TEXASSTATE SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION
BOARD

SEMI - ANNUAL REPORT

TO THE

GOVERNOR,

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
AND

SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE

JuLy 1, 2010

TEXASSTATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
JuLy 1, 2010 - SEMIANNUAL REPORT




TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
JuLy 1,2010- SEMIANNUAL REPORT




Table of Contents

Historical Background
Organization
Staff
Soil and Water Conservation Districts
Annual State Meeting Of Soil and Water Conservabstrict Directors
Director Mileage and Per Diem
District Technical Assistance Funds
District Conservation Assistance Program
Programs and Activities of the TSSWCB
Flood Control Programs
Texas Nonpoint Source Management Program
Clean Water Act 8319(h) Nonpoint Source Gramatgram
State General Revenue Nonpoint Source Gragfr&m
Total Maximum Daily Load Program
Recreational Use Attainability Analgse
Watershed Protection Plan Program
Water Quality Management Plan Program
Poultry Water Quality Management Plaititive
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plagram
Coastal Coordination Council
Texas Groundwater Protection Committee
Watershed Approach to Water Quality Planr@ng Implementation
Statewide Bacterial Water Quality ImpairmBeiduction Initiative
Information Technology
Public Information /Education Report
General Overview
District Director Program Development Workshop
2010 Summer Teacher Workshops
2011 Texas Conservation Awards Program
Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking @sht
Wildlife Alliance For Youth
State Woodland Clinic and Contest
Regional Woodland Clinic
Conservation Education Video Library
Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Watershed\Hvdodel

Invasive Species

Water Supply Enhancement Program Status Report
TSSWCB FY10 Operating Budget and Report
Ongoing Clean Water Act, 8319(h) Grant Program ditgj
Ongoing State General Revenue Nonpoint Source Grangects

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
JuLy 1,2010- SEMIANNUAL REPORT

Page

10
12
12
12
12
12
13
15
16
17
17
19
20
21
24
26
27
28
29
31
32
33
33
33
34
34
36
37
37
38
38
38
39
39
Atch 1
Atch 2
Atch 3




Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by th® T&xas Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, the
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board ptesthis review of its programs and
activities. S.B. 1828 added §201.028 to the TexgrscAlture Code to provide that the TSSWCB
shall prepare and deliver to the Governor, the teieant Governor, and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives a report, not later taanary 1 and July 1 of each year, relating to the
status of the budget areas of responsibility assigto the State Board including outreach
programs, grants made and received, federal funajipdied for and received, special projects,
and oversight of soil and water conservation distctivities.

The FY10 Operating Budget with FYO8 and FY 09 exjemes is attached to this report.
Information on grants made to local districts artieo entities is incorporated within the
program section it involves. Ongoing Federal ggmogram projects under the Clean Water Act
are provided in another attachment.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boardcgagride in the accomplishments and
remarkable progress that have been made in soilwatdr conservation in this state. Often
environmental successes are slow to be realizedhdVe realized and previously reported one
success story that involves reducing the level tvdZine in several water bodies, particularly 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 has the capability to produce food and filmerféiture Texans. Because of changes in land
use, ownership, technology, and population growtl, need for soil and water conservation

programs will remain critical. Texas has a finitember of acres to provide for the needs and
desires of citizens and visitors, and this plage®wer-increasing demand on agricultural land.
Farmers and ranchers face complex decisions cangaitre best ways to manage and utilize the
land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation programst remain dynamic as land uses change
and technology improves to make some conservati@actipes more capable of meeting
demands on soil and water resources. We also nrathi@belief that the purpose of the soil and
water conservation program is to promote the wise af our renewable natural resources and
provide for the conservation and enhancement ofsthie and water resources of this state
through and by the dynamic decisions of local switl water conservation districts which
promotes the use of each acre of land within ipabdities and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and Waberservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatifnramework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are deliveredo¢al landowners and operators. This
relationship has successfully been utilized to efiigsate sound management techniques and
practices to maintain individual productive landesido provide for the needs of present and
future generations.
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To the landowners of Texas, the individual soil arater conservation district directors, and the
many agencies and organizations assisting and mgfkith our programs, we offer our sincere
thanks.

Historical Background

In the early history of the United States, thoseived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landakeared and put into farm production. When
the land quit producing at a profitable level, themers merely moved on to new land farther
west and started the process over again. There nwameed to be concerned with soill
conservation, as there was a seemingly unlimitgglgwof virgin land waiting to be tilled. This
process continued through the 1800s and into the £200s. With the outbreak of World War |,
farmers in the Great Plains states were encourgbceak out native grassland to grow wheat
and other foodstuffs to feed the nation and theldvdks a result of these and other unwise
management practices and the fact that the farmlesede experiencing long periods of drought,
the 1930s produced some of the worst dust storeneation had ever seen. Clouds of dust rolled
across the plains states sending dust storms thittiegsouth and into the nation’s capital. At the
same time, the nation was in the midst of a greah@mic depression. The federal government,
seeking ways to put people back to work and engeu@nservation, created the Civilian
Conservation Corps and Soil Erosion Service. Thnotigese mechanisms, demonstration
projects were initiated to train technicians andetiucate the public in ways to conserve soil
resources. These programs were successful in guigople back to work, but lacked the local
ties 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 frahe University of North Carolina in 1903,

Hugh Bennett took a job with the Bureau of Soils tire United States Department of
Agriculture. Because of his experience, scienkfiowledge and leadership ability, he was put in
charge of the Soil Erosion Service when it wastegkan 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46

was passed creating the Soil Conservation Servitearwthe U.S. Department of Agriculture

and Hugh Bennett became the first Chief of the egeHe soon became internationally known
for his accomplishments in conservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colusnbexas, Hugh Bennett was able to
persuade President Franklin Roosevelt that thergesdurces of this nation were being wasted.
He convinced the President that a Model Soil Caradiem Act should be developed and sent to
the governors of each state for passage by thae kgislatures. The purpose of this Model Act
would be to develop programs at the state and leeal to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the governwith the endorsement of President
Roosevelt. The Model Act, developed in Washingtaas patterned after the Texas Wind
Erosion Act, the Grass Conservation Acts in thetihhon High Plains and certain water
conservation district law.

In 1937 legislation was introduced in the Texas islegure based on this Model Act. It is
reported that as many as 25 different versionshisf $oil conservation law were considered
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before a final version was passed. There was meatet discussion of the proposed legislation.
When the final version was adopted, the bill coredi many undesirable features. The law
would have set up Soil Conservation Districts awtboally on a county basis and made County
Commissioners Courts the governing body. A portibthe county tax was to be used to finance
the program and county agricultural agents wetgetthe administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across tlageshad, by this time, become concerned about
the newly passed legislation. It was their opintbat, if the responsibility for installing and
maintaining conservation measures lay in the haridbe land owners, the control of such a
program should also be in their hands.

As a result of these and other concerns, a grouparmdowners led by V.C. Marshall of
Heidenheimer, Texas, convinced the Governor to thetd 937 legislation.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultecthfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation
law. Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a cotex effort was made during the interim
between legislative sessions to heal the old woamdisto put together a version of a law that
would be generally accepted by the farmers andhexscof Texas. Mr. Marshall organized a
committee of leaders from across the state to ptertiee passage of a new Soil Conservation
Law. He traveled many miles at his own expenseisgeke views of agricultural leaders and
promoting the idea of the Soil Conservation DistRoogram.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includadthe new law were that (1) farmers and
ranchers should determine whether or not a Soils€wation District was needed and hold a
local option election prior to the establishmenttbé district; (2) the program should be
controlled by landowners; and (3) the Soil Consiowa Districts should have no taxing

authority or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939 the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (HouleZ which incorporated those features and
was the first Soil Conservation Law for the statbe law created the State Soil Conservation
Board and allowed for the creation of the Soil Gamation Districts. Mr. Marshall was elected
as the first Chairman of the Soil Conservation Boand later resigned to become the first
Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State ids@Qertificates of Organization for the first 16
Soil Conservation Districts paving the way for fir@egram we now operate. Today, Texas has
216 local soil and water conservation districts #racompass more than 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPbgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned
after the Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was alreaggking attempts to address soil
conservation as a result of the “Dust Bowl” daystiué 1930s. The #4Legislature in 1935
passed legislation authorizing the establishmeniVofd Erosion Conservation Districts. This
law provided for the creation of districts to “cemge the soil by prevention of unnecessary
erosion caused by winds, and the reclamation afddahat have been depreciated or denuded of
soil by reasons of winds.” Although a number of WHrosion Control Districts were created,
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the passage of the Soil Conservation District LaviL939 resulted in those districts becoming
dormant.

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Oralasignated the TSSWCB as lead agency
to assume the planning and management responsilbdit control of agricultural and
silvicultural nonpoint source pollution as requitggdthe Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

In 1981 the 67 Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the fiiste codified the agricultural
laws of Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this codetams the portion pertaining to Soil and Water
Conservation.

In 1985 the 69 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@oRtogram in Texas and
granting new powers and responsibilities, withautding, to the TSSWCB and Soil and Water
Conservation Districts under Chapter 203 of theiddiure Code.

In 1999, the TSSWCB received its first appropriatio the FY00-01 biennium to control water-
depleting brush and trees, such as cedar and nesdhie program received $9.1 million to
establish a pilot project in the North Concho Wsited.

In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSSWi@Bead agency to
address water quality issues relating to runoffnfrdiffused, or nonpoint sources resulting from
agricultural and forestry operations. In 1999, thegislature expanded the TSSWCB'’s
environmental mission and appropriated money toes$dwater pollution from nonpoint sources
under 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 consttheebasic resource for the conservation of our
renewable natural resources. Without the suppaltvahing participation of private landowners
and operators in the development and implementaticsoil and water conservation programs
there is little hope of success. Local soil andewatonservation districts led by farmers and
ranchers who know the land and the local conditimmd problems have the means to develop
conservation plans that address each acre of lpedfie to its needs to solve or reduce the
severity of its problems.

Organization

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedveylfoard members, elected by delegates
from each of five regions of the state’s 216 |lasa@il and water conservation districts. Elections
occur annually at regional conventions of the losa@l and water conservation districts, with
members serving two-year staggered terms. Howevitn, the enactment of S.B. 1828 by the
78" Legislature, two Governor appointees join the fected board members to create a seven-
member board. The two Governor appointed positawadisted below. The term of one member
appointed by the Governor expires February 1 oh emid-numbered year, and the term of the
other member appointed by the Governor expiresatmuary 1 of each even-numbered year.
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Elected State Board members must be 18 years ofoagdder; hold title to farmland or
ranchland; and be actively engaged in farming achang. The Governor appointees must be
actively engaged in the business of farming, animabandry, or other business related to
agriculture and wholly or partly owns or leasesdlarsed in connection with that business; and
may not be a member of the board of directorsadreservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and generakets every odd month, unless specific
programs or issues require more immediate actitwe. fdllowing list shows the current Board
members and shows which State Board Region thegsept.

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 4, 2010 - May 012 Rocksprings
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 5, 2009 — Ma®@,1 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 4, 2010 — May 1, 201 Nacogdoches
Barry Mahler #5 May 5, 2009 a3, 2011 lowa Park
Larry D. Jacobs Appointed February 1, 2010- February 1, 2012 Montggmer
Joe L. Ward Appointed February 1, 2009- February 1, 2011 Telepho
Staff

Mr. Rex Isom has been named the Executive Diresitme January 2004 and continues to carry
out the directives of the State Board and direcsitadf efforts. We emphasize our agency
philosophy as stated in our Strategic Plan, “TraeS$oil and Water Conservation Board will

act in accordance with the highest standards aésth

accountability, efficiency, and openness. We affil@t the conservation of our natural resources
is both a public and a private benefit, and we ap@h our activities with a deep sense of
purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as Execufeector, is leading

the agency in that direction and expects all eng#syto follow that lead.

The 8f' Legislature authorized appropriations for 5 addil full-time employees (FTEs) 3 full-
time employees to facilitate operation, maintenaaoe repair of flood control structures, 1 full-
time employee to assist with new and existing watdrancement projects, and 1 federally
funded full-time employee to perform database dgwalent and geographic information
systems for the agency.

As of June 1, 2010, the TSSWCB employed 73 staffhfavhich work in the Temple
headquarters. The remaining employees are fieff] stéher working out of their homes or
located in seven satellite offices, located thraugdhhe state. Due to difficulty in recruiting,
engineers services are now being contracted wiginearing firms. The following organization
chart shows the agency’s current structure.

The current structure of the TSSWCB reflects efftotmaintain more personnel in the field and
away from headquarters for a 66% to 34% ratio efdHpersonnel to Headquarters personnel.
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The regional office staff along with the progranesific staff provides on-site technical
assistance to farmers and ranchers. The fieltlstafes as a liaison between the TSSWCB and
local districts. The field staff also provides assince to local districts and district employees
concerning operations, programs, and activitieg rBgional office staff and the program
specific staff coordinate with the Texas Commis@arEnvironmental Quality (TCEQ), Texas
AgriLife Extension Service, and the USDA’s NaturRdsource Conservation Service (NRCS) to
provide technical assistance to landowners to implg Water Quality Management Plans

(WQMPS).

State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Chairman  Vice-Chairman
Aubrey Marty H. Jerry D. José Barry Joe Larry D.
Russell Graham Nichols Dodier, Jr. Mahler Ward Jacobs
Executive Director

R Rexlsom 777U H

H T H

. A ative C - .

. Vicki Davis :

L Executive Assistant - Edna Etheredge .
Headquarters Office Field Services

Statewide Program Support

Local/Statewide Program Support/Services

e
Statewide Programs Officer - John Foster
Flood Control Programs
FC Programs Coordinator -Lee Munz
FC Specialist - Ben Bowers
FC Specialist - Jared Bowen
N int Source M

NPS Program Coordinator - T.J. Helton

INPS Project Manager - Pam Casebolt

INPS Project Manager - Loren Henley

NPS Project Manager - Mitchell Conine

NPS Project Manager - Vacant

Watershed Planning Coordinator - Aaron
ional Wi hed Coordi

Brian Koch (Wharton)
Programs QA Officer - Donna Long
Programs Engineer - Richard Egg
DB Administrator - David Reeves
Information Specialist - Vacant

Special Projects

Spec. Proj. Coordinator -
Mel Davis
Program Specialist -
Meredith Whitley
Information Specialist -
Clyde Gottschalk

Human
Resources
HR Coordinator -
Dawn Heitman

Water Supply Enhancement
0¥fice

Invasive Species Coordinator -
Johnny Oswald
Program Spec. -
Tuffy Wood

Wendt

Fiscal Affairs

Fiscal Officer - Kenny Zajicek
Information Officer - Clay Wright
Accountant - Anita Mungia
Accountant - Karen Preece
Accountant - Pam Manuel

Fiscal Services -
Contract Specialist - Yolanda Brown
Admin. Asst. - Kyra Sumerford

Amy Varner

Natural Resources Spec.-
Melissa Grote

SWCD Field Representatives

Areal
Field Representative - Bob Gruner
Field Representative - Jack Foote

Areall
Field Representative - Joe Freeman
Field Representative - Ben Wilde

Admin. Assist.-
Kimberly York Area lll
Field Rep - Kendria Ray
Field Representative - Adrian Perez
Reg | Office C di Area IV
Andy Garza Field Representative - Trey Watson
Harlingen Field Representative - Joel Clark
AreaV

Field Representative Coordinator -
Don Brandenberger
Field Representative - Charlie Upchurch

Poultry Water Quality
Management Plan Office
Program Supervisor -
Mark Cochran

Wharton Regional Office
Program Supervisor -

Engineer - Contracted Service

Lawrence Brown, Jr.

Mt Pleasant Regional Office

Program Supervisor -
Carl Steffey
Engineer - Max Berry

Hale Center Regional Office
Program Supervisor -
Judy Albus
Engineer - Contracted Service

Natural Resources Spec -
Jeremy Welch

Natural Resources Spec -
Patrick Porter

Admin. Assist. - Marilyn King

Center Office - Julie David

Centerville Office- Teresa Reese

Gonzales Office- Abigail Lindsey

Watershed Coordinator -
Engineering Tech -

Admin, Assist. - Carrie Sanford

Resources Sp list -
Jeff Cerny

Brian Koch

Kirk House

Resources Specialist -
Andy Kuklish
Engineering Tech -
Cindy Ramirez
Admin. Assist. - Beverly Krause

Resources Sp -
Glenn Baker
Engineering Tech -
Mark Cuba
Engineering Tech -
Jared Groves
Admin, Assist. -
Mary Alice Garza

Harlingen Regional Office

Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Specialist -
Ricardo Chapa
Planner - Ronnie Ramirez
Engineering Tech -
Fidencio Mesa
Admin, Assist. - Ruby Garcia

Dublin Regional Office

Program Supervisor -

Steve Jones
Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Specialist -

Todd Oneth
Natural Resources Specialist -

Chris Couch
Engineering Tech -

Gary Bearden
Admin, Assist, - Trecia Perales

Figure 1- Map of Agency Organization
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Soil and Water Conservation Districts

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in cooadion with the state’s 216 local soil and
water conservation districts. These local distrarts political subdivisions of the state,
established through local option elections of adtical landowners. Districts generally reflect
county boundaries, but may also follow river basinvatershed boundaries, depending on the
desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distntap shows the current 216 local districts that
cover almost the entire state. That portion ofdtate not in a soil and water conservation district
is in Kenedy County and contains the privately osvKeng Ranch. The map also shows the
grouping of the districts into the five State Boa@ndtricts that respectively elect a State Board
member and shows the field staff that is assigoedark with each district within a specific

area.
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Figure 2- Map of State Board Zones and Soil and&W@bnservation Districts

Landowners within these local districts elect tive district directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boarddotctors administers the programs and
activities of the district. Representatives of ttlistricts within each region then elect the
members of the State Board through a series ofartdion style-elections.

Districts do not have taxing authority and relylocally generated funds from various activities
and programs, federal assistance, county assistandestate assistance from the TSSWCB. The
USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRG8Yides most of the federal assistance
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available to districts and through cooperative agrents provides technical assistance to farmers
and ranchers requesting assistance from the distric

Annual State M eeting Of Soil and Water Conservation District
Directors

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water CongemaDistrict Directors, required in
8201.081, Texas Agriculture Code, will be held ®et025-27, 2010 in Lubbock at the Overton
Hotel. Registration information will go out in yubr the meeting.

The 2011 Annual State Meeting is scheduled foHiieCountry Hyatt Regency in San Antonio.

Director Mileage and Per Diem

The 8f' Legislature provided an additional $134,510 paryte offset costs for the increase in
the reimbursement rate for District Director Mileaglaims from 18 cents to the current state
rate of mileage. The FY 2010 appropriation fos thiogram is $434,510.

District Technical Assistance Funds

The 8f' Legislature provided Districts with a 5% acrose thoard increase in Technical
Assistance Funds and additional targeted assistéorcdotal Maximum Daily Loads and
Watershed Protection Plans. The TSSWCB disburssshriical Assistance payments to
Districts on a reimbursing basis to supplementrtéiorts in providing assistance to agricultural
producers in the state. Distributions are contibhggwon Districts filing annual performance
reports with the TSSWCB. The FY 2010 appropriafmrthis program is $1,778,154.

District Conservation Assistance Program

The 8f' Legislature provided Conservation Assistance Grant Districts for the 2010-11
Biennium. The grants are awarded on a matching lvaquiring Districts to raise funds from
sources other than the TSSWCB. Districts do meehaxing authority and use locally raised
funds with this matching grant to support their r@pienal expenses. The FY 2010 appropriation
for this program is $916,364.

Programs & Activities of the TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSW@taural Texas farmers and ranchers,
but the results of these services benefit all Texkor example, many of the flood control
structures maintained by SWCDs serve to protedtilygaopulated areas from flood damage,
and also prevent sediment from building up in dngkwater supplies. Another example is the
use of best management practices (BMPs), implerdehteugh TSSWCB-certified water
guality management plans (WQMPSs), to prevent pests¢ nutrients, bacteria and other
pollutants from impairing the use of Texas streainsys, lakes, and estuaries.
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The agency is responsible for numerous naturauresaonservation efforts, the most
prominent of which is serving as the lead stateageesponsible for planning, implementing
and managing programs and practices for preveatmgabating agricultural and silvicultural
(forestry-related) nonpoint source (NPS) waterygah. To fulfill this mandate, the agency
jointly administers th&exas Nonpoint Source Management Program.

As a result, many of the agency’s programs andasyand more than 60% of the agency’s
FY2010 budget, aim to improve and protect watetityyancluding the Water Quality
Management Plan Program, the Clean Water Act 832¢ghpoint Source Grant Program, the
State Nonpoint Source Grant Program, the Total Maxn Daily Load Program, and the
Watershed Protection Plan Program. Additionallg, TISSWCB is a statutorily-authorized
member of the Coastal Coordination Council andTieas Groundwater Protection Committee.

The TSSWCB is also responsible for programs affigotvater quantity. The major existing
program is the Water Supply Enhancement Programhndeeks to increase water supply
through the selective control of noxious phreatdighyrush. Additionally, many BMPs
implemented by farmers and ranchers as prescrnbdeir WQMP have ancillary water
conservation benefits — increasing irrigation édfincy and reducing water demand. The
TSSWCB is a statutorily-authorized member of the&v&onservation Advisory Council,
which was established by the"8Uexas Legislature.

Other responsibilities include prevention of sedsgon, control of floods, maintaining the
navigability of waterways, the preservation of Wfkel protection of public lands, and providing
information to landowners regarding the jurisdinsmf the TSSWCB and the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) relatedNPS water pollution.

FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAMS

Background

Nearly 2,000 floodwater retarding structures, andahave been built over the last 60 years
within the State of Texas. The primary purposehefdtructures is to protect lives and property
by reducing the velocity of floodwaters, and thgredleasing flows at a safer rate. These are
earthen dams that exist on private property, ang wesigned and constructed by the United
States Department of Agriculture - Natural ResosiCenservation Service (USDA-NRCS).
They were built with the understanding that theque property owner would provide the land,
the federal government would provide the techrilesign expertise and the funding to construct
them, and then units of local government woulddsponsible 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 thesdahd responsibilities of the federal and
local sponsors. In general, local sponsors arenedjto obtain and enforce easements, conduct
operation and maintenance (O&M) inspections, mairttee structures, and implement land
treatment measures in the watershed. Soil and watservation districts (SWCD) are one of
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the local sponsors in all watershed projects. Otheal sponsors include counties, cities, and
Water Control and Improvement Districts (WCIDs).

Due to the passage of time and difficulty in ragsadequate funds locally, many sponsors
approached the Texas Legislature with their coreceuer the amount of needed O&M and
repairs. In recognition that these dams will camino serve as a critical protection for our ssate'
infrastructure, private property, and lives, thgistature appropriated $15 million dollars to the
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSBWor grants to local SWCDs during
the 2010-2011 biennium for O&M and structural repai

In response to this appropriation, the TSSWCB abssira representative stakeholder group
and began the process of developing programs iged¢he funds to the sponsors of flood
control dams during the Summer of 2009. It wagmieined that the most efficient and effective
way to proceed was to develop two separate gragr@ms, one to address O&M, and the other
to address structural repairs, due to their diffeesin complexity.

The O&M Grant Program is a reimbursable grant pogfor local SWCDs and certain co-
sponsors of flood control dams. This program reirmbs SWCDs 90% of the cost of an eligible
O&M activity as defined by the program rules; teenaining 10% must be paid with non-state
funding. Rules for the O&M Grant Program were deped by the TSSWCB staff and a
representative stakeholder group during the Sunein2009. The rules were adopted by the
State Board on September 17, 2009, and publishégtifexas Register on October 9, 2009.
The rules became effective October 14, 2009 angrbgram is now fully operational.

Since the O&M Grant Program went into effect ondbetr 14, 2009, the TSSWCB has
processed reimbursement requests, in-kind matadrtse@nd administrative transfers of SWCD
allocations in the following amounts as of JuneZtH.,0:

$2,472,008.85 Total Allocated O&M Grant Funding (84 allocats)
$1,473,772.31 Total State Funded O&M Reimbursements (250ests)

$ 73,678.91 Total Admin Fees Paid

$287,121.00 Total In-Kind Match Reported (65 match repatibmitted)
$ 56,668.52 Total Allocation Transfers (11 transfers)

$ 924,557.63 Remaining Un-Liquidated Allocated Amount

O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

Rules for the Structural Repair Grant Program veel@pted by the State Board on March 18,
2010, and became effective April 25, 2010. On Mag010 districts and sponsors were
notified that the TSSWCB was seeking applicatiamsstructural repair projects on flood control
dams in accordance with Texas Administrative C&@&lepter 529, Subchapter B. Seventeen
applications were received covering Thirty nine daffSSWCB staff is ranking these
applications and will contract with qualifying dists or sponsors prior to August 31, 2010.
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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 WRt®r pollution. Th&exas NPS Management
Program is the State’s official roadmap for addressing Nf@8ution. The program publication
is updated every five years. The most recent rewigias submitted to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) by the Governor in Decemp@®5. TheTexas NPS Management
Program s jointly administered by the TSSWCB and the TCEQ

The Texas NPS Management Program utilizes baseline water quality management progrand
regulatory, voluntary, financial, and technical is&s\ce approaches to achieve a balanced
program. NPS pollution is managed through assedsn@anning, implementation, and
education. The TSSWCB and the TCEQ have establigbats and objectives for guiding and
tracking the progress of NPS management in Texas.

On May 5, 2010, TSSWCB and TCEQ released 20@0 Annual Report on Managing NPS
Water Pollution in Texas, the report is jointly published by the TSSWCB ahe TCEQ. In
accordance with the CWA, the State must annuajipnteto EPA on success in achieving the
goals and objectives of thieexas NPS Management Program. The report highlights the State's
efforts during FY2009 to collect data, assess watelity, implement projects that reduce or
prevent NPS pollution, and educate and involveptitdic to improve and maintain the quality of
water resources for current and future generatiohsTexans. The report is available at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/reports#nps

Implementation of théfexas NPS Management Program involves partnerships among many
organizations. With the extent and variety of NRSues across Texas, cooperation across
political boundaries is essential. Many local, oegil, state, and federal agencies play an integral
part in managing NPS pollution, especially at thatesshed level. They provide information
about local concerns and infrastructure and buijgpsrt for the kind of pollution controls that
are necessary to prevent and reduce NPS poll B@&CDs are vital partners in working with
landowners to implement BMPs that prevent and ahgteultural and silvicultural NPS water
pollution. By establishing coordinated framewor&sshare information and resources, the State
can more effectively focus its water quality proteac efforts.

Multiple water quality programs administered by /@mdcoordinated through TSSWCB
collectively represent the agency’s efforts in supipg the goals and objectives of thexas
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
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For more information on thelexas 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, astabf a national program to control NPS
water pollution. Through 8319(h), federal funds revided annually through the EPA to States
for the development and implementation of eache®alPS Management Program. Texas’
share of the 8319(h) funding is divided equallywezn the TCEQ and the TSSWCB. Over the
past several years, the State’s allocation has &geroximately $9 million per year.

TSSWCB is currently administering $14 million inliguidated federal funds from FY2004-

FY2009 CWA 8319(h) allocations. There are currety ongoing 8319(h) grant-funded

projects addressing a wide array of agricultural aflvicultural NPS issues; a list and brief
description of ongoing projects is provided in Attenent 2. Specific project activities include
developing and implementing Watershed Protectian#land Total Maximum Daily Loads;

supporting targeted educational programs; and imeltging BMPs to abate NPS pollution from
dairy and poultry operations, silvicultural actieg, grazing livestock operations, and row crop
operations.

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on January 15, 2010 and April 15,
2010. To date, reports have been received for 16D%e projects. These reports are entered
semi-annually into EPA’s Grants Reporting and TnaglSystem.

TSSWCB published the FY2010 Request for Proposdi$] for the NPS Grant Program in fall
2009. TSSWCB staff identified priority areas andivaites for this funding cycle based on the
Texas NPS Management Program and the2008 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List.
TSSWCB received 22 proposals requesting a tot8493,966 in federal funds. Received
proposals were reviewed by TSSWCB staff based erptiblished ranking criteria and selected
for funding. Projects receiving federal funding mbe submitted to EPA in summer 2010 for
review and approval.

On March 24-25, 2010, TSSWCB SRM staff met with EfAl TCEQ staff for the annual end
of year review of theTexas NPS Management Program and the CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant
Program. Many priority issues affecting both stagencies were discussed in the two day
meeting including watershed restoration, data albdity, and quality assurance. Both agencies
discussed on-going efforts to develop and implem&®Ps and TMDLs, and the status of
educational projects. The group discussed cooldmaif water quality restoration activities
with USDA-NRCS and the Texas Water Development Boarogress in revising thigexas NPS
Management Program document, and the process for utilizing WPPs éu lof TMDLs. The
meeting also highlighted the program’s accomplishisiegoals, and plans for the coming year.

For more information on the TSSWCB CWA 8319(h) NBf&ant Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogramv/seactive
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State General Revenue Nonpoint Source Grant Program

The 8" Texas Legislature appropriated general revenuesfuo the TSSWCB for the purpose
of planning, implementing, and managing programd gpractices for preventing and abating
agricultural and silvicultural NPS water pollutian impaired watersheds; the “8ITexas
Legislature renewed this appropriation. On Septenide 2009, the TSSWCB approved a
revisedTSSWCB Policy on TMDLs and Watershed Planning, Assessment, and Implementation
Activities which provides guidance to staff on directing estappropriations for the NPS Grant
Program. TSSWCB is committed to funding projectsosmpassing monitoring, assessment,
modeling, planning, education, and implementatiwat fiddress the goals and objectives in the
Texas NPS Management Program. The TSSWCB has approved operating budgets forOB82
FY2009, and FY2010 that allocated a total of $3illian in state general revenue to the NPS
Grant Program.

TSSWCB is currently administering $2 million in iqiidated state funds from FY2008-
FY2010 State NPS Grant Program allocations. Thexecarrently 16 ongoing general revenue-
funded projects addressing an array of agricultaral silvicultural NPS issues; a list and brief
description of ongoing projects is provided in Attenent 3. These projects support increased
analytical infrastructure at public bacterial sat@acking (BST) laboratories, implementation of
agricultural NPS components of TMDL I-Plans, tedahiassistance for the development of
WQMPs on agricultural lands, demonstration of iretoxe BMPs on animal feeding operations,
and the collection and analysis of water qualittadar watersheds with impaired waterbodies.

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectsewexceived on March 15, 2010 and June 15,
2010. To date, reports have been received for 160%te projects.

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

Total Maximum Daily L oad Program

The CWA requires Texas to identify lakes, rivetseamns, and estuaries failing to meet or not
expected to meet water quality standards and nmiasting their designated uses (swimming,
drinking, aquatic life, etc.). This list of impadevaterbodies is known as thexas 303(d) List
and must be submitted to the EPA for review and@a@ every two years. Th2008 Texas
Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List was approved by EPA on July 9, 2008. P88 List
identifies over 830 impairments (waterbody-polldtemmbinations). The TCEQ is in the process
of finalizing the 2010 Texas Integrated Report for CWA 88305(b) and 303(d) and intends to
submit this new list of impairments to EPA in Istenmer 2010.

The State must then establish a Total Maximum Diadgad (TMDL) for certain waterbodies
identified on the303(d) List. A TMDL defines the maximum amount of a pollutahat a
waterbody can assimilate on a daily basis and rsigét water quality standards. The pollution
reduction goal set by the TMDL is necessary tooresattainment of the designated use of the
impaired waterbody. The maximum amount of polluiardetermined by conducting a detailed
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water quality assessment that provides the infaomgbr a TMDL to allocate pollutant loads
between point sources and nonpoint sources. lttalsgs into account a margin of safety, which
reflects uncertainty and future growth.

Based on the environmental target of the TMDL, aplementation Plan (I-Plan) is then
developed that prescribes the measures necessanytiate anthropogenic (human-caused)
sources of that pollutant in that waterbody. ThBldn specifies limits for point source
dischargers and recommends BMPs for nonpoint ssuritealso lays out a schedule for
implementation. Together, the TMDL and the I-Plarve as the mechanism to reduce the
pollutant, restore the full use of the waterbodg aemove it from the803(d) List. EPA must
approve the TMDL, but the I-Plan only requires &t@pproval.

With authority as the lead agency in Texas for piag, implementing, and managing programs
and practices for preventing and abating agricaltand silvicultural NPS water pollution,
TSSWCB shares responsibility with the TCEQ for thevelopment and implementation of
TMDLs. TSSWCB is committed to funding and collaltorg with the TCEQ, on TMDL
projects encompassing monitoring, assessment, ingdelplanning, education, and
implementation.

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBWAnd the TCEQ renewed this
partnership and approved a revidéemorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum Daily Loads,
Implementation Plans, and Watershed Protection Plans. This framework for collaboration
between the two agencies describes the programmedchanisms employed to develop and
implement TMDLs and I-Plans.

TSSWCB is engaged in implementation activities thapport approved I-Plans addressing
agricultural or silvicultural NPS load reductiongssdribed in adopted TMDLs; collaborating
with stakeholders on the development of I-Plansaftwpted TMDLSs that contain agricultural or
silvicultural NPS load reductions; and, activelygaged in the development of TMDLs for
waterbodies impaired due to known or suspectedw@tural or silvicultural NPS pollution.

TSSWCB funded activities are mitigating bacteri@azine, dissolved oxygen, phosphorus and
salinity impairments through TMDLs and I-Plans. 8pe watersheds where TSSWCB efforts
to restore water quality are channeled through TMidvelopment and implementation are
discussed in th&Vatershed Approach to Water Quality Planning and Implementation section of
this Report.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural $Ipollution, TMDLs and I-Plans will implement
components of other TSSWCB Programs, such as ther\@aiality Management Plan Program
or the Water Supply Enhancement Program. Additlgnséhe TSSWCB CWA 8319(h) NPS
Grant Program and the State General Revenue NP8 Bragram frequently serve as funding
sources to implement the agricultural and silvi@dt NPS components of I-Plans. These
programs are described in detail in other sectidriBis Report.

For more information on the TSSWCB TMDL Program,sitvi 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 damneat surface water quality standards for
bacteria established to protect contact recreaism (in freshwater or saltwater) and/or oyster
water use. The magnitude of bacteria impairment$dras is evident when compared to all
other types of water quality impairments. Thesadyax impairments represent over 48% of all
impairments on th803(d) List.

Critical to solving the breadth of bacteria impadmts statewide is ensuring that the water
guality standards designed to protect recreatienans appropriate and credible. Major revisions
to the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards areerily being considered by the TCEQ,

including significant modifications to contact reation use and associated bacteria criteria.
TSSWCB is engaged in this process. TCEQ will cagrsatioption of the proposed revisions to
the Standards on June 30, 2010. EPA must then geken to approve any changes to the
Standards.

Irregardless of what Standards changes are firgdjyroved, in order to change the presumed
level of recreation use of a waterbody and the @atad bacteria criterion, a Recreational Use
Attainability Analysis (RUAA) would need to be cofefed and approved by TCEQ and
subsequently EPA.

The purpose of an RUAA is to ascertain the acte@leation occurring on a waterbody, establish
or verify a presumed use, and, if necessary, assigrore appropriate use. During an RUAA
information is collected on water recreation atidd, stream flow type, and stream depth;
additionally, interviews from users who are presguting surveys and those familiar with the

waterbody may be conducted and a review of hisabiidormation may be completed. If the

results of the RUAA indicate that a different, maygpropriate use is warranted, the resulting
change in the associated bacteria criterion maytrasthe waterbody no longer being identified

on the303(d) List as impaired, thus negating the need to adopt alMD

The TCEQ is in the process of conducting RUAAs, imyisummer 2009 and summer 2010, on
over 110 waterbodies across the state; TSSWCBkisgdhe lead on conducting RUAAs on
another 10 waterbodies. Prior to conducting theests, local stakeholders will be contacted to
seek input on each project’s monitoring plan. Sieadly, citizens will be asked to provide input
on potential sites near stream crossings to pertratuations, and landowners will be asked to
provide access to evaluate those stretches ofvéiethat are not readily accessible to the public.
TCEQ is coordinating communication with SWCDs thgbuhe TSSWCB. After the RUAAs are
conducted, TCEQ will evaluate the information amggia consult with stakeholders regarding
potential site-specific revisions to the surfaceenguality standards for each waterbody.

Because proposed changes to the surface watetygstaindards affecting recreation use and
bacteria criteria must first be approved by TCEQ BRA, any changes to specific waterbodies
as a result of these RUAAs will not likely be retied until the2014 303(d) List is published.
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Water shed Protection Plan Program

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-drigdorts that serve as a mechanism for
voluntarily addressing complex water quality probsethat cross multiple jurisdictions. WPPs
are coordinated frameworks for implementing pripeitl and integrated water quality protection
and restoration strategies driven by environmewtgkectives. Through the WPP process,
TSSWCB encourages stakeholders to holistically esidrall the sources and causes of
impairments and threats to both surface and grewatdr resources within a watershed.

WPPs serve as tools to better leverage the resowfcéocal governments, state and federal
agencies, and non-governmental organizations. WPRsgrate activities and prioritize
implementation projects based upon technical nzerit benefits to the community, promote a
unified approach to seeking funding for implemeaptat and create a coordinated public
communication and education program. Developed iamalemented through diverse, well
integrated partnerships, a WPP assures the longttealth of the watershed with solutions that
are socially acceptable and economically viableciwhachieve environmental goals for water
resources. Adaptive management is used to modefyMRP based on an on-going science-based
process involving monitoring and evaluating stregegand incorporating new knowledge into
decision-making.

TSSWCB-sponsored WPPs are consistent with guidelpremulgated by the EPA in 2003.

These guidelines describe nine elements fundamengapotentially successful plan. The TCEQ
also sponsors WPPs based on EPA’s guidelines. Egaires certain expenditures through
8319(h) grants to be in accordance with a WPP. TSBVWrovides technical and financial

assistance to local stakeholder groups to devehobimplement WPPs to address significant
agricultural or silvicultural NPS issues. AdditidigaTSSWCB staff provide technical assistance
in developing WPPs which are funded and facilitddgather entities, such as the TCEQ.

Partnerships with the Texas AgriLife Extension $3Fyvthe Texas Water Resources Institute and
the TCEQ have resulted in the development of tngirprograms for local stakeholder groups
and watershed coordinators. The Texas WatershedaBteProgram Http://tws.tamu.edy/
supports the development and implementation of BPpromoting a sustainable proactive
approach to managing water quality at the locaklldyy empowering individuals to take
leadership roles in the management of water resesurthe Texas Watershed Planning Short
Course [ittp://watershedplanning.tamu.ejlwdelivers training to watershed coordinators and
water resource professionals to ensure WPPs acgiaiddy planned, coordinated, implemented,
and results properly assessed and reported. Im twdeuild upon the fundamental knowledge
conveyed through the Short Course, the State is mosting Watershed Coordinator
Roundtables semi-annually to continue dialogue betwwatershed coordinators in order to
facilitate interactive solutions to common issues faced statewide

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBVend 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 twgencies
describes the programmatic mechanisms employeev@lap and implement WPPs.

TEXASSTATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 20
JuLy 1, 2010 - SEMIANNUAL REPORT




WPPs currently sponsored by TSSWCB have significgicultural or silvicultural NPS
pollution components and are all funded through C\8349(h) NPS Grants. While WPPs
sponsored by TCEQ have significant water qualisués related to urban NPS pollution or
wastewater treatment, most, to varying degreese lgvicultural or silvicultural NPS pollution
components. There are several other watershediptaefforts across the state which are funded
and sponsored by entities and agencies other leam$SWCB or the TCEQ. These third-party
WPPs may or may not adequately satisfy EPA’s nieenents; although, those that do, are
eligible to receive CWA 8319(h) NPS Grants from T&SWCB to support implementation of
agricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution compaonte of the WPP.

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

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural $ipollution, WPPs will implement components
of other TSSWCB Programs, such as the Water Qudistiyagement Plan Program or the Water
Supply Enhancement Program. Additionally, the TSM3NA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program
and the State General Revenue NPS Grant Program asrfunding sources to implement the
agricultural and silvicultural NPS components of WP These programs are described in detail
in other sections of this Report.

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

Water Quality M anagement Plan Program

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate @litbat directed the TSSWCB to implement
Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) in Texase dgency has 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 Januad$ 2Z0he 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 devebbphrough (and approved by) SWCDs for
agricultural or silvicultural lands. The plan indkes appropriate land treatment practices,
production practices, management measures, teajiaslor combinations thereof. The purpose
of WQMPs is to achieve a level of pollution preventor abatement determined by the
TSSWCB, in consultation with local soil and watenservation districts that is consistent with
state water quality standards.
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The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basddeocriteria outlined in théield
Office Technical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the United States Departmerigificulture's
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagplied. If an animal feeding operation is
involved (such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMR kel planned with practices that
individually or in combination with other practicesll properly manage animal wastes. Waste
utilization will be considered when agricultural stes are applied. These WQMPs also have
subcomponents for irrigation waters, erosion cdnéod are flexible enough to cater to a wide
range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their
local district to control nonpoint source pollutibom their operations. While the decision to
develop a plan is voluntary, landowners have maagons to do so. These plans provide for
landowners to use best management practices mndperations to protect their most precious
agricultural resources by controlling erosion, @msg water, and protecting water quality. In
addition, certified plans have the same legal statuTexas Commission on Environmental
Quality (TCEQ) point source pollution permits, wotlt having to go through that agency’s
regulatory process. Landowners may also recenantial incentives to help pay for
implementing these plans.

It should be noted that an animal feeding operatianis required by law to operate within the
confines of a water quality permit issued by theEQOmay not participate in the TSSWCB
program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially Uafanimal feeding operations.

Depending on their size, animal feeding operatimoay be regulated by TCEQ as a point source
or are unregulated and eligible for the TSSWCB'intary program. Generally, these feeding
operations are classified according to the numbanmnals they have, calculated as “animal
units”; however, TECQ has adopted rules that p@vigou have or exceed a certain number of
animals, you will be regulated. Animal feeding ggggms with more than the number of animals
listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit. Mastmal feeding operations in Texas are not
large enough to require a permit, which makesghagram critical to protecting Texas’ water
quality.

In developing the Water Quality Management Plaa,TBSWCB, SWCDs, and the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) geotgchnical assistance to help the
landowner meet the criteria of the plan. A plaraekshes practices and installations on the farm
that adhere to best management practices spewiftbdt area. The various installations that a
plan calls for depend on the operation. A farm mmajude a combination of cropland, 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 lanei@ravoid over-fertilizing their land, or
over-applying animal waste. Although a plan waké into consideration each farm’s unique
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components, all WQMPs generally attempt to corgrokion, conserve water, and protect water
quality.

Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landowneryragply for a financial incentive that
will help pay for implementing the plan. Local dists have varying rates for sharing the cost of
plan implementation; however cost-share may no¢eas&5% with a maximum $10,000 grant
limit per plan. Landowners receiving financial intige have approximately are now given a
specific time period to implement conservation ficas, otherwise, their applications are
cancelled automatically and the funds are realéatéd another plan. This approach hopefully
will reduce the amount of lapsed funds.

The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts fioamcial incentives based on whether the
area has impaired water bodies as determined byQTGEif the TSSWCB had previously
designated it as a priority. Most of these finahoicentives were appropriated from General
Revenue funds. Some plans received financial thasfrom federal funds. State
appropriations provided to local districts in FYa®ounted to $2,171,740.00 to carry out a
WQMP cost-share program in their district.

In addition to certifying WQMPs to ensure that teyp abate nonpoint source pollution, the
TSSWCB monitors WQMPs to ensure they are propempiémented. Each year, the TSSWCB
conducts status reviews on a minimum of 10% ofolaas. Additional technical assistance may
be offered to a landowner when a WQMP is found norgiant. In the unlikely case that the
landowner does not achieve compliance with the WQM& TSSWCB may decertify the plan.

During FY03, the WQMP Program was administered ftbexTSSWCB office in Temple. The
staff reductions in the FY04 budget made it nesgdsa the program to be reorganized and the
Regional Offices activities are now coordinatedtigh the Harlingen Regional Office.
Additionally, plan certification authority was stafl from the Temple headquarters to each
regional office. This change is already expeditimg certification process and reducing postage
expenditures, while maintaining the integrity atahslards of the program.

The last adjustment involved the complaint procedsch was also administered out of the
headquarters office during FY03. Headquarters effic longer has an individual to do
complaint inspections and all complaints are ingas¢d from the appropriate Regional Office.

Current Status

A total of 528 water quality management plans Haeen certified by the State Board as of May
31, 2010 or the end of th& guarter of FY-2010. The yearly goal is 620 plans.

The period for obligating FY-10 cost-share fundded on April 30, 2010. All funds not
obligated through supplemental requests were teamsf to the Statewide Fund. Additional
allocations will be considered at the July 22, 2@1&te Board meeting.
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Lapsed cost-share funds have been reduced by 68.8% last five years. Approximately 8.3%
of total cost-share funds are being lapsed stateaidhe present time. The next lapsed fund
report for the FY-08 funding cycle will be compldten September, 2010.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan Initiative
Background

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water Consenvd&aard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry
operations with the establishment of the Northdastas - Senate Bill 503 Cost-share Area.
Since 1994, over $300,000 of WQMP Program fundiag been provided annually to six soll
and water conservation districts (SWCDs) in Norghe@dexas to address animal feeding
operations (AFOs). Shelby SWCD began receiving funds in FY 2005 and the

Nacogdoches SWCD began receiving SB 503 funds i2F0r7.

In 1995, the TSSWCB initiated three federal Cleaat& Act, 8319(h) projects to demonstrate
composting as a means for dead bird disposal, bstfgs, and proper land application of
poultry litter. In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded iffors by initiating a composting and
marketing project. This effort to promote the ailsition of composters and other means of
mortality management on poultry farms resultedaceterated WQMP development.

In 1997, the Texas Legislature passed Senate ®10,1which required all poultry farms to have
a TCEQ-approved method of dead bird disposal. |alweook effect in March 1998. However,
the rules were not adopted and did not take efiatt fall 1999. It was during this time that
requests for poultry WQMPs significantly increashee to pursuit of cost-share for mandated
mortality management. This activity intensifie@ thRSSWCB’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concerns tamdinitiation of TMDL development in the
Big Cypress/Lake O’ the Pines watershed, the TSSWeédan using 8319 funds for cost-share
in the area in addition to the Senate Bill 503 @tsire funds already directed to the watershed.
The current implementation process of the TMDL Baswn that the WQMP program has
resulted in reduced nutrient loadings in the waikeds Due to rising concerns in nearby
watersheds, the TSSWCB also included the Sam Raylamd Toledo Bend Reservoir
watersheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWG®anded the poultry initiative again in 2001
to the Gonzales area.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water conseraatiistrict (SWCD) technicians were
employed under federal Clean Water A§819 contracts to develop WQMPs in poultry
producing areas. Six of those contracts expired0®4 and the seventh expired in 2005. An
eighth §319 district technician was hired in 2003 with t8kelby SWCD and that contract
expired in August 2007. Two more positions wenmediby local SWCDs in FY 2007 to help
with WQMP development for the Sanderson Farms esiparin the 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 cettibg the TSSWCB. The review and
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certification process assures the plan includesogpiate practices, management measures, and
schedules of implementation.

This law provided for a staggered-schedule of deasdlby which each producer, depending on
their initial date of operation, must have requedtee development of a WQMP from their soil
and water conservation district. Any commerciallfry facility constructed after January 1,
2002 is required to have a WQMP prior to the recef@ny birds. All other commercial poultry
facilities were required to have a WQMP no latemtidecember 31, 2007.

In October 2007, two technicians were hired by &l and Water Conservation Districts, with
one expiring in August 2008 and the other in Aug2309. Because of expiring contracts and
difficulty retaining temporary contract SWCD staff SSWCB submitted a 2008-2009
Legislative Appropriations Request for 4 additiorfal[Es to replace the expiring SWCD
technician positions, so as to continue technisaiséance for poultry producers in these areas.
The budget request was approved by th® Bxas Legislature and took effect September 1,
2007. The four new positions are located in the fnost heavily poultry populated areas of the
state which are Shelby, Nacogdoches, Gonzales,Land Counties and they also serve the
poultry producers in surrounding counties. Thes positions are part of the TSSWCB Poultry
Program reporting to the Nacogdoches Poultry Office

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &trote Agency (EPA) to the federal
regulations for concentrated animal feeding openati(CAFOs), the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) adopted a rule chamg2004 that required dry-litter poultry
operations larger than 125,000 broilers or pull@2s000 layers or breeders, or 55,000 turkeys to
operate under a water quality permit. However, ttue federal court decision by the U.8% 2
Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the ERAued a notice that the date by which a
permit and a Nutrient Management Plan must be wbthwas extended to July 31, 2007 and
EPA then further extended the date to February2R®9. Also in compliance with the court
decision, the EPA released additional proposedatdages in June 2006. Under the new rule,
farms that do not actually discharge wastes to nwaiéthe U.S. are not required to apply for
permit coverage, thereby eliminating the need forlidter operations to apply. In advance of
EPA'’s final rule, TCEQ made a rule change in Sepen?2006 to allow CAFO size dry-litter
poultry farms an exemption to permitting if theytaib and follow a WQMP certified by
TSSWCB. A supplemental guidance document is availérom the TSSWCB for poultry
producers that provides requirements in additionht®s WQMP that are necessary to stay in
compliance with the CAFO rules. Meetings were hieldseven different poultry producing
locations in January, February, and June 2008 farnm poultry producers of those additional
requirements.

Current | ssues

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1289 total dtieli poultry farms, of which 468 (36%) are
defined as Concentrated Animal Feeding Operati@&~QO). However, there is an ongoing
challenge of identifying new poultry farms contiiyabeing constructed and put into
production, others going out of business, farmsnghey bird placement numbers which can
effect their AFO/CAFO status, and locating otheulpy farms not yet identified.
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In FY 2010, staff in the Poultry WQMP Program congs to develop, update, and review Water
Quality Management Plans for poultry producers pmmvide assistance with all issues related to
the Poultry WQMP Program. The Program Supervisat ®vo Natural Resource Specialists
staff the Nacogdoches Poultry Office. There ase #hree Natural Resource Specialists located
in Center, Centerville, and Gonzales. In additierg technicians continue to work for local Soil
& Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) in Nacogdesland Shelby Counties to assist the
Poultry WQMP Program in the Nacogdoches area. éyprately 525 (41%) of the estimated
1289 dry-litter poultry farms in Texas are located an eight-county area surrounding
Nacogdoches. About 121 (23%) of the 525 farmshen 8-county area are large enough to be
defined as Concentrated Animal Feeding Operatidd8FQ), which require inspections
conducted by TSSWCB staff which could result in degk revisions to their WQMP. In
addition, the other existing WQMPs are reviewedulady for needed updates and revisions.
The office also assists other SWCDs in the statk poultry WQMP development and revision
and complaint investigations as needed.

The 8f' Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 1693 requii@SWCB to promulgate rules for
assessing new or expanding poultry operations fogter the operation is likely to create a
persistent odor nuisance for neighbors. The nemtdak effect September 1, 2009. Those rules
were adopted by the State Board at their Novem0@® 2neeting and TSSWCB staff has begun
implementing the assessment criteria required eyndw rules.

Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan Program

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management RI&NMP) Program was developed in
response to a control measure recommended in th®LTMPlan for Soluble Reactive
Phosphorus in the North Bosque River Watershed. The I-Plan recommended that dairy producers
in the watershed voluntarily develop and implem&r@NMP; however, the TCEQ adopted a
rule that made the recommendation a requiremer.OXMP Program is confined to the North
Bosque River and Leon River watersheds by TSSWG@B ru

A CNMP is a resource management plan containingoaping of conservation practices and
management activities which, when combined int@mservation system, will help ensure that
both agricultural production goals and natural uwese concerns dealing with nutrient and
organic by-products and their adverse impacts omemwguality are achieved. A CNMP
incorporates practices to utilize animal manure amganic by-products as a beneficial resource.
The TSSWCB selected requirements for a CNMP basethe TCEQ rules and regulations
required for permitted and unpermitted animal fagdoperations and criteria outlined in the
Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG), a publicatiohthe USDA NRCS. The FOTG represents
the best available technology and is already ®ildo meet the needs of SWCDs all over the
nation. To be certified by the TSSWCB, the local G the producer, and the local NRCS
Field Office must approve a CNMP.

As of June 1, 2010 the TSSWCB has certified 9hefd35 CNMPs that have been submitted for
approval. In partnership with NRCS and the Texaso&mtion of Dairymen, the TSSWCB
continues to provide technical assistance in otdegnsure that dairymen implement BMPs as
specified and agreed to in the CNMP implementasicredule.
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Coastal Coordination Council

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) wadecrda coordinate state, local, and
federal programs for the management of Texas doeesaurces. The program brings federal
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) funds to Texasmplement projects and program
activities for a wide variety of purposes. The Gab€oordination Council (CCC) administers
the CMP; the TSSWCB is a statutorily-authorized roenof the CCC.

The CCC is charged with adopting uniform goals palicies to guide decision-making by all
entities regulating or managing natural resource wihin the Texas coastal area. The CCC
reviews significant actions taken or authorized dbgte agencies and subdivisions that may
adversely affect coastal natural resources to uh@ter consistency with CMP goals and policies.
In addition, the CCC oversees the CMP Grants Progmad the Small Business and Individual
Permitting Assistance Program.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsARKX), 86217, requires each State with
an approved coastal zone management program (ChIR)etelop a federally approvable
program to control coastal NPS pollution. The C@panted a Coastal NPS Pollution Control
Program workgroup to develop this document. Theiddat Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) and the EPA jointly administ¢he program at the federal level. In
Texas, the TSSWCB and the TCEQ hold primary respoitg for the program’s development

and implementation.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managenrmaeasures (86217(g)) that will control
significant nonpoint sources of pollution to costaters. Six source categories are addressed
by these measures: agriculture, forestry, urbandaweloping areas, marinas, wetland/riparian
areas, and hydromodification. States can use \ayraipproaches combined with existing state
authorities to achieve implementation of managenrmeetisures. However, if the voluntary
mechanisms are not effective, states must haveupamkforcement authorities in place to ensure
that management measures are implemented.

Texas submitted the Texas Coastal NPS PollutiontrGloiProgram to EPA and NOAA in
December 1998. In July 2003, NOAA and EPA issuattitimnal approval of the Texas Coastal
NPS Program. The agricultural and silviculturaltmors of the program were approved without
conditions. Texas has five years to meet the #eaining conditions to gain full approval of the
program. The NPS Work Group developed a list okptal options to address the remaining
conditions and submitted it to NOAA and EPA in Ju@08 for approval. In May, 2009 EPA
and NOAA requested further information from Texasfope lifting the conditions on its
approval. Texas is in the process of addressisg#guest.

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing the @dtural and silvicultural management
measures of the program. Mechanisms the TSSWCBtasasate agricultural and silvicultural
NPS pollution in the coastal zone include: the agenWater Quality Management Plan
Program, the CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program, thalMdaximum Daily Load Program, and
the Watershed Protection Plan Program.
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Fifteen SWCDs are located in the Coastal Managerdene and work with landowners to
implement WQMPs. For over nine years, more tharOFBID in state appropriations has been
spent annually in the coastal zone to provide firEmassistance through SWCDs to implement
about 2,085 WQMPs on agricultural land.

In addition, many of the WPPs and TMDLs that the&SWECB is engaged in are in the coastal
zone. WPPs being developed or implemented in thas@b Zone include Arroyo Colorado,
Bastrop Bayou, Armand Bayou, Dickinson Bayou andh &ernard River. TMDLs being
developed or implemented in the Coastal Zone irclddams and Cow Bayous, Copano Bay
and Aransas and Mission Rivers, Dickinson Bayod,@so Bay and Creek.

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

The CCC is undergoing Sunset Review this year. Sineset Commission met on May 26, 2010
to make its decision regarding the recommendatidnise Sunset staff on the CCC. Rather than
continue the Council in its current form, the SurGemmission recommended that an advisory
committee would be formed by rule and the Councilisction and authority would be
transferred to the GLO. The committee would be enag of representatives from the current
agencies on the Council, and four public membepsiaped by the Commissioner.

For more information on the Texas Coastal Nonp8iotirce Pollution Control Program, visit
our website ahttp://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 groundwategrgms, improves coordination between
member agencies and works to protect groundwatest agal resource; the TSSWCB is a
statutorily-authorized member of the TGPC.

The Texas Water Code sets non-degradation of #ite'Sgroundwater resources as the goal for
all State programs and asserts that groundwatéeepe reasonably free of contaminants that
interfere with its present and potential uses. Ti&GPC implements the State's groundwater
protection policy which:
« Requires that pollution discharges, waste dispasdlother regulated activities not harm
public health or impair current or potential growader use;
« Recognizes the variability between aquifers;
« Acknowledges the importance of water quality;
- Balances the protection of the environment andlohng-term economic health of the
state; and,
« Recognizes the use of the best professional judgofdhe responsible state agencies to
implement the policy.

The Texas Groundwater Protection Committee:
- Reports on its activities and recommends new ptioteprograms to the Legislature.
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« 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 Monitoaimg) Contamination Report.

Mechanisms the TSSWCB implements in order to preaed abate agricultural and silvicultural

NPS pollution impacting groundwater include the raxyes Water Quality Management Plan

Program, CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program, State GéiRsvenue NPS Grant Program, Total
Maximum Daily Load Program, and Watershed Protecitan Program. These programs are
described in detail in other sections of this Repdigh priority aquifers where TSSWCB has

historically committed agency resources includeSegmour Aquifer and the Ogallala Aquifer.

More information on the TGPC is availablehdip://www.tgpc.state.tx.us/

Water shed Approach to Water Quality Planning and
| mplementation

Protecting the State’s rivers, streams, lakes, ks aquifers from the impacts of NPS pollution
is a complex process. Texas uses a Watershed Agppptodocus efforts on the highest priority
water quality issues of both surface and grounemwdthe Watershed Approach is based on the
following principles:

« Geographic focus based on hydrology rather thamigallboundaries;

« Water quality objectives based on scientific data;

- Coordinated priorities and integrated solutionsl,an

« Diverse, well-integrated partnerships.

For groundwater management, the geographic focusnisquifers rather than watersheds.
Otherwise, the approach is the same. Whereveraktions between surface and ground water
are identified, management activities will supgbd quality of both resources.

The TSSWCB applies the Watershed Approach to magayPS pollution by channeling its
efforts to restore water quality through WPP and DiMdevelopment and implementation.
Specific watersheds where TSSWCB believes agri@lltand/or silvicultural NPS pollution
may be contributing to a water quality impairmentoncern to an extent which is sufficient to
justify expenditure of agency resources are lidtetbw and shown on the map (Figure 3).
Specific information on each watershed, includiragevbody name and segment number, overall
water quality condition, pollutants of concern, gfie mechanism (TMDL, I-Plan, WPP, UAA)
being utilized to restore water quality with leageacy indicated, and links to relevant activities
associated with restoration of the waterbody, is ailable at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/watersheds
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Figure 3 — Map of watersheds (46) where TSSWCBgaged in water quality planning and implementation
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This list of “priority” watersheds (46) is frequéntupdated by the TSSWCB.

Statewide Bacterial Water Quality | 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@shfvater or saltwater) and/or oyster water use Th
magnitude of bacteria impairments in Texas is ewidehen compared to all other types of water gyalit
impairments. These bacteria impairments represent48% of all impairments on tl303(d) List.

As the lead agency in Texas responsible for thegmteon, abatement, and management of NPS pollution
from agricultural and/or silvicultural activitieshe TSSWCB plays a critical role in addressing wate
qguality impairments for bacteria. Many of these amments have been attributed, at least in part, tdg
grazing livestock (e.g., cattle, horses, sheepisjyjaar animal feeding operations (such as a dairy o
poultry operation) or feral hogs (an invasive spski

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

Texas Association of Dairymen and the Texas Pookllters 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 Indees Program (EQIP) Statewide Resource Concerr
for Water Quality in South Central Texas was estabd in FY2006, and continues to provide livestock
producers in the Peach Creek, EIm and Sandies §réd¢&scosa River and Lower San Antonio River
watersheds financial assistance in implementing BNt prevent and abate NPS pollution from their
operations which may be contributing to the baatemsater quality impairment in those watershedss Th
financial assistance is leveraged with technicalstence provided by the local SWCDs through CWA
8319(h) NPS Grants from TSSWCB.

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

Feral hogs have been identified as significant riountors of pollutants to waterbodies. As feral fiog
congregate around water sources to drink and wallbwg concentration of high numbers in small
riparian areas poses a threat to water qualityalFeatter deposited directly in streams by ferajsho
contributes bacteria, polluting the State’s watdibs. Stakeholders in watersheds across the shate h
recommended that efforts to control feral hogs maeutaken to reduce the population, limit the sprafa
these animals, and minimize their effects on watelity and the surrounding environment.
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On March 24, 2010, TSSWCB staff participated in @use Committee on Agriculture and Livestock
hearing on interim Committee charges in Austin.oAlsn April 19, 2010, TSSWCB staff participatedhin
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Rural Affaiesating on interim Committee charges in Austin.
Specifically, these Committees met to review eff@tross the state to manage feral hog populaiots
mitigate damage to agricultural and livestock opens.

TSSWCB staff highlighted the agency’s efforts toatgbferal hog populations in the Plum Creek
watershed. To support the implementation of themPldreek WPP, TSSWCB has provided CWA
8319(h) grants to the Texas AgriLife Extension 8o 1) provide technical assistance to landog/ner
in managing feral hogs on their properties, 2) f@stl hog management workshops across the watkrshe
3) develop and publish resource materials, brochued publications on the different control tegieis
landowners can utilize, and 4) develop and prorntogeuse of an online reporting tool to track fdrag
sightings and quantify damage caused by feral mogeder to better target abatement activities.

For more information on the TSSWCB Statewide BaatewWater Quality Impairment Reduction
Initiative, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogratrdinies/bacteria

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

TOCA Upgrade Work To Provide Enhanced Data Availability
Staff continued work previously begun on an imparigpgrade to TOCA, the agency's internal, web-
based system for tracking and reporting on watafiyjunanagement plan program data.

The enhancements this work is set to provide irehelv areas of data recording and reporting
capabilities requested by management. Developreérging undertaken to provide a user-friendly,lstab
and secure addition to TOCA, which has been runmnqoduction at the agency over the last fourgea

Additionally, two minor update releases of the sgstvere made available during the last six mornths t
add several capabilities requested by agency staff.

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

IT Inventory Asset Tracker Deployment

Faced with an ever-increasing number of fixed amake recently, mobile devices, the agency has been
looking for a more efficient means of tracking hees 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, sthéfse to base an upgrade to its IT inventory tnack
system on an open source system that is able tio &woss the three primary operating systems iratise
the agency — Windows, Linux and Mac OS X.

Deployment began in the first half of 2010, witle thew system providing continuously updated
information on software and hardware from agencyirid@llations. This data helps staff monitor desic
and assure software license compliance and tinmdyades to equipment that is nearing the end of its
intended lifecyle.
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Softwar e Management System Deployed

IT staff began deploying a software managemenesyst 2010 that allows staff to prepare application
updates and push them out to agency PCs. Thiscpepeckly delivered a dramatic reduction in staff
time that was previously involved in maintainingreut software versions on agency computers.

Like all network services currently in use at tHe&SWCB, this project makes exclusive use of open
source software, resulting in no cost to the agealated to software licensing. As with other sgste
support for this system is provided by in-housé sta

PC Hardware Upgrades

The first half of 2010 also saw a continuationkad tvork 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 levelwafdime that could occur following PC hardware
failures.

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

All purchases were made in accordance with DIR gJinds 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/educationgoam is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the agyesmd district programs, services, operations and
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatée piibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmenthépublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCB
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, worksligglays at trade shows and training for district
directors and district bookkeepers, conservatiafgssionals, youth groups and other entities. Staff
provides guidance to districts with their own indival information/education programs as well as
regional and state information/education programtgated by districts. Staff prepares and dissetema
press releases, news stories and printed prombpooducts. The TSSWCB monitors the use of the
publications and use of information. Staff représe¢hne 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.

District Director Program Development Wor kshop

A district director program development workshopsvaeld January 26-27 and June 29-30, 2010.
Although all district directors and district empéms are encouraged to attend the training, it9gyded
specifically for newly elected soil and water cansg¢ion district directors. In addition, a coopérat

effort with the USDA-Natural Resources Conservatsanvice (NRCS) permits a limited number of new
district conservationists to attend the training.

TEXASSTATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 33
JuLy 1,2010 - SEMIANNUAL REPORT




Key topics addressed in the training include:
» the history, powers and duties of the Texas StaitleaBd Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB),
» the interaction but different authorities of thedbSoil and Water Conservation District (SWCD),
TSSWCB, and NRCS,
» the qualifications, terms and duties of SWCD dext
» the general powers and duties of SWCDs
» the proper method of conducting a local SWCD megtin
* an overview of current TSSWCB program responsibsit
» ethics training for SWCD directors,
* equal employment opportunity training for SWCD dtes,
» fiscal operations and responsibilities of SWCDs,
* the working relationships between other state amnal conservation organizations.

2010 Summer Teacher Workshops

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

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in@dol@is/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on
June 15-17, 2010. Topics covered were solils, #itencycle, plants in the Texas Hill Country,
prescribed burning, and wildlife biology.

2011 Texas Conservation Awar ds Program

Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water Consamabard 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 Hatura
resources. The 2011 Awards Program marks tffey8ar of this joint program.

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

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

Soil and water conservation districts may enteir floeal recognition honorees in any of 10 categ®ri
(East Texas has an additional category of For€xtryservationist), depending on appropriatenedseto t
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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 conservatitrict in each area for the most outstanding @y
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 frothieh 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 Managenidaih recipient in each area. They must be a
district cooperator who has a district approved &vV&uality Management Plan and has incorporated
water quality into their farming or ranching acties and soil and water conservation work.

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

Essays (topic: “Celebrate Conservation”) are teutamitted to local soil and water conservationriditst
for local judging. Each local district will judgbe entries and submit three essays to the TSSWECB f
competition on the area level. Plaques will beraed to £, 2'@ and 3 place winners on the area level
and state winners will be selected from the aremens. This contest is open to students, in two
categories, one for those ages 13 and under, anathler category for those ages 14 to 18 yeargef a
and does not jeopardize Texas University Intersdtm League eligibility.

Poster Contest

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

Business/Professional Individual

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

Conservation Teacher

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

Wildlife Conservationist

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

Conservation Homemaker

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

Conservation District Employee

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

Forestry Conservationist (Area IV only)

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

Soil & Water 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
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winners at the area level compete for the stdee fihe theme of the 2010 contest is “Conservatiahits
= Healthy Habitats”.

To prepare for the contest, students were to comsthl their Agriculture Science teacher and wotkhw
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, HrdVocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatdn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBoand, 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 of Switl Water Conservation District Directors each year
and asked to deliver their winning address.

Wildlife Alliance For Youth

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests off@pportunities at the local district level for 4and
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers awards e 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. It is a poivi®ol for students to become involved in consion
and obtain an appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the AgScience 38\ildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject are&¥iidlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife Rlan
Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferences; WilddifBiological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetyygass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. FFA and 4-H youth should have an utetetsg of these subject areas before they competq.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Staié&hd Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Ave@orth Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes
Texas) and Area lll (South Texas) all hold theintests in the spring. Each team is certified eodflea
level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas o
the state. Approximately 2,000 youth participait¢hie regional contests and statewide contest
competition.

The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation BOEB&YWCB), Association of Texas Soil and Water
Conservation Districts (ATSWCD), USDA- Natural Rasmes Conservation Service (NRCS), Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), Texas A&M Meaisity, Texas AgriLife Extension service, and
the Texas Education Agency, along with local Sod &/ater Conservation Districts (SWCDs), all
partner in the success 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 DistriStephen F. Austin University School of Forestngd a
the USDA-NRCS.
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The contest is an opportunity for 4-H and FFA yadstilemonstrate their expertise in different aspett
forestry management and skills in identificatiometded practices and management techniques.
Competition is between teams composed of four mesnepresenