrmgé in the associated bacteria criterion may trésul
the waterbody no longer being identified on 838(d) List as impaired, thus negating the need to adopt 4
TMDL.

The TCEQ is conducting RUAAs during summer 2009 surmdmer 2010 on nearly 90 waterbodies across
the state; TSSWCB is taking the lead on conductigAAs on another 10 waterbodies. Prior to
conducting the surveys, local stakeholders willcbatacted to seek input on each project’'s monigprin
plan. Specifically, citizens will be asked to priinput on potential sites near stream crossiongs t
perform evaluations, and landowners will be aslegrovide access to evaluate those stretches of the
river that are not readily accessible to the publi€EQ is coordinating communication with SWCDs
through the TSSWCB. After the RUAAs are conducfB@EQ will evaluate the information and again
consult with stakeholders regarding potential sgecific revisions to the surface water qualityndeds
for each waterbody.

Because proposed changes to the surface watetygstndards affecting recreation use and bacterig
criteria must first be approved by TCEQ and EPA] tms is not expected until July 2010 at the eat]i
any changes to specific waterbodies as a restittese RUAAs will not likely be reflected until ti2014
303(d) List is published.
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Water shed Protection Plan Program

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-driz#orts that serve as a mechanism for voluntarily
addressing complex water quality problems that sromiltiple jurisdictions. WPPs are coordinated
frameworks for implementing prioritized and integ water quality protection and restoration sgiae
driven by environmental objectives. Through the WitBcess, TSSWCB encourages stakeholders t¢
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 integratevide8 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 solutions that are socially accdptabnd economically viable which achieve
environmental goals for water resources. Adaptiamagement is used to modify the WPP based on ap
on-going science-based process involving monitoand evaluating strategies and incorporating new
knowledge into decision-making.

TSSWCB-sponsored WPPs are consistent with guidelpremulgated by the EPA in 2003. These
guidelines describe nine elements fundamentalgotantially successful plan. The TCEQ also sponsory
WPPs based on EPA’s guidelines. EPA requires cedapenditures through §319(h) grants to be in
accordance with a WPP. TSSWCB provides techniaalifimancial assistance to local stakeholder groupg
to develop and implement WPPs to address significegricultural or silvicultural NPS issues.
Additionally, TSSWCB staff provide technical asarste in developing WPPs which are funded and
facilitated by other entities, such as the TCEQ.

Partnerships with the Texas AgriLife Extension &mythe Texas Water Resources Institute and th¢
TCEQ have resulted in the development of trainirggpams for local stakeholder groups and watersheg
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 by empowering individuals to take leesihép roles in the management of water resourdes. T
Texas Watershed Planning Short Cour$gtp(//watershedplanning.tamu.efludelivers training to
watershed coordinators and water resource professioto ensure WPPs are adequately planned,
coordinated, implemented, and results properly ss&sk and reported. In order to build upon the
fundamental knowledge conveyed through the Shour€&g the State is now routinely hosting Watershed
Coordinator Roundtables to continue dialogue betwesatershed coordinators in order to facilitate
interactive solutions to common issues being fatatbwide

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

WPPs currently sponsored by TSSWCB have signifiaagricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution
components and are all funded through CWA 8319(BBNGrants. While WPPs sponsored by TCEQ
have significant water quality issues related tbanr NPS pollution or wastewater treatment, most, tg
varying degrees, have agricultural or silvicultud®S pollution components.
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There are several other watershed planning effmotess the state which are funded and sponsored R
entities and agencies other than the TSSWCB ofM®EQ. These third-party WPPs may or may not
adequately satisfy EPA’s nine elements; althoubbse that do, are eligible to receive CWA 8319(h)
NPS Grants from the TSSWCB to support implemematibagricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution
components of the WPP.

Specific watersheds where TSSWCB efforts to restweter quality are channeled through WPP
development and implementation are discussed inAidtershed Approach to Water Quality Planning
and Implementation section of this Report.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8ipollution, 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 CW31%h) NPS Grant Program and the State
General Revenue NPS Grant Program serve as furgbogeces to implement the agricultural and
silvicultural NPS components of WPPs. These programe described in detail in other sections of this|
Report.

For more information on the TSSWCB WPP Program, itvisour website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/wpp

Water Quality Management Plan Program

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

The WQMP Program is administered from five Regidd#ices 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 indks appropriate land treatment practices, productio
practices, management measures, technologies dricgations thereof. The purpose of WQMPs is to
achieve a level of pollution prevention or abatetrtitermined by the TSSWCB, in consultation with
local soil and water conservation districts thatassistent with state water quality standards.

The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basdteocriteria outlined in thieield Office
Technical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the United States DepartmerAgriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).
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Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagoplied. If an animal feeding operation is iweal
(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be piohwith practices that individually or in
combination with other practices will properly mgeaanimal wastes. Waste utilization will be
considered when agricultural wastes are applieds@ WQMPs also have subcomponents for irrigation
waters, erosion control, and are flexible enougtatier to a wide range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their locatidist
to control nonpoint source pollution from their ogons. While the decision to develop a plan is
voluntary, landowners have many reasons to dorsese plans provide for landowners to use best
management practices in their operations to proeit most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtivater quality. In addition, certified plans bahe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraa@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 operatiantis required by law to operate within the coe$
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 regulate@iGiyQ as a point source or are unregulated and
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealby, these feeding operations are classified
according to the number of animals they have, 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 ahais listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit.
Most animal feeding operations in Texas are ngiElanough to require a permit, which makes this
program critical to protecting Texas’ water quality

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

These plans may also include erosion control measuch as terraces or grass waterways; or they may
address nutrient management to help landownersl awair-fertilizing their land, or over-applying amal
waste. Although a plan will take into consideratemach farm’s uniqgue components, all WQMPs
generally attempt to control erosion, conserve wated protect water quality.

Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landownerymagply for a financial incentive that will help
pay for implementing the plan. Local districts Baarying rates for sharing the cost of plan
implementation; however cost-share may not exc&t with a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
Landowners receiving financial incentive have agprately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, thpplications are cancelled automatically and timel$u
are reallocated to another plan. This approachfatpevill reduce the amount of lapsed funds.
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The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts fioamcial incentives based on whether the area has
impaired water bodies as determined by TCEQ, trafTSSWCB had previously designated it as a
priority. Most of these financial incentives wexgpropriated from General Revenue funds. Somesplan
received financial incentives from federal fund&t& appropriations provided to local district$-i¥i08
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 implemgtnEach 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 through talingen 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 appropriatgiéteal Office.

Current Status

A total of 753 water quality management plans veemtified by the State Board in FY-2009. This is
21.5% greater than the yearly goal.

District cost-share fund allocations for FY-10 wapgproved by the State Board at the July, 200® Stat
Board meeting. The period for obligating FY-1Gt&share funds will be from September 1, 2009 to
April 30, 2010.

Lapsed cost-share funds have been reduced by 68.8% last five years. Approximately 8.3% of tota
cost-share funds are being lapsed statewide g@résent time. The next lapsed fund report forR¥ed8
funding cycle will be completed in September, 2010.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan Initiative
Background

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water ConsenvaBoard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry

operations with the establishment of the North@asias - Senate Bill 503 Cost-share Area. Since 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 theojydoches SWCD began receiving SB 503 funds in
FY 2007.
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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.wés 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 tlmt YWQMP program has resulted in reduced
nutrient loadings in the watershed. Due to risoagmcerns in nearby watersheds, the TSSWCB als¢
included the Sam Rayburn and Toledo Bend Resewatirsheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWCB
expanded the poultry initiative again in 2001 te Ghonzales area.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water conseraatistrict (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 expiré@05. An eighti§319 district technician was hired in
2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that contract expireAugust 2007. Two more positions were hired
by local SWCDs in FY 2007 to help with WQMP devetognt for the Sanderson Farms expansion in thg
Waco area. Those contracts have also expired.

In 2001, the 77 Legislature passed Senate Bill 1339, which reguak poultry facilities in Texas to
operate in accordance with a WQMP certified by TT®SWCB. The review and certification process
assures the plan includes appropriate practicesagement 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 requested déeelopment 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. @tlher commercial poultry facilities were required
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, TSSWCBrmsiited a 2008-2009 Legislative Appropriations

Request for 4 additional FTEs to replace the emgiSWCD technician positions, so as to continue
technical assistance for poultry producers in tresas. The budget request was approved by the 8(
Texas Legislature and took effect September 1, 200 four new positions are located in the foasm
heavily poultry populated areas of the state whighShelby, Nacogdoches, Gonzales, and Leon Csuntig
and they also serve the poultry producers in smaimg counties. The 4 new positions are part ef th
TSSWCB Poultry Program reporting to the Nacogdodtmdtry Office.
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Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &roteAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs), Thgas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requisdlitter poultry operations larger than 125,000
broilers or pullets, 82,000 layers or breeders5®000 turkeys to operate under a water qualitynger
However, due to a federal court decision by the. @'$Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the
EPA issued a notice that the date by which a peamdgt a Nutrient Management Plan must be obtaineq
was extended to July 31, 2007 and EPA then furthéznded the date to February 27, 2009. Also in
compliance with the court decision, the EPA reldaadditional proposed rule changes in June 2006
Under the new rule, farms that do not actually libsge wastes to waters of the U.S. are not required
apply for permit coverage, thereby eliminating tleed for dry-litter operations to apply. In advamt
EPA’s final rule, TCEQ made a rule change in Sepem2006 to allow CAFO size dry-litter poultry
farms an exemption to permitting if they obtain aollow a WQMP certified by TSSWCB. A
supplemental guidance document is available froem TlBSWCB 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 praidg locations in January, February, and June 2008
inform poultry producers of those additional requuents.

Current | ssues

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1289 total dtieti poultry farms, of which 468 (36%) are defiraed
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFO). Ehmwv, there is an ongoing challenge of
identifying new poultry farms continually being atructed and put into production, others goingafut
business, farms changing bird placement numbershadan effect their AFO/CAFO status, and locating
other poultry farms not yet identified.

In FY 2010, staff in the Poultry WQMP Program cangs to develop, update, and review Water Quality
Management Plans for poultry producers and proasstance 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 continuevtok for local Soil & Water Conservation Districts
(SWCD) in Nacogdoches and Shelby Counties to assPoultry WQMP Program in the Nacogdoches
area. Approximately 525 (41%) of the estimated9l@8/-litter poultry farms in Texas are locatedam
eight-county area surrounding Nacogdoches. Abait(23%) of the 525 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 podM@MP development and revision and complaint
investigations as needed.

The 8f' Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 1693 requiFiBSWCB to promulgate rules for assessing
new or expanding poultry operations for whether dperation is likely to create a persistent odor
nuisance for neighbors. The new law took effeqit&aber 1, 2009. Those rules were adopted by th
State Board at their November 2009 meeting and TSBWtaff has begun implementing the assessmeng
criteria required by the new rules.

A1~
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Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan Program

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management RINMP) Program was developed in response
to a control measure recommended in the TMERlan for Soluble Reactive Phosphorus in the North
Bosque River Watershed. The 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 USDA
NRCS. The FOTG represents the best available téofjp@nd is already tailored to meet the needs off
SWCDs all over the nation. To be certified by tH&SWCB, the local SWCD, the producer, and the loca
NRCS Field Office must approve a CNMP.

As of June 1, 2009 the TSSWCB has certified 9hefd0 CNMPs that have been submitted for approval
In partnership with NRCS and the Texas Associatbiairymen, the TSSWCB continues to provide
technical assistance in order to ensure that dainyimplement BMPs as specified and agreed to in the
CNMP implementation schedule.

Coastal Coordination Council

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 significanf
actions taken or authorized by state agencies abdi\gsions that may adversely affect coastal ratur
resources to determine consistency with CMP gaadspmlicies. In addition, the CCC oversees the CMP|
Grants Program and the Small Business and IndiVidlesanitting Assistance Program.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsA[RAX), 86217, requires each State with an
approved coastal zone management program (CMRvelap a federally approvable program to control
coastal NPS pollution. The CCC appointed a Codda6 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.
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Section 6217 calls for implementation of managenmeeasures (86217(g)) that will control significant
nonpoint sources of pollution to coastal waters. &iurce categories are addressed by these measurgs
agriculture, forestry, urban and developing are@;inas, wetland/riparian areas, and hydromodiboat
States can use voluntary approaches combined wigtirgy state authorities to achieve implementatidon
management measures. However, if the voluntary aresims are not effective, states must have backu
enforcement authorities in place to ensure thatagament measures are implemented.

=4

Texas submitted th&exas Coastal NPS Pollution Control Program to EPA and NOAA in December
1998. In July 2003, NOAA and EPA issued conditicaygproval of the Texas Coastal NPS Program. The
agricultural and silvicultural portions of the pragn were approved without conditions. Texas has fiv
years to meet the five remaining conditions to dalhapproval of the program. The NPS Work Group
has developed a list of potential options to addths remaining conditions and submitted it to NOAA
and EPA in July, 2008 for approval. In May, 200DAA and EPA responded via e-mail and only lifted
the hydromodification condition.

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing the@adgtural and silvicultural management measures off
the program. Mechanisms the TSSWCB uses to abataibigral and silvicultural NPS pollution in the
coastal zone include: the agency’s Water Qualitynddggment Plan Program, the CWA 8319(h) NPS
Grant Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Programd the Watershed Protection Plan Program.

For over nine years, more than $300,000 in stapgogpiations has been spent annually in the coastg
zone to provide financial assistance through SW@Disnplement about 2,085 WQMPs on agricultural
land.

In addition, many of the WPPs and TMDLs that th&&W8CB is engaged in are in the coastal zone. WPP
being developed or implemented in the Coastal Zodede Armand Bayou, Arroyo Colorado, Bastrop
Bayou, Dickinson Bayou, and San Bernard River. TMDEing developed or implemented in the Coasta
Zone include Adams and Cow Bayous, Arroyo Colordiaffalo and Whiteoak Bayous, Clear Creek,
Copano Bay and Aransas and Mission Rivers, Dickif8ayou, Houston Lake, Oso Bay and Creek, ang
Lower San Antonio River.

U7

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

Texas Groundwater Protection Committee

Established by the Texas Legislature in 1989, tbga¥ Groundwater Protection Committee (TGPC)
bridges the gap between State groundwater programpspves coordination between member agencieq
and works to protect groundwater as a vital resgutee TSSWCB is a statutorily-authorized member of
the TGPC.

The Texas Water Code sets non-degradation of @iie'Sigroundwater resources as the goal for ai Sta
programs and asserts that groundwater be keptnallgofree of contaminants that interfere with its
present and potential uses. The TGPC implementSttite's groundwater protection policy which:
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- Requires that pollution discharges, waste dispasdl other regulated activities not harm public
health or impair current or potential groundwatse;u

« Recognizes the variability between aquifers;

« Acknowledges the importance of water quality;

- Balances the protection of the environment andahg-term economic health of the state; and,

+ Recognizes the use of the best professional judgroérthe responsible state agencies to
implement the policy.

The Texas Groundwater Protection Committee:
« Reports on its activities and recommends new ptioteprograms to the Legislature.
« Publishes numerous reports.
« Advises the TCEQ on the development of agricultar@mical plans for groundwater.
- Develops, implements and updates a comprehensixasT@roundwater Protection Strategy and
an annual Joint Groundwater Monitoring and Contatnom Report.

Mechanisms the TSSWCB implements in order to preaed abate agricultural and silvicultural NPS
pollution impacting groundwater include the agescWater Quality Management Plan Program, CWA
8319(h) NPS Grant Program, State General Reveni& Gant Program, Total Maximum Daily Load

Program, and Watershed Protection Plan ProgramseTlpgograms are described in detail in other
sections of this Report. High priority aquifers wieTSSWCB has historically committed agency
resources include the Seymour Aquifer and the @lgaRquifer.

The Texas Water Code requires that the TGPC biliypigepare a report that provides recommendations
to improve groundwater protection for legislativeansideration and that describes the TGPC’s ad#viti
for the preceding biennium. The repoAgtivities and Recommendations of the Texas Groundwater
Protection Committee: A Report to the 81st Legislature, was published in January 2009. Fourteen
groundwater protection recommendations are predentéhe report requesting legislative consideratio
in three topical areas: 1) strengthen groundwateservation and water quality protection efforty, 2
advance groundwater management and protectionghrenhanced data collection and availability, and
3) support of groundwater research. Two of the tkm recommendations specifically are targeted tq
TSSWCB programs, one of which addresses agricUliP& pollution:

« Fund Brush-Control Projects to Increase Groundw#ietd — Continue to fund the TSSWCB
State Brush Control Program and expand it as flledsme available in areas where it is found to
be effective and will increase long-term availdpilof groundwater by increasing recharge of
aquifers.

+ Encourage On-Farm Agricultural BMP Incentives tlglouContinued Support of Water
Conservation Plan Program — Continue support ofragram to implement certified water-
conservation plans on irrigated agricultural latid®ugh the TSSWCB, with cost-share to assist
in implementation of on-farm BMPs.

More information on the TGPC is availablendip://www.tgpc.state.tx.us/
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Water shed Approach to Water Quality Planning and | mplementation

Protecting the State’s rivers, streams, lakes, ,balyd aquifers from the impacts of NPS pollutiorais
complex process. Texas uses a Watershed Approdolus efforts on the highest priority water qualit
issues of both surface and ground water. The Wragdr8pproach is based on the following principles:

« Geographic focus based on hydrology rather thamigaillboundaries;
« Water quality objectives based on scientific data;

- Coordinated priorities and integrated solutionsl,an

« Diverse, well-integrated partnerships.

For groundwater management, the geographic focas equifers rather than watersheds. Otherwise, th
approach is the same. Wherever interactions betwsaeface and ground water are identified,
management activities will support the quality offbresources.

The TSSWCB applies the Watershed Approach to magayPS pollution by channeling its efforts to
restore water quality through WPP and TMDL develepmand implementation. Specific watersheds
where TSSWCB believes agricultural and/or silvietdt NPS pollution may be contributing to a water
quality impairment or concern to an extent whictsugficient to justify expenditure of agency resmsg
are listed below and shown on the map (Figure Bgclic information on each watershed, including
waterbody name and segment number, overall watalitgiwcondition, pollutants of concern, specific
mechanism (TMDL, I-Plan, WPP, UAA) being utilized testore water quality with lead agency
indicated, and links to relevant activities asstmtlawith restoration of the waterbody, is availabte
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/watersheds
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Figure 3 — Map of watersheds where TSSWCB is erdjag@ater quality planning and implementation.

Adams & Cow Bayous
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Armand Bayou
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Bastrop Bayou

Big Cypress Creek
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Upper Cibolo Creek

Clear Creek
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Guadalupe River above
Canyon Lake

Hickory Creek
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This list of “priority” watersheds is frequently dated by the TSSWCB.

Statewide Bacterial Water Quality I mpairment Reduction I nitiative

According to the2008 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List, two hundred ninety-five (295)
waterbodies are impaired because they do not mesace water quality standards for bacteria
established to protect contact recreation user@shifvater or saltwater) and/or oyster water use Th
magnitude of bacteria impairments in Texas is ewisehen compared to all other types of water gyalit
impairments. These bacteria impairments represaat48% of all impairments on ti303(d) List.

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

In order to address these bacteria impairments W& has continued to strengthen partnerships with
industry commodity organizations including the TeXarm Bureau, the Texas and Southwestern Cattl
Raisers Association, the Independent Cattlemerss@dsation of Texas, the Texas Poultry Federatioa, t

Texas Association of Dairymen and the Texas Pookliters Association. Voluntary participation by the
members of these organizations in TSSWCB programsh as the Water Quality Management Plan|
Program, is crucial to ameliorating any potentw@itcibutions of livestock to bacteria impairments.

1%

Working with the USDA Natural Resources Conservatiervice (NRCS) and the State Technical
Advisory Committee, an Environmental Quality Incees Program (EQIP) State Resource Concern fof
Water Quality in South Central Texas was estabtigbeprovide livestock producers in the Peach Creek
Elm and Sandies Creeks, Atascosa River and LoweABtonio River watersheds financial assistance inf
implementing BMPs to prevent and abate NPS polutiom their operations which may be contributing
to the bacterial water quality impairment in theg&tersheds. This financial assistance is leveragtd

technical assistance provided by the local SWCBmutih CWA 8319(h) NPS Grants from TSSWCB.

The magnitude of water quality impairments fromesgive bacteria in Texas has resulted in a markedgl
increase in the number of bacteria-related edutati@sessment, demonstration, and implementatiof
projects initiated and directed by the TSSWCB. Mafsthese projects are funded through the agency's
CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program, but the agency hiéged other funding mechanisms such as the
TSSWCB State General Revenue NPS Grant ProgrartherldSDA NRCS Grassland Reserve Program.
Nearly two dozen projects are currently focusednenabatement of bacterial NPS pollution.

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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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Working Smarter With Groupware:

Continuing the work begun in the first half of 20@®9e agency expanded its use of a new open source-
based groupware system. The staff at the headgsaffice and two field offices were setup on iieev
system, which provides employees with a convengyt to manage calendaring, contacts and task lists.

The impetus behind this project was to provide amsdor managing data between employees'
smartphones and their desktop PCs. It quickly becapparent that the system was useful to even
employees without smartphones as it gives all R&sus simple way to integrate groupware capalslitie
into the Mozilla Thunderbird email client, whichwsdely used by employees.

The groupware uses open standards such as CalD&dP@V and GroupDAYV to integrate with email
clients and uses the open source Funambol serpeovade PIM synchronization capabilities with
smartphones.

The system is planned for an expansion to covexgahcy PC users during the first half of 2010 levhi
continuing to provide the backend support for mamgigome of the data services being provided to
smartphone users.

As with all network services currently in use a TISSWCB, this project makes exclusive use of open
source software, resulting in no costs to the ageslated to software licensing. Support for thigject
is provided by in-house staff.

IT Inventory Asset Tracker Upgrade

Faced with an ever-increasing number of fixed amake recently, mobile devices, the agency has been
looking for a more efficient means of tracking hices and lifecycles across its IT operations. With
limited funding and staff time, the solution neededimple to operate and cheap or free.

After a short period of research and testing, sthffse to base an upgrade to its IT inventory tnack
system on OCS Inventory NG, an open source systatng able to work across the three primary
operating systems in use at the agency — Windoinsxland Mac OS X.

When deployed in the first half of 2010, the newteyn will provide continuously updated information
on software and hardware from all agency instaltetiand will help staff monitor devices to contiae
assure software license compliance and timely weg#o equipment that is beyond its intended
lifecycle.

PC Hardware Upgrades

The second half of 2009 also saw a continuatiah@fvork to replace the oldest and most problematic
agency desktop PCs with more capable and reliabts. @I'his work was part of a continuous process th
aims to lessen the risk of unacceptable levelwafmdime that could occur following PC hardware
failures.

Each of the machines replaced was at or, in magtsgaignificantly beyond the PC life cycle
recommendations from the Texas Department of Inftion Resources (DIR).
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All purchases were made in accordance with DIR ginds through a DIR-approved vendor. Most
purchases were made using DIR's Buyer's Alert Rrogwhich resulted in notable cost-savings during
the purchase phase of this work.

PUBLIC INFORMATION/EDUCATION REPORT

General Overview

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

2009 Summer Teacher Workshop

Several teacher workshops are held each summariltansl water conservation districts in cooperation
with the TSSWCB on conservation and natural resoigsues. 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
are able to get 16 credit hours toward their regigontinuing education units (CEUS) for receréfion
while experiencing nature and the outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in@dol@i/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on
June 9-11, 2009. Topics covered were soils, thenegcle, plants in the Texas Hill Country, présed
burning, and wildlife biology.

2010 Texas Conservation Awards Program

Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water Consamnabard and the Association of Texas Soil and
Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor the Texass€rvation Awards Program to recognize and honoq
those who dedicate themselves and their taleriteetoonservation and wise use of renewable natural
resources. The 2010 Awards Program marks tA&y&2r of this joint program.

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

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

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

Outstanding Conservation District

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

Resident Conservation Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiaohar in each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frofmai the
entry was submitted. The rancher may have othgnbss or professional interests.

Resident Conservation Farmer

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

Absentee Conservation Farmer/Rancher

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

Water Quality Management Plan

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

Essays (topic: “What Soil and Water ConservatioraiMeto Me”) are to be submitted to local soil and
water conservation districts for local judging. cBdocal district will judge the entries and subthitee
essays to the TSSWCB for competition on the anegl.lePlaques will be awarded t&, 2" and 3 place
winners on the area level and state winners willddlected from the area winners. This contespéndo
students, in two categories, one for those agestidinder, and the other category for those agés 18
years of age and does not jeopardize Texas Uniyénserscholastic League eligibility.

Poster Contest

Posters should address one of the following sutijetidig it! The Secrets of Soil”. Posters shadl b
submitted to local soil and water conservationrititst for local judging. Each local district wjlidge the
entries and submit three posters to the TSSWCBdopetition on the area level. Plaques will be
awarded to the®} 2"¢ and 3 place winners on the area level and state winmirbe selected from the
area winners. This contest is open to studentge&fs 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 argecsupport 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 tiré& wof the soil and water conservation district.)

Conservation Teacher

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

Wildlife Conservationist

Awarded to the outstanding wildlife conservatiomseach area. They must be a district cooperabar
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 cceatpe and have knowledge of the conservation progra
being implemented.

Conservation District Employee

Awarded to the outstanding soil and water cons@watistrict 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.
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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 Stewar dship Public Speaking Contest

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdrigespen 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 cliwated through the Texas FFA, with contests at the
local, area and state level. Local winners competee 10 state FFA areas and the first and septawd
winners at the area level compete for the stdee Tihe theme of the 2009 contest is “Dig It! Treefets

of Soil”.

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 ConservBand, 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 The Youth

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests off@pportunities at the local district level for 4add
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers awardslte t
high scoring FFA chapter in each of the five statgons and awards to the first, second and tHadep
high scoring teams at the state event. In additomparable awards are now presented to the tamgco
4-H teams at the regional and state level. Itpswerful tool for students to become involved in
conservation and obtain an appreciation for widlif

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agricultureéhce 381 - Wildlife and Recreation CurriculumheT
WAY contests address the following nine subjecaaia Wildlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife
Plant Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferencesjléife Biological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetyygass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. FFA and 4-H youth should have an utalgtgg 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 toaitea
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level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas o
the state. Approximately 2,400 youth participait¢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, Texas AgriLife, and the Texaducation Agency, along with local soil and water
conservation districts (SWCDs), all partner in siiecess of the youth organization.

State Woodland Clinic and Contest

The Texas State Woodland Clinic and Contest is aefially 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 USDA-NRCS.

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 schaolhe commercial timber area of the state (East
Texas Piney Woods). The clinic and contest haperenced widespread popularity and now has
participation from outside of the commercial timlbeea on a regular basis. The state participatiosl |

for teams averages around 55 teams per year, lathidst majority of teams being composed of FFA
Chapters. Winners at the state level are eligibjearticipate 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 suppartided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
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 semnthe 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 Consermdiistricts 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, therecarer 200 conservation-related videos in the Ijptaat
are available to districts and teachers which ef19 new titles in DVD format. The Association of
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Texas Soil and Water Conservation Districts' Pulolformation/Education Committee pays the first
transit postage costs to mail the video(s) to dugiester. Postage for returning will be the resipditg

of the borrower and all videos must be insured ugdurn. Borrowing privileges are for a length wbt
weeks and must be returned upon date specifiedeblytrarian. Videos can be ordered through your
local soil and water conservation district or bytawting the TSSWCB. From July to December, there
have been 23 videos, 1 DVD, and 1 CD-ROM of varititless loaned out to districts and teachers across
the state.

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Watershed Flow Model

The NPS model is a hands-on representation ofdstape that allows students to understand how water
sources can become polluted from nonpoint souildes plastic landscape structure has industrial,
undeveloped, agricultural, and residential and wegdfeatures complete with individual houses, trees
cars, tractors and cows. When "rain" falls on tleelat, the runoff flows into a city lake. Using vauis
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 incluadkethe factors that may contribute to polluting ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitggy construction sites, lawn chemicals and golirses
and Rural features such as: forested land, dafged)ots, cropland and pastureland). To demormstrat
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 fromnl@hemicals, golf courses, and cropland and
pastureland chemicals. Cocoa is used to represdation from construction sites, forested landirigs
and feedlots. The Kool-aid and Cocoa are sprinklethe model in the areas that represent eachofype
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 i
lake the students can see how these factors hayaotbntial to make surface waters unattractive and
unsafe. This demonstration leads to a discussiontdiow to protect the water quality and prevent ou
water from looking like the model.

INVASIVE SPECIES

The 8f' Legislature passed H.B. 865 creating the Texaasiwe Species Coordinating Committee
consisting of representatives of: the Departmemgrfculture; the Parks and Wildlife Departmente th
State Soil and Water Conservation Board; the Té&xad ife Extension Service;

The Texas Forest Service; and the Texas Water Dgwant Board.

The Invasive Species Coordinating Committee is aditnatively attached to the State Soil and Water
Conservation Board and is charged with serving @galyst for cooperation between state agencidsein
area of invasive species control and facilitateegomental efforts, including efforts of local gonerents
and special districts, to prevent and manage ineagpecies. The member agencies of the coordinating
committee held their first organizational meetingNdovember 2009. The committee will be meeting in
January to review and adopt the By-Laws of the cdtem
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WATER SUPPLY ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM STATUS REPORT

BACKGROUND:

The 8F' Legislature continued funding for the Water Enteament Program by providing $4,503,641.00
in General Revenue Funds in FY10. These funds w&eeted to be used for continuation of brush
control projects designated by the Soil and Watargervation Board.

* Provided the following SWCD with Water Supply Enbament Program Updates, Water Supply
Enhancement Program Certification, and/or Contracts

Area 1 District
Donley County SWCD

Area 2 Districts

Eldorado Divide SWCD
Gillespie County SWCD
Kendall SWCD

Kerr County SWCD

Middle Concho SWCD
Nolan County SWCD

North Concho River SWCD
Pedernales SWCD

Tom Green SWCD

Area 3 Districts
Caldwell-Travis SWCD
Comal-Guadalupe SWCD
Frio SWCD

LaSalle County SWCD
McMullen County SWCD
Webb SWCD

Area 4 District
Harris County SWCD

Area5 Districts

Archer County SWCD

Bosque SWCD

Little Wichita SWCD

Lower Clear Fork of the Brazos SWCD
Pecan Bayou SWCD
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Current Water Enhancement Projects throughout the State and Project Managers:

» Bosque Project- Cody York

» Canadian River Project- Rod Goodwin Canadian Rienicipal Water Authority
» Edwards Aquifer Project (Bandera County)-Melissatér

* Fort Phantom Hill-Cody York

* Frio River Watershed-Adrian Perez

* Greenbelt Water Authority-Bob Gruner

* Guadalupe River Project- Melissa Grote

» Lake Brownwood Project- Cody York

» Little Wichita River (Archer and Clay Counties)- @oYork

» Lower Guadalupe River-Kendria Ray

* Nueces River Project- Tuffy Wood

* Palo Pinto-Cody York

» Pedernales Project- Melissa Grote

* Sam Houston Area Council Boy Scout of America (Baag+ Cody York

* Sam Houston Area Council Boy Scout of America (Wamdy)- Cody York
* Twin Buttes- Tuffy Wood TSSWCB

Evaluating Water sheds are based on the following criteria as per Chapter 203.053:

In ranking areas under the plan, the board shaklider:

(1) the location of various brush infestations;

(2) the type and severity of brush infestations;

(3) the various management methods that may be usmhtml brush;

(4) the amount of water produced by a project and ¢wersty of water shortage in the project area;

and

any other criteria that the board considers relet@assure that the brush control program can &t m
effectively, efficiently, and economically implented

Evaluating Limitson Cost Share Participation as per Chapter 203.154

(a) Not more than 70 percent of the total cost of glsitbrush control project may be made available as
the state’s share in cost sharing.

(b) A person is not eligible to participate in the sthtush control program or to receive money from
the state brush control program if the personnsutaneously receiving any cost-share money for
brush control on the same acreage from a fedexargment program.

(c) The board may grant an exception to Subsectioif th board finds that joint participation of the
state brush control program and any federal brositral program will:

(1) enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of a ptpje
(2) lessen the state’s financial commitment to theqatpjand
(3) not exceed 80 percent of the total cost of theggtoj

(d) A political subdivision is eligible for cost
sharing under the brush control program,
provided that the state’s share may not
exceed 50 percent of the total cost of a
single project.
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(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Section, 100 percent of the total cost of a
single project on public lands may be made
available as the state’s share in cost sharing.
Staff Activities
» Evaluate pending application sub basin criterianfiadl projects
» Assisted Guadalupe Blanco River Authority with potal areas for Water Enhancement Projects
* Landowners assisted with Brush Certifications

 Landowners assisted with Brush Contracts

* Working with TWRI on the Water Supply EnhancemertgPam to develop a Priority System
using GIS

* Met with field staff to discuss potential new prci®in respected areas throughout the State

* Pedernales work group meeting held in Johnsonwditythe Pedernales SWCD and the Gillespie
County SWCD

» Met with Representative Heflin to review Water Siydpnhancement Program
* Attended Interagency Task Force on Economic GramthEndangered Species
» Provided information to landowners in Eagle Passiamvasive species on the Rio Grande

» Discussed Internal Auditor review in Temple andpared Audit responses for Internal Auditor
and TSSWCB

» Attended staff meetings in Austin

* Guadalupe work group meeting held in Boerne, TXhuhie Kendall SWCD, Kerr County
SWCD, and the Comal-Guadalupe SWCD

» Conducted training sessions for District plannBiRCS and Field Reps in Johnson City and
Pearsall to discuss changes that were being mate WSEP

* Prepared Sunset Evaluation Report concerning V&ateply Enhancement Program for TSSWCB

» Assisted landowners in Twin Buttes, Pedernalesa?8ayou, Lake Arrowhead, Lake Kickapoo,
and Bosque River with Brush Certifications

» Assisted landowners in Twin Buttes, Pedernalesa®8ayou, Lake Arrowhead, Lake Kickapoo,
and Bosque River with Brush Contracts
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» Assisted Victoria SWCD with Huisache proposal ont®/&nhancement Program in the Lower
Guadalupe Watershed

» Assisted Gonzales County SWCD with Water Supplydfelement Project on the Carrizo Wilcox
Aquifer

» Assisted Palo Pinto SWCD with Water Supply Enharer@n®roject on the Palo Pinto Reservoir
Watershed and attended workgroup meeting

* Assisted Johnson City with computer setup in neficef

» Assisted Johnson City with FY2010 District budged £ooperative Agreement
» Assisted with TSSWCB Annual State Meeting in Artiowg

» Briefed Sunset Commission about the Water SupphaBoement Program

* Assisted Guadalupe Blanco River Authority with ibdsy study

» Assisted Upper Colorado River Authority with the ilvButtes lake basin project
» Assisted Greenbelt with mapping

* Updated State Brush Control Plan
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Operating Budget
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and the Legislative Budget Board

by

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

December 1, 2009



Table of Contents

LA, Certification Of DUBL SUDMISSION. ..ottt r e r ettt et en s lLA.
ILA.  SUMMArY Of BUAGETL DY SIFAIEGY ... ..eiviiteieiieiiiteitei ettt bt bt b bbb e s bbbt et eb e b st et et et nnene s ILA.
I1.B.  Summary of Budget by Method OF FINANCE.........c.oiiiiii ittt e e e et e e e e e tesneesneeereeeneesneeanaennnas 11.B.
I.C.  Summary of Budget DY ODJECE OF EXPENSE. ... .ottt sttt et st et e ste et e et e besbe et e eesteeseeneeseesteeneeneentens I.C.
ILD.  SUMMArY OF ODJECHIVE OULCOIMES. .. ..uiiieiiitiitieite ittt ettt st e s te e e et e s te e st e stesbesbeassesbesbesbeebeese e beabeaneessesbeabeeseeseesteasaeseenrenreas I1.D.
HLA.,  SErategy LEVEI DELAII .......oceeeiiee e s e sttt e e s te e s be e s be e be e be e be e sReesReesbeesbeesbeeteeseeeseeeseeenbaeeeenreenreansens LA,
IV.A.  Capital BUAQEL PrOJECT SCREUUIE ........iieeeeeiei ettt bbb bbbt bbb bbb e e IV.A.

IV.B. Federal Funds SUPPOIING SCREAUIE .........oiiiiiee et s et e et e e s te e s e e te et e e be e steesteenbeeteenteeteenreenes IV.B.



DATE : 11/24/2009
ILA. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY STRATEGY TIME : 8:40:35AM
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)
Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
Goal/Objective/STRATEGY EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
1 Soil and Water Conservation Assistance
1 Provide Prog Expertise, Finan Asst. & Tech Guide to All SWC Districts
1 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & ASSISTANCE $4,728,474 $4,747,647 $11,591,765
TOTAL, GOAL 1 $4,728,474 $4,747,647 $11,591,765
2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution
1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program
1 STATEWIDE MANAGEMENT PLAN $7,808,191 $5,759,598 $7,352,081
2 POLLUTION ABATEMENT PLAN $4,429,627 $4,285,079 $4,374,017
TOTAL, GOAL 2 $12,237,818 $10,044,677 $11,726,098
3 Protect and Enhance Water Supplies
1 Conserve and Enhance Water Supplies for the State of Texas
1 WATER CONSERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT $2,476,126 $1,816,260 $4,503,641
TOTAL, GOAL 3 $2,476,126 $1,816,260 $4,503,641
4 Indirect Administration
1 Indirect Administration
1 INDIRECT ADMINISTRATION $528,827 $559,305 $736,500
TOTAL, GOAL 4 $528,827 $559,305 $736,500
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DATE : 11/24/2009
ILA. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY STRATEGY TIME : 8:40:43AM
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)
Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
Goal/Objective/STRATEGY EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
General Revenue Funds:
1 General Revenue Fund $12,410,805 $12,033,416 $22,543,335
$12,410,805 $12,033,416 $22,543,335
Federal Funds:
555 Federal Funds $7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
$7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
Other Funds:
777 Interagency Contracts $92,334 $0 $0
$92,334 $0 $0
TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCING $19,971,245 $17,167,889 $28,558,004
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 63.9 65.0 73.5
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I1.B. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY METHOD OF FINANCE DATE:  11/23/2009
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget TIME:  4:15:27PM

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
METHOD OF FINANCING Exp 2008 Exp 2009 Bud 2010
GENERAL REVENUE
1 General Revenue Fund
REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2010-11 GAA)
$0 $0 $22,543,335
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2008-09 GAA)
$12,380,015 $11,888,015 $0
RIDER APPROPRIATION
Art IX, Sec 8.04, Surplus Property (2008-09 GAA)
$7,650 $0 $0
Art IX, Sec 12.02, Publications or Sales of Records (2008-09 GAA)
$24 $0 $0
Art. IX, Sec 19.63: District Legal Fees and Liability Insurance
$158,000 $0 $0
TRANSFERS
Art IX, Sec 19.62(a), Salary Increase (2008-09 GAA)
$46,982 $48,000 $0
SUPPLEMENTAL, SPECIAL OR EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS
HB 4586, 81st Legislature, Regular Session
$0 $42,400 $0
HB 4586, 81st Legislature, Regular Session
$0 $54,664 $0
LAPSED APPROPRIATIONS
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2008-09 GAA)
$(176,720) $(4,809) $0
UNEXPENDED BALANCES AUTHORITY
Art I1X, Sec 14.03(j), Capital Budget UB (2008-09 GAA)
$(5,146) $5,146 $0
TOTAL, General Revenue Fund
$12,410,805 $12,033,416 $22,543,335
TOTAL,ALL GENERAL REVENUE
$12,410,805 $12,033,416 $22,543,335
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11.B. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY METHOD OF FINANCE
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
METHOD OF FINANCING Exp 2008 Exp 2009 Bud 2010
FEDERAL FUNDS
555 Federal Funds
REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2008-09 GAA)
$4,022,981 $4,022,981 $0
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2010-11 GAA)
$0 $0 $6,014,669
RIDER APPROPRIATION
Art IX, Sec 8.02, Federal Funds/Block Grants (2008-09 GAA)
$3,445,125 $1,111,492 $0
TOTAL, Federal Funds
$7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
TOTAL, ALL FEDERAL FUNDS
$7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
OTHER FUNDS
777 Interagency Contracts
REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table (2008-09 GAA)
$92,334 $0 $0
TOTAL, Interagency Contracts
$92,334 $0 $0
TOTAL, ALL OTHER FUNDS
$92,334 $0 $0
GRAND TOTAL
$19,971,245 $17,167,889 $28,558,004
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11.B. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY METHOD OF FINANCE
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

DATE: 11/23/2009
TIME:  4:15:31PM

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
METHOD OF FINANCING Exp 2008 Exp 2009 Bud 2010
FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT POSITIONS
REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS
Regular Appropriations from MOF Table 67.5 67.5 73.5
(2010-11 GAA)
UNAUTHORIZED NUMBER OVER (BELOW) CAP
Unauthorized Below Cap (3.6) (2.5) 0.0
TOTAL, ADJUSTED FTES 63.9 65.0 73.5
NUMBER OF 100% FEDERALLY FUNDED FTEs 0.0 0.0 0.0
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11.C. SUMMARY OF BUDGET BY OBJECT OF EXPENSE
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

DATE: 11/23/2009

TIME:

4:15:46PM

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

OBJECT OF EXPENSE EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
1001 SALARIES AND WAGES $3,103,156 $3,144,091 $3,653,715
1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS $99,805 $133,762 $91,958
2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES $51,977 $79,379 $20,000
2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS $51,586 $33,908 $63,700
2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES $32,916 $32,184 $47,250
2004 UTILITIES $76,217 $70,246 $82,000
2005 TRAVEL $357,708 $361,088 $438,000
2006 RENT - BUILDING $174,698 $185,261 $231,276
2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER $32,005 $38,085 $44,675
2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE $352,158 $476,862 $411,347
4000 GRANTS $15,574,528 $12,593,727 $23,329,783
5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $64,491 $19,296 $144,300
Agency Total $19,971,245 $17,167,889 $28,558,004
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11.D. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVE OUTCOMES Date : 11/23/2009

81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget Time: 4:14:43PM
Automated Budget and Evaluation system of Texas (ABEST)
Agency code: 592 Agency name: Soil and Water Conservation Board
Goal/ Objective / OUTCOME Exp 2008 Exp 2009 Bud2010
1 Soil and Water Conservation Assistance
1 Provide Prog Expertise, Finan Asst. & Tech Guide to All SWC Districts
KEY 1 % of District Financial Needs Met by Conservation Board Grants 79.00 % 71.82 % 63.20 %
2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution
1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program
1 Percent of Projects Addressing 303(D) List Impaired Water Bodies 70.00 77.00 65.00
KEY 2 % Problem Areas with Certified Plans 63.50 % 63.20 % 63.50 %
3 Protect and Enhance Water Supplies
1 Conserve and Enhance Water Supplies for the State of Texas
1 Percent Eligible Acres in Brush Control Areas Treated and Cleared 1.04 1.50 1.50
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DATE: 11/23/2009

I11.A. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL TIME: 12:31:25PM

81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 1 Soil and Water Conservation Assistance Statewide Goal/Benchmark: 6 4
OBJECTIVE: 1 Provide Prog Expertise, Finan Asst. & Tech Guide to All SWC Districts Service Categories:

STRATEGY: 1 Program Expertise, Financial & Conservation Implementation Assistance Service: 37 Income: A2 Age:
CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010

Output Measures:

1 Number of Grants-related Claims Processed 2,301.00 2,467.00 1,850.00
KEY 2 # of Contacts w/Districts to provide Conservation Education Assistance 15,396.00 16,169.00 15,396.00
Efficiency Measures:
1 Average Number of Days to Process a Grants-Related Claim 3.93 2.75 5.80
Explanatory/Input Measures:
1 Percent of Districts Receiving Technical Assistance Funds 99.54 99.77 99.07
Objects of Expense:
1001 SALARIES AND WAGES $726,228 $749,741 $845,687
1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS $22,020 $35,502 $32,103
2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES $2,021 $33,571 $0
2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS $101 $0 $5,000
2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES $2,710 $2,569 $8,000
2004 UTILITIES $18,029 $17,301 $28,000
2005 TRAVEL $192,874 $211,739 $215,000
2006 RENT - BUILDING $16,041 $17,617 $25,000
2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER $4,032 $4,867 $8,175
2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE $23,903 $28,222 $123,198
4000 GRANTS $3,709,661 $3,633,372 $10,260,152
5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $16,000 $8,000 $41,450
TOTAL, OBJECT OF EXPENSE $4,733,620 $4,742,501 $11,591,765

Method of Financing:
1 General Revenue Fund $4,069,289 $4,327,211 $11,591,765
SUBTOTAL, MOF (GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS) $4,069,289 $4,327,211 $11,591,765
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I11.A. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL

81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 1 Soil and Water Conservation Assistance

OBJECTIVE: 1 Provide Prog Expertise, Finan Asst. & Tech Guide to All SWC Districts

STRATEGY: 1 Program Expertise, Financial & Conservation Implementation Assistance
CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008
Method of Financing:

555 Federal Funds

10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC $571,997

CFDA Subtotal, Fund 555 $571,997
SUBTOTAL, MOF (FEDERAL FUNDS) $571,997
Method of Financing:

777 Interagency Contracts $92,334
SUBTOTAL, MOF (OTHER FUNDS) $92,334
TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE : $4,733,620
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: 12.5
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DATE:

TIME:

Statewide Goal/Benchmark:
Service Categories:

Service: 37 Income: A.2
EXP 2009 BUD 2010
$415,290 $0
$415,290 $0
$415,290 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0
$4,742,501 $11,591,765
12.2 14.0

11/23/2009
12:31:31PM

Age:



I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 1 Soil and Water Conservation Assistance
OBJECTIVE: 1 Provide Prog Expertise, Finan Asst. & Tech Guide to All SWC Districts

STRATEGY: 2 Rural and Urban Conservation Outreach
CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008

Output Measures:
1 Number of District Meetings Attended 1,582.00

TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE :
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS:
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DATE:
TIME:

Statewide Goal/Benchmark:

Service Categories:

Service:

EXP 2009

1,600.00

37

Income: A.2

BUD 2010

1,600.00

11/23/2009

12:31:31PM
6 0
Age:

B.3



DATE: 11/23/2009

I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
. . . TIME: :31:
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget 12:31:31PM
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
GOAL: 2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution Statewide Goal/Benchmark: 6 4
OBJECTIVE: 1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program Service Categories:
STRATEGY: 1 Implement a Statewide Management Plan for Controlling NPS Pollution Service: 36 Income: A2 Age: B.3
CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010

Output Measures:

KEY 1 # of Proposals for Federal Grant Funding Evaluated 18.00 22.00 20.00
Objects of Expense:
1001 SALARIES AND WAGES $442 852 $473,335 $528,803
1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS $7,787 $15,377 $8,947
2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES $1,683 $0 $0
2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS $3,622 $4,361 $7,000
2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES $14,111 $13,495 $16,000
2004 UTILITIES $10,611 $9,202 $8,500
2005 TRAVEL $34,976 $27,299 $40,000
2006 RENT - BUILDING $17,162 $17,724 $23,000
2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER $4,499 $5,203 $5,500
2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE $23,986 $31,916 $134,568
4000 GRANTS $7,215,965 $5,157,486 $6,575,413
5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $30,937 $4,200 $4,350
TOTAL, OBJECT OF EXPENSE $7,808,191 $5,759,598 $7,352,081

Method of Financing:
1 General Revenue Fund $1,301,327 $1,395,699 $1,367,412
SUBTOTAL, MOF (GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS) $1,301,327 $1,395,699 $1,367,412

Method of Financing:
555 Federal Funds
66.460.000 Nonpoint Source Implement $6,506,864 $4,363,899 $5,984,669

CFDA Subtotal, Fund 555 $6,506,864 $4,363,899 $5,984,669
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I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL:
OBJECTIVE:

STRATEGY: 1

2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution
1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program

Implement a Statewide Management Plan for Controlling NPS Pollution

CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008
SUBTOTAL, MOF (FEDERAL FUNDS) $6,506,864
TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE : $7,808,191
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: 9.6

I11.A. Page 5 of 12

DATE:

TIME:

Statewide Goal/Benchmark:
Service Categories:

Service: 36 Income:

EXP 2009 BUD 2010
$4,363,899 $5,984,669
$5,759,598 $7,352,081

9.6 12.0

11/23/2009
12:31:31PM

Age:

B.3



I11.A. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL TIME:

DATE: 11/23/2009
12:31:31PM

81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592

Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution

OBJECTIVE:
STRATEGY:

CODE DESCRIPTION

Output Measures:
KEY 1 Number of Pollution Abatement Plans Certified
2 Number of Water Quality Treatment Grants Made
Efficiency Measures:
1 Average Number of Days to Certify Pollution Abatement Plans

Objects of Expense:
1001 SALARIES AND WAGES
1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS
2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES
2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS
2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES
2004 UTILITIES
2005 TRAVEL
2006 RENT - BUILDING
2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER
2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE
4000 GRANTS
5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL, OBJECT OF EXPENSE

Method of Financing:
1 General Revenue Fund
SUBTOTAL, MOF (GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS)

Method of Financing:
555 Federal Funds

2  Pollution Abatement Plans for Problem Agricultural Areas

1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program

I11.A. Page 6 of 12

Statewide Goal/Benchmark: 6 4
Service Categories:

Service: 36 Income: A2 Age: B.3

EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
827.00 753.00 620.00
345.00 315.00 370.00

1.87 1.53 20.00
$1,393,735 $1,373,763 $1,553,060
$46,789 $55,215 $30,960
$13,249 $13,885 $0
$39,622 $25,949 $43,200
$13,997 $12,887 $14,500
$35,070 $30,774 $27,000
$50,080 $47,203 $60,000
$115,099 $118,252 $141,276
$19,867 $23,404 $22,500
$283,558 $372,567 $104,181
$2,402,561 $2,203,180 $2,321,740
$16,000 $8,000 $55,600
$4,429,627 $4,285,079 $4,374,017
$4,083,797 $4,042,317 $4,374,017
$4,083,797 $4,042,317 $4,374,017



I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 2 Administer a Program for Abatement of Agricl Nonpoint Source Pollution
OBJECTIVE: 1 Reduce Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS Pollution w/Prevention Program

STRATEGY: 2  Pollution Abatement Plans for Problem Agricultural Areas

CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008
10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC $345,830
CFDA Subtotal, Fund 555 $345,830
SUBTOTAL, MOF (FEDERAL FUNDS) $345,830
TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE : $4,429,627
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: 30.6
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DATE:
TIME:

Statewide Goal/Benchmark:

Service Categories:

Service: 36

EXP 2009

$242,762
$242,762
$242,762

$4,285,079
31.8

Income:

BUD 2010

$0
$0
$0

$4,374,017
33.0

A2

11/23/2009
12:31:31PM

Age:



I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 3 Protect and Enhance Water Supplies

OBJECTIVE: 1 Conserve and Enhance Water Supplies for the State of Texas

STRATEGY: 1 Provide Financial/Technical Assistance for Water Quantity Enhancement

CODE DESCRIPTION

Output Measures:
KEY 1 Number of Acres of Brush Treated
2 Number of Acres of Brush Under Resource Management Plan
Efficiency Measures:
1 Average Cost Per Acre of Mechanical Brush Clearing

2 Average Cost Per Acre of Chemical Brush Clearing

Objects of Expense:
1001 SALARIES AND WAGES
1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS
2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES
2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS
2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES
2004 UTILITIES
2005 TRAVEL
2006 RENT - BUILDING
2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER
2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE
4000 GRANTS
5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL, OBJECT OF EXPENSE

Method of Financing:
1 General Revenue Fund
SUBTOTAL, MOF (GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS)

EXP 2008

20,944.00
97,952.00

64.23
32.70

$151,937
$6,299
$8,654
$8,241
$514
$3,232
$23,798
$15,693
$1,303
$6,614
$2,246,341
$3,500
$2,476,126

$2,476,126
$2,476,126
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DATE:
TIME:

Statewide Goal/Benchmark:

Service Categories:

Service: 37

EXP 2009

30,995.00
100,565.00

85.36
28.37

$141,677
$4,627
$12,887
$3,598
$639
$3,514
$23,035
$16,734
$1,109
$7,801
$1,599,689
$950
$1,816,260

$1,755,230
$1,755,230

Income:

BUD 2010

45,276.00
15,000.00

55.00
50.00

$205,937
$4,867

$0

$8,500
$1,500
$5,500
$27,000
$20,000
$2,000
$35,859
$4,172,478
$20,000
$4,503,641

$4,503,641
$4,503,641

A2

11/23/2009
12:31:31PM

Age:



IILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operatin

g Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board

GOAL: 3 Protect and Enhance Water Supplies

OBJECTIVE: 1 Conserve and Enhance Water Supplies for the State of Texas

STRATEGY: 1 Provide Financial/Technical Assistance for Water Quantity Enhancement

CODE DESCRIPTION

Method of Financing:
555 Federal Funds
10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC

CFDA Subtotal, Fund 555
SUBTOTAL, MOF (FEDERAL FUNDS)

TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE :
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS:

I11LA. Page 9 of 12

EXP 2008

$0
$0
$0

$2,476,126
3.0

DATE: 11/23/2009
TIME: 12:31:31PM

Statewide Goal/Benchmark: 6 3
Service Categories:

Service: 37 Income: A2 Age: B.3

EXP 2009 BUD 2010
$61,030 $0
$61,030 $0
$61,030 $0

$1,816,260 $4,503,641
3.0 4.0



DATE: 11/23/2009

I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
TIME: 3L
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget 12:31:31PM
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name:  Soil and Water Conservation Board
GOAL: 4 Indirect Administration Statewide Goal/Benchmark: 6 0
OBJECTIVE: 1 Indirect Administration Service Categories:
STRATEGY: 1 Indirect Administration Service: 09 Income: A2 Age:
CODE DESCRIPTION EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
Objects of Expense:

1001 SALARIES AND WAGES $388,404 $405,575 $520,228

1002 OTHER PERSONNEL COSTS $16,910 $23,041 $15,081

2001 PROFESSIONAL FEES AND SERVICES $26,370 $19,036 $20,000

2002 FUELS AND LUBRICANTS $0 $0 $0

2003 CONSUMABLE SUPPLIES $1,584 $2,594 $7,250

2004 UTILITIES $9,275 $9,455 $13,000

2005 TRAVEL $55,980 $51,812 $96,000

2006 RENT - BUILDING $10,703 $14,934 $22,000

2007 RENT - MACHINE AND OTHER $2,304 $3,502 $6,500

2009 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE $14,097 $28,356 $33,541

5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $3,200 $1,000 $2,900
TOTAL, OBJECT OF EXPENSE $528,827 $559,305 $736,500
Method of Financing:

1 General Revenue Fund $485,412 $507,813 $706,500
SUBTOTAL, MOF (GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS) $485,412 $507,813 $706,500
Method of Financing:

555 Federal Funds
10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC $0 $0 $0
66.460.000 Nonpoint Source Implement $43,415 $51,492 $30,000
CFDA Subtotal, Fund 555 $43,415 $51,492 $30,000
SUBTOTAL, MOF (FEDERAL FUNDS) $43,415 $51,492 $30,000
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DATE: 11/23/2009

I11.A. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL TIME: 12:31:31PM

81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

TOTAL, METHOD OF FINANCE : $528,827 $559,305 $736,500
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: 8.2 8.4 10.5
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I1ILA. STRATEGY LEVEL DETAIL
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

SUMMARY TOTALS:

OBJECTS OF EXPENSE: $19,976,391
METHODS OF FINANCE : $19,976,391
FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: 63.9

I1ILA. Page 12 of 12

$17,162,743
$17,162,743
65.0

DATE: 11/23/2009
TIME: 12:31:31PM

$28,558,004
$28,558,004
73.5



IV.A. CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECT SCHEDULE DATE:  11/23/2009
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget TIME: 4:22:15PM
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

Agency code: 592 Agency name: Soil and Water Conservation Board

Category Code / Category Name
Project Sequence/Project Id/ Name

OOE / TOF / MOF CODE EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010

5005 Acquisition of Information Resource Technologies

2/2 Acquisition of Information Resource
Technologies
OBJECTS OF EXPENSE

Capital

5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
Capital Subtotal OOE, Project 2 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
Subtotal OOE, Project 2 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
TYPE OF FINANCING
Capital
CA 1 General Revenue Fund $33,554 $15,096 $9,950
CA 555 Federal Funds $0 $4,200 $4,350
Capital Subtotal TOF, Project 2 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
Subtotal TOF, Project 2 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
Capital Subtotal, Category 5005 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300
Informational Subtotal, 5005
39%htegory 5005 $33,554 $19,296 $14,300

5006 Transportation Items

1/1 Vehicle Replacement
OBJECTS OF EXPENSE

Capital

5000 CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $0 $0 $130,000
Capital Subtotal OOE, Project 1 $0 $0 $130,000
Subtotal OOE, Project 1 $0 $0 $130,000
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IV.A. CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECT SCHEDULE DATE:  11/23/2009
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget TIME: 4:22:21PM
Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)
Agency code: 592 Agency name: Soil and Water Conservation Board
Category Code / Category Name
Project Sequence/Project Id/ Name
OOE / TOF / MOF CODE EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
TYPE OF FINANCING
Capital
CA 1 General Revenue Fund $0 $0 $130,000
Capital Subtotal TOF, Project 1 $0 $0 $130,000
Subtotal TOF, Project 1 $0 $0 $130,000
Capital Subtotal, Category 5006 $0 $0 $130,000
Informational Subtotal, 5006
39 ategory 5006 $0 $0 $130,000
AGENCY TOTAL -CAPITAL $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
AGENCY TOTAL -INFORMATIONAL
AGENCY TOTAL $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
METHOD OF FINANCING:
Capital
1 General Revenue Fund $33,554 $15,096 $139,950
555 Federal Funds $0 $4,200 $4,350
Total, Method of Financing-Capital $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
Total, Method of Financing $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
TYPE OF FINANCING:
Capital
CA CURRENT APPROPRIATIONS $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
Total, Type of Financing-Capital $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
Total, Type of Financing $33,554 $19,296 $144,300
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IV.B. FEDERAL FUNDS SUPPORTING SCHEDULE
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

DATE:
TIME:

11/23/2009
4:23:13PM

Agency code: 592 Agency name  Soil and Water Conservation Board
CFDA NUMBER/ STRATEGY EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC
1 -1 - 1PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & ASSISTANCE 571,997 415,290 0
2 -1 - 2 POLLUTION ABATEMENT PLAN 345,830 242,762 0
3 -1 - 1WATER CONSERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT 0 61,030 0
4 -1 - 1INDIRECT ADMINISTRATION 0 0 0
TOTAL, ALL STRATEGIES $917,827 $719,082 $0
ADDL FED FNDS FOR EMPL BENEFITS 0 0 0
TOTAL, FEDERAL FUNDS $917,827 $719,082 $0
ADDL GR FOR EMPL BENEFITS - :$0: - :$0: - :$0: -
66.460.000 Nonpoint Source Implement
2 -1 - 1STATEWIDE MANAGEMENT PLAN 6,506,864 4,363,899 5,984,669
4 -1 - 1INDIRECT ADMINISTRATION 43,415 51,492 30,000
TOTAL, ALL STRATEGIES $6,550,279 $4,415,391 $6,014,669
ADDL FED FNDS FOR EMPL BENEFITS 0 0 0
TOTAL, FEDERAL FUNDS $6,550,279 $4,415,391 $6,014,669
ADDL GR FOR EMPL BENEFITS - :$0: - :$0: - :$0: -
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IV.B. FEDERAL FUNDS SUPPORTING SCHEDULE
81st Regular Session, Fiscal Year 2010 Operating Budget

Automated Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST)

DATE:
TIME:

11/23/2009
4:23:18PM

Agency code: 592 Agency name  Soil and Water Conservation Board

CFDA NUMBER/ STRATEGY EXP 2008 EXP 2009 BUD 2010
SUMMARY LISTING OF FEDERAL PROGRAM AMOUNTS

10.912.000 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC 917,827 719,082 0
66.460.000 Nonpoint Source Implement 6,550,279 4,415,391 6,014,669
TOTAL, ALL STRATEGIES $7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
TOTAL , ADDL FED FUNDS FOR EMPL BENEFITS 0 0 0
TOTAL, FEDERAL FUNDS $7,468,106 $5,134,473 $6,014,669
TOTAL, ADDL GR FOR EMPL BENEFITS $0 $0 $0
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Clean Water Act Section 319(h) Nonpoint Source Grant Program Projects

03-01

03-02

03-09

03-19

04-01

04-02

Title

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

FY2003 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Central Texas WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

SWQM for Plum Creek WPP

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

FY2004 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Description
Administer/manage the FY03 CWA 319(h) cooperative

agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

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

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

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

Generate data of known and acceptable qualityudase
water quality monitoring (routine ambient, targkte
watershed, stormflow, 24-hour DO, effluent and
springflow) of main stem and tributary stations on
Segment 1810 (Plum Creek) for field, conventiofialy,
bacteria and effluent parameters to support devedmt
of a WPP for the Plum Creek watershed in Caldwrglys
and Travis Counties.

Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 319(h) cooperative

Lead Start
TSSWCB 5 /16/2003
TSSWCB 5 /16/2003

Central Texas 10/31/200
SWCD

Guadalupe-Blanco 6 /1 /2007
River Authority

TSSWCB 8 /1 /2004

agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

project cooperators on administrative related issurel
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
successfully completed in a timely fashion.

TSSWCB 8 /1 /2004

End
5 /3 /2010

5/3 /2010

4/1 /2010

3/31/2010

6/1/2011

6/1/2011

Federal
$154,231

$245,109

$424,080

$109,000

$154,220

$375,231



04-04

04-11

04-17

05-01

05-02

05-08

Title

Description Lead Start

Field Validation of the Texas P Index in The objectives of this project are to determinedffects Texas AgriLife 8 /18/2004

the Poultry Areas of Texas

Watershed Protection Plan
Development for the Pecos River

Plum Creek WPP

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

FY2005 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Peach Creek Project

of selected soil properties in Sam Rayburn Reseanl Extension
Lake O’ the Pines watersheds and other poultryyaring

areas of the state in East & South Central Texas t

measure & predict P runoff and compare and cogelat

Mehlich Il and soil solution soluble P extractsrtmoff

This project will assess the Pecos River Basimemse Texas Water 8 /25/2004
landowner and stakeholder involvement through Resources Institute
educational efforts, and develop a Watershed Riotec

Plan based on the river basin assessment.

The purpose of this project is to coordinate the Texas AgriLife 2 [24/2005
development of a Watershed Protection Plan for the Extension Service

Plum Creek Watershed and to facilitate beginninaspk

of implementation.

Administer/manage the FY05 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 7 /7 /12005
agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

project cooperators on administrative related issurel

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY05 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 7 17 12005
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat

projects meet all technical requirements and are

successfully completed in a timely fashion.

This project will provide agricultural producersthe Gonzales SWCD 9/1 /2005
Peach Creek watershed with an opportunity to ppeie

in water quality educational activities, technical

assistance, and financial assistance for the

implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs),

in order to improve water quality.

End
8 /21/2010

3/31/2010

2 /28/2010

9/1/2011

9/1/2011

9 /30/2010

Federal
$390,657

$749,381

$440,503

$104,480

$310,426

$465,123



05-09

05-12

06-01

06-02

06-03

06-04

Title

Lake Granger Project

Arroyo WQMP Project

Administration of the FY2006 CWA
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silvicultural
NPS Management Program

FY2006 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

TSSWCB NPS Team Support

Improvement and Standardization of
Laboratory Quality Assurance and
Quality Control for Mehlich 11l Soil Test

Description

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the
development of a Watershed Protection Plan for the
Lake Granger Watershed. This project will alsovpie
the Little River-San Gabriel and Taylor SWCDs with
funding for technical/ financial assistance to iempént
BMPs through conservation planning.

This project will provide technical assistance to
landowners to aid in the development and
implementation of a minimum of 78 WQMPs in the
Arroyo Colorado Watershed.

Administer and manage the FY2006 CWA 319(h)
cooperative agreement between EPA and TSSWCB.
Coordinate with project cooperators on administeati
related issues and manage the financial aspeetscbf
contract.

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

Provide technical assistance for FY0Ol - FY06 CWA
319(h) agricultural and silvicultural projects tesere that
the projects meet all requirements.

The purpose of this project is to develop appraeréand

standardized quality assurance/quality controlstaddard Extension Service

operating procedures (SOP) for use of the Mehlich
soil test extractant.

Lead

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

Hidalgo and

Southmost SWCDs

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Texas AgriLife

Start
9 /1 /2005

9 /1 /2005

10/1 /2006

10/1 /2006

10/1 /2006

10/1 /2006

End
8 /31/2010

12/31/200

9/1/2011

9/1/2011

9/1/2011

12/31/200

Federal
$814,168

$970,478

$294,343

$487,998

$44,000

$100,786



Title

06-05 Lone Star Healthy Streams

Description Lead Start End Federal
This project will reduce the levels of bacterial Texas Water 10/1 /2006 8/30/2010  $404,673
contamination of Texas watersheds from grazing Resources Institute

livestock (beef cattle) by developing an educationa
curriculum that delivers current knowledge training
production and environmental management of grazing
lands and their associated watersheds, evaluatihg a
demonstrating the effectiveness of BMPs in reducing
bacterial contamination of streams and water bddaes
grazing lands, testing the functionality of the eation
program and make necessary changes and program
modifications based on the results, and promoting
Statewide adoption of appropriate best management
practices (BMPs) and other watershed / water qualit
protection activities through education, outreacth a
technology transfer.

06-07 Monitoring and Educational Programs The objectives of this project are to evaluate the Texas AgriLife 10/1 /2006 8/31/2010  $438,357
Focused on Escherichia coli Bacteria angresence of E. coli bacteria and nutrients on toes Extension Service
Nutrient Runoff on Dairy Operations in operations and determine the risks of movement of E

06-08

06-09

coli and nutrients to surface waters, educate tibhes
producers about best management practices to deckea
coli bacteria and nutrients in runoff from livesko
operations, and determine the source(s) of E.oli
runoff from the sites and its relative contributtorthe

E. coli populations downstream of the waste appbtica

fields.
Education Program for Improved Water The objective of this project is to improve the erat Texas Water 10/1 /2006 9/30/2010  $211,794
Quality in Copano Bay quality in Copano Bay and its tributaries by incieg Resources Institute

WQMP Implementation in the Middle
and South Bosque River Watersheds

awareness of the water quality issues througheut th
watershed and providing education and demonstsafimm
landowners and livestock owners in the watershred o
practices to decrease or prevent bacteria fronriagte
waterways.

This project will provide technical and/or finankcia TSSWCB 11/1 /2006 9/30/2010  $527,770
assistance to landowners to aid in the developaraht

implementation of WQMPs and compile information on

the location and types BMPs for each WQMP

implemented.



Title

Description Lead Start End

06-10 Arroyo Colorado Agricultural Nonpoint This project will better characterize agricultunahoff in Texas Water 10/1 /2006 9/30/2010

Source Assessment

06-11 Buck Creek WPP

06-12 Leon River WPP

06-13 Three EQIP Technicians

the Arroyo watershed, demonstrate, and evaluate BMP Resources Institute
effectiveness, and measure progress in achievitgrwa
quality goals in the watershed. The objectivesef t
project are to perform a complete historical dataaw
and analysis related to water quality and agricaltbest
management practices implemented in the watershed,
investigate site-specific differences and temporal
variation of water quality in drainage from agricuél
production areas, and collect data for future ibcaion
of SWAT model to better estimate the total nonpoint
source loading into the river.

The objectives of this project are to identify sfiec Texas Water 10/1 /2006 9 /30/2010
sources of the bacteria in Buck Creek, evaluateryiat Resources Institute

management alternatives for restoring the waterlzodly

educate landowners on the best management practices

and develop a watershed protection plan to restere

waterbody through a stakeholder driven process.

The objectives of this project are to use a loediiyen, Brazos River 10/1 /2006 9 /30/2010
stakeholder process to develop a Watershed Pratecti Authority

Plan for the Leon River Watershed above Lake Belton

enhance data collection efforts to support andifaiz

implementation activities; provide the TSSWCB anel t

TCEQ with recommendations on implementation

strategies that can be incorporated into the TMDL

Implementation Plan; and provide an overall asseesm

of the Leon River Watershed above Lake Belton.

The objective of the project is to provide techhica Karnes, Atascosa, 12/1 /2006 9 /30/2010
assistance to landowners to aid in the development, & Dewitt SWCDs

implementation, and/or maintenance of WQMPs through

SB503, Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 319(h) and

EQIP funds and compile information on the locataal

types BMPs for each WQMP implemented.

Federal
$430,650

$430,181

$440,525

$387,900



06-15

07-01

07-02

07-03

07-04

07-05

Title
SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL

Administration of the FY2007 CWA

Description

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

Administer/manage the FY07 CWA 319(h) cooperative
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silvicultural agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

Nonpoint Source Management Programproject cooperators on administrative related issunel

FY2007 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

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

Management Repository of Agricultural
and Silvicultural Environmental Data

LCRA Soil and Water Stewardship
Program

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY07 CWA 319(h)
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstivat
projects meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.

The purpose of this project is to test and mottify

AVGWLF watershed model for use in selected areas of

Texas and surrounding states.

Lead Start

Nueces River 1/1 /2007
Authority

TSSWCB 10/1 /2007
TSSWCB 10/1 /2007
10/1 /2007

Development of a comprehensive, user-friendly degab Blackland Research 10/1 /2007

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

Protect the Texas lower Colorado River basin by
providing educational, technical and financial stssice
to landowners through the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s Soil and Water Stewardship Program. esss
NPS reductions resulting from the Soil and Water
Stewardship Program. Join with local soil and wate
conservation districts in promoting and educating
agricultural producers and local stakeholders ateahent
of NPS pollution through implementation of
conservation practices and promotion of Water Quali
Management Plans.

& Extension
Center

Lower Colorado  10/1 /2007
River Authority

End
11/30/201

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

9 /30/2010

Federal
$214,388

$290,000

$460,000

$122,623

$323,342

$458,224



Title

07-06 Fate and Transport of E. coli in Rural
Texas Landscapes and Streams

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

07-08 Regional Watershed Coordinator

07-09 Statewide Implementation of the Texas
Watershed Steward Program

Description Lead Start End

The main objectives of this project are to identify Texas Water 10/1 /2007 9/30/2010
characterize, and quantify E. coli loads resulfnagn Resources Institute

various sources in an impaired watershed, monitor

survival, growth, re-growth, and die-off of E. calder

different environmental conditions, monitor re-

suspension of E. coli in streams, and educate lstddkers

by disseminating qualitative and quantitative infiation

acquired in this monitoring and demonstration prbje

The long-term goal of this project is to suppodgram Texas AgriLife 10/1 /2007 9 /30/2010
implementation efforts of the TSSWCB, the Nueces Research and
SWCD #357, and the TCEQ established to protect and Extension Center -
restore the water quality of the Oso Bay and Os®Cr

water bodies from NPS. Goals and objectives purgued

the project are the assessment of runoff-relateditys

of nutrients, selected inorganic ions, suspenddohrsnts,

and bacteria (Enterococcus) from the Oso Creek’s

watershed and (the development of a better unahelisig

of the role of these runoff-related loadings om th

dynamics of water quality properties in these whtaties

The objective of this project is to successfullgilitate TSSWCB 10/1 /2007 9/30/2010
and coordinate watershed planning activities in the
Wharton Regional Office service area.

The objective of this project is to facilitate statde Texas AgriLife 10/1 /2007 9/30/2010
implementation of the Texas Watershed Steward (TWS) Extension Service
program through watershed-based group trainings and

computer-based distance training components. - This

project will increase stakeholder involvement ia tWPP

and/or TMDL development processes by educating and

organizing local citizens and to promote healthy

watersheds by increasing citizen awareness, urahelisi,

and knowledge about the nature and function of

watersheds, potential impairments, and watershed

protection strategies to minimize nonpoint source

pollution.

Federal
$300,000

$165,050

$194,000

$520,000



07-10

Title

Broad-based Communication and
Forecasting for Environmental Quality
(Envirocast- Houston)

Description Lead

Start End

This project will develop a plan of action to ceand Houston-Galveston 10/1 /2007 2 /28/2010

maintain a website for water quality & other Area Council
environmental issues and environmental quality thcaat
spots to educate the public in the target watelsire
partnership with StormCenter Communications Incl an
Houston Channel 2 (NBC Affiliate); develop partrieps
with state, federal and regional agencies and loca
governments as local content providers to provide
information for the website and broadcast spotbjipze
and promote the project; train partnering statiod a
local content providers on developing, implementing
utilized the Envirocast tools; evaluation of Phhse
project administration.

07-11 Lampasas River Watershed Assessmenthe purpose of this project is to work in conceithw Texas AgriLife

07-12

07-13

and Protection Project

Assessing Water Quality Management
Plan Implementation in the Middle and
South Bosque River and Hog Creek

federal, state and local partners to coordinate a Research at
stakeholder driven process for the development of a Blackland
WPP in the Lampasas River Watershed that is camist

with EPA’s nine essential elements fundamental to a

potentially successful WPP.

This project will provide storm and routine monitay of TIAER
the Middle and South Bosque River and Hog Creek

watersheds in order to assess ag NPS reductionsiatssl

with implementation of WQMPs within waterbodies of

concern for nitrite-nitrate nitrogen. A secondary

objective is to monitor reductions in bacteria

concentrations through routine grab sampling.

Identify and Characterize NPS Bacteria To provide information on nonpoint sources of Texas A&M

Pollution to Support Implementation of
Bacteria TMDLs in the Oso Bay

enterococci in the upstream section of Oso Creekate University-Corpus

agencies and local planning entities in suppothef Christi
Implementation Phase of the Oso Creek/Oso Bay
watershed TMDL

10/1 /2007 9 /30/2010

10/1 /2007 9 /30/2010

10/1 /2007 9 /30/2010

Federal
$725,000

$498,422

$308,640

$442,372



07-14

08-01

08-02

08-03

08-04

Title

Agricultural NPS Remediation in the
Cedar Creek Reservoir Watershed

Administration of the FY2008 CWA

Description Lead

The project’s goal is to reduce nutrient and sedime Kaufman-Van
loading to Cedar Creek Reservoir by implementing®8M  Zandt SWCD
on crop and pasture lands. The objectives are to

encourage BMP implementation by providing landowner

with technical and financial assistance through the

Kaufmann-Van Zandt SWCD and educational programs

through Texas Cooperative Extension. Effectiveindss

BMPs will be assessed by TAES.

Administer/manage the FY08 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silvicultural agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Nonpoint Source Management Programproject cooperators on administrative related issuel

FY2008 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Texas Silvicultural Nonpoint Source
Pollution Prevention and Abatement

Efficient Nitrogen Fertilization:
Accounting for Field Nitrogen
Mineralization

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY08 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB
agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat

projects meet all technical requirements and are

successfully completed in a timely fashion.

The major goal of this project is to protect anghiove Texas Forest
water quality in Texas. The extensive education, Service
training, and outreach components of this projeitt w

lead to an increase in forestry BMP implementatam,

well as preventing unnecessary erosion and sedatiemt

from occurring. Another goal is to provide tectatic

assistance to the forestry community on emergisggis -

biomass, urban forestry, and land stewardshipeinti@l

This project will demonstrate an enhanced soil test USDA- ARS
methodology that accounts for all sources of plant

available N in the soil, improve fertilizer efficiey by

considering all sources of plant available N insbé, and

demonstrate the potential for reduced N runoff ue

reduced N application based on use of this sdil tes

methodology.

Start End
10/1 /2007 9 /30/2010

9/1/2008 8/31/2011

9/1/2008 8/31/2011

9/1/2008 9/30/2011

9/1/2008 8/31/2011

Federal
$736,619

$260,000

$507,824

$506,327

$293,883



08-05

08-06

08-07

Title Description Lead Start End

Modeling Support for Buck Creek This project will develop an estimate of bacteléalding Texas Water 9/1/2008 9/30/2010
Watershed Protection Plan in Buck Creek using the SELECT model and identify =~ Rseources Institute
Development highest contributing areas and their associatettssu

Load Duration Curves will be used to determine baat
load reductions needed to achieve water qualitydsals.
The results of this project will be incorporatetbithe
Buck Creek Watershed Protection Plan.

Development of a Watershed ProtectionThe goals of the project are to collect and analyater Guadalupe-Blanco 9/1/2008 8/31/2011
Plan for Geronimo Creek quality data and coordinate the development of a River Authority

watershed protection plan for the Geronimo Creek

watershed that satisfies the nine elements.

Implementing Agricultural Nonpoint This project will foster coordinated technical assnce Caldwell-Travis  9/1 /2008 9 /30/2011
Source Components of the Plum Creek activities between the TSSWCB, local SWCDs and the = SWCD/ Texas
Watershed Protection Plan NRCS and provide technical and financial assistamce  AgriLife Extension

agricultural 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 managain
strategies and track feral hog management ac8vitie
conducted by landowners. Lastly, it wil support and
facilitate Plum Creek Watershed Partnership in
developing proposals to acquire funding for
implementation projects, managing and tracking
implementation projects as well as to deliver etiaoal
programs to citizens in the watershed to encourage
adoption of agricultural BMPs.

Federal
$42,330

$472,398

$996,079



08-08

08-09

09-01

09-02

09-03

Title Description Lead Start End

Implementing Components of the The overall goal of this project is to begin impkmting TWRI, Upper 9/1/2008 8/31/2011
Watershed Protection Plan for the Pecosome of the highest priority practices recommerided Pecos and
River in Texas the WPP that has been developed for the Pecos River Crockett SWCDs

Texas as a means to improve the quality of watérén
Pecos River and to improve the health of the whésts
A primary goal of the project is to continue to otieal
saltcedar treatments along the riparian corridaréas
that have not already been treated. Encouraging
landowners to voluntarily implement recommended
management practices on their land by offeringrieeth
and financial assistance through the Crockett goplet
Pecos SWCDs and through the delivery of pertinent
educational programs administered by the TexasLigri
Extension Service is also a critical goal of thejgct.

Microwatershed-Based Approachto  To provide targeted assessment data for the el@huait Texas Institute for 9/1/2008 2 /28/2010
Monitoring and Assessing Water Quality continuing agricultural NPS pollution abatemeribes Applied
in the North Bosque River Watershed associated with I-Plan activities for two phosplsoru Environmental

TMDLs in the North Bosque River.

Administration of the FY2009 CWA Administer/manage the FY09 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 11/2 /2009 10/31/201
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silvicultural agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Nonpoint Source Management Programproject cooperators on administrative related issuel

manage the financial aspects of each contract.

FY2009 Statewide Provide technical assistance for FY08 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 11/2 /2009 10/31/201
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat
Management Program projects meet all technical requirements and are

successfully completed in a timely fashion.

Groundwater Nitrogen Source This project will identify the source of nitratetnoigen in Texas Water 11/2 /2009 10/31/201
Identification and Remediation in the groundwater in the Texas High Plains and Rollifajii®, Resources Institute
Texas High Plains and Rolling Plains  evaluate and demonstrate strategies and practices f

reducing nitrate levels in groundwater in the Teagh

Plains and Rolling Plains, and transfer results and

recommendations to farmers directly and througlegto

partners

Federal
$1,499,85

$100,000

$0

$1,123,15

$450,010



Title

Description Lead Start

09-04 Development and Implementation of an This project will facilitate the development and Texas Cattle 11/2 /2009

Environmental Training Program for
Manure and Compost

09-05 Environmental Effects of In-House
Windrow Composting of Poultry Litter

09-06 Development of a Synergistic,
Comprehensive Statewide Lone Star
Healthy Streams Program

implementation of an education, training and Feeders Asociation
demonstration program to improve the understanding
environmental protection principles by manure/costpo
haulers, equipment operators, certified crop adsiso
(CCAs) and crop producers. Assess the current tevel
environmental knowledge of custom manure/compost
haulers and the extent of training provided to pognt
operators. Design and develop an environmentalitigi
curriculum for custom manure/compost hauler owners,
equipment operators, CCAs and crop producers,dimtdu
materials in Spanish. Promote adoption of sounemwat
quality protection practices by custom manure/coshpo
haulers, equipment operators, CCAs and crop praeduce
through program delivery in at least two pilot
watersheds.Utilize workshops, field days and hands-
demonstration of best management practices andeensu
availability of education materials through website

This project is meant to reduce bacteria, nutrjeansl Texas Water 11/2 /2009
other environmental impacts of poultry litter applion Resources Institute

through demonstration/evaluation of in-house wamdr

composting (IWC) of poultry litter and transferrittge

results to poultry producers throughout the state.

The goal of this project is to reduce the amount of Texas Water 11/2 /2009
bacteria entering Texas waterbodies from the major Resources Institute

classes of livestock. To accomplish this, the LSter

Healthy Streams (LSHS) education program will be

expanded through integration of grazing cattlesbpr

poultry, dairy cattle, and feral hog componente &t

synergistic, industry endorsed LSHS Program ready f

statewide delivery.

End Federal
10/31/201  $326,011

10/31/201  $268,236

10/31/201  $379,601



Title

09-07 Monitoring Effectiveness of Nonpoint
Source Nutrient Management in the
North Bosque River Watershed

09-08 Implementing the Pecos River
Watershed Protection Plan through
Continuous Water Quality Monitoring

09-09 Implementing the Arroyo Colorado

Description Lead Start
This project will provide targeted surface watealify Texas Institute for 11/2 /2009
data for evaluating the effectiveness of agricalttiéPS Applied
pollution abatement efforts associated with I-Plan Environmental

activities for two phosphorus TMDLs in the North
Bosque River watershed.

This project will establish and operate a contirsiaater Texas Water 11/2 /2009
quality monitoring (CWQM) station on the Pecos Rive Resources Institute
near Girvin to provide critical information on wate

quality parameters in the middle portion of the d%ec

River in Texas so that the impacts of WPP

implementation can be accurately monitored. This

project will also utilize computer based dissolweggen

(DO) modeling to identify the sources of DO impadmt,

estimate load reductions needed and evaluate best

management practices (BMPs) ability to achieve load

reductions

This project will coordinate technical assistancéviies TSSWCB, 11/2 /2009

Watershed Protection Plan by Providing between the TSSWCB, local SWCDs, and NRCS, and  Southmost and

Technical and Financial Assistance to

implement components of the Arroyo Colorado WPP Hidalgo SWCDs
addressing agricultural NPS pollution. This projedt

also promote the availability of technical and finzl

assistance to agricultural producers, and prowddenical

and financial assistance to agricultural produéarshe

development of WQMPs and implementation of BMPs,

and conduct status reviews on WQMPs in order ttktra

implementation success.

09-10 Development of a Watershed ProtectionThis project will assess the current water quality Texas Water 11/2 /2009

Plan for Attoyac Bayou

conditions and impairments in the Attoyac Bayou Resources Institute
watershed thru targeted water quality sampling and
analysis, conducting a watershed source survey and
developing a comprehensive GIS inventory, analyatew
quality data using Load Duration Curves and spatia
explicit modeling, conduct bacteria source tragkin
conduct a Use Attainability Analysis, establish and
provide direction for a stakeholder group that wétve

as a decision making body in the assessment of the
Attoyac Bayou, and facilitate the development of a
Watershed Protection Plan (WPP) that satisfies EPA’
nine key element requirement and will guide anytfeir
assessment or planning activities.

End
10/31/201

10/31/200

10/31/201

10/31/201

Federal
$320,031

$224,826

$532,516

$617,829



State General Revenue Nonpoint Source Grant Program Projects

Title

06-10 Arroyo Colorado Agricultural Nonpoint
Source Assessment

06-12 Leon River WPP

06-15 SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL

Description Lead Start End State

This project will better characterize Texas Water ~ 8/19/2009 11/30/2010  $31,995
agricultural runoff in the Arroyo watershed, = Resources Institute

demonstrate, and evaluate BMP effectiveness,

and measure progress in achieving water quality

goals in the watershed.

The objectives of this project are to use a Brazos River 8/1/2009 9/30/2010  $60,000
locally-driven, stakeholder process to develop Authority
a Watershed Protection Plan for the Leon

River Watershed above Lake Belton; enhance

data collection efforts to support and facilitate
implementation activities; provide the

TSSWCB and the TCEQ with

recommendations on implementation

strategies that can be incorporated into the

TMDL Implementation Plan; and provide an

overall assessment of the Leon River

Watershed above Lake Belton.

The objective of this project is to provide Nueces River  11/1 /2008 11/30/2010  $75,253
quality assured surface water quality monitoring  Authority

data to support development of bacteria

TMDLs for Copano Bay and Mission and

Aransas Rivers in Aransas, Bee, Goliad, Karnes,

Refugio, and San Patricio Counties.



Title

08-54 LBR Tributaries Bacteria Assessment

08-55 Modeling Support for Little Brazos River
Tributaries Bacteria Assessment

09-50 Development and Testing of a Texas Best To develop an easy-to-use Texas BMP

Description Lead Start End

Brazos River 6/1/2008 5/31/2010

Authority

To assess contact recreation use impairments
and support watershed planning for five
tributaries of the Little Brazos River by 1)
facilitating public participation and

coordinating stakeholder involvement in
decision-making, 2) developing a
comprehensive GIS inventory and conducting a
watershed source survey, and 3) collecting
water quality monitoring data

Texas Water 6/1/2008 5/31/2010
Resources Institute

To assess contact recreation use impairments
and support watershed planning for five
tributaries of the Little Brazos River by 1)
developing a comprehensive GIS inventory and
conducting a watershed source survey, and 2)
analyzing data using Load Duration Curves and
spatially explicit modeling.

USDA- ARS 9/1/2008 8/31/2010

Management Practice Evaluation Tool to Evaluation Tool to aid in science-based BMP

Aid Decision-Making in Conservation
Planning on Agricultural Lands

09-51 Environmental Regulatory Oversight

Assistance for Unpermitted Animal Feeding Water Conservation Board guidance and

Operations

selection, cost-effective conservation
spending, and program benefit analysis.
Specifically, this tool will be designed to (1)
assist land managers and agency planners in
conservation practice decision-making related
to on-farm (field-scale) alternatives and
effectiveness and (2) facilitate evaluation and
reporting of agricultural nonpoint source load
reductions from WQMP implementation.
TAMU Dept. of 11/1 /2008 10/31/2010
Poultry Science

This project will provide the Texas State Soil

assistance related to state/federal
environmental requirements for unpermitted
animal feeding operations.

State

$262,232

$51,534

$155,250

$114,816



Title

Description Lead Start End

09-52 Bacterial Source Tracking for Little Brazos To assess contact recreation use impairments Texas Water 9/1/2008 5/31/2010

09-53

09-54

River Tributaries Bacteria Assessment
[Short Title: BST for LBR Tributaries
Bacteria Assessment]

Development of a Monitoring Strategy for
the Southwest Regional Dairy Center at
Tarleton State University [Short Title:
Monitoring Strategy for Tarleton Dairy]

Assessment of Contact Recreation Use
Impairments and Watershed Planning for

and support watershed planning for five Resources Institute
tributaries of the Little Brazos River by
conducting bacterial source tracking.

This project will facilitate stakeholder Texas AgriLife  3/1/2009 2/28/2010
discussions regarding the Southwest Regional Research &
Dairy Center (SRDC), develop a Extension-
comprehensive monitoring strategy for the Stephenville

SRDC that will further the understanding of
dairy production activities, and develop a
communication strategy for the SRDC that
describes approaches to communicating
findings from the monitoring strategy.

To provide stakeholders and agencies with North East Texas 6/1/2009 5 /30/2011
sufficient information to address bacteria Municipal Water

Big Cypress Creek and Tributaries (Hart anchpairments on Big Cypress Creek and District

Tankersley Creeks)

tributaries (Hart and Tankersley Creeks)
between Lake O’ the Pines and Lake Bob
Sandlin through verification of use attainment,
revision of water quality standards and/or
designated uses, or development of a WPP or
TMDL by 1) facilitating public participation
and coordinating stakeholder involvement in
decision-making, 2) developing a
comprehensive GIS inventory and conducting a
watershed source survey, 3) collecting water
quality monitoring data, and 4) collecting
information on factors affecting attainment of
recreational use.

State

$92,200

$80,846

$320,100



Title

09-55 Modeling Support and Bacterial Source
Tracking for Big Cypress Creek Bacteria
Assessment

09-56 Demonstration of Alternative Best
Management Practices for Small Pork
Production Facilities

09-57 Leon River AWEP

09-58 Demonstration and Effectiveness

Monitoring of a Vegetative Treatment Areathe effectiveness of a vegetative treatment

Description Lead Start End State

Texas Water 6/1/2009 5/1/2011 $173,422

Resources Institute

To provide stakeholders and agencies with
sufficient information to address bacteria
impairments on Big Cypress Creek and
tributaries (Hart and Tankersley Creeks)
between Lake O’ the Pines and Lake Bob
Sandlin through verification of use attainment,
revision of water quality standards and/or
designated uses, or development of a WPP or
TMDL by 1) conducting bacterial source
tracking, 2) developing a comprehensive GIS
inventory and conducting a watershed source
survey, and 3) analyzing data using Load
Duration Curves and spatially explicit
modeling.

The objective of this project is to implement Alamo SWCD 8/1/2009 12/31/2010  $75,000
and demonstrate alternative wastewater

management systems for small pork

production facilities as a cost effective

alternative technology that will meet the

requirements of water quality protection as

prescribed by the Texas Water Code and Texas

Administrative Code §321.47.

To provide administrative and technical $10,044
support for the USDA Natural Resources

Conservation Service Agricultural Water

Enhancement Program project entitled Water

Quality Improvement Project for the Leon

River.

Leon-Bosque RC&D8 /24/2009 8 /24/2010

The objective of this project is to determine  Blackwater Valley 8 /1 /2009 5 /31/2011 $7,500
SWCD

area in meeting the requirements of water

quality protection as prescribed by the Texas

Water Code and Texas Administrative Code

§321.47 in the Texas High Plans through

sampling and analysis of soils and wastewater.
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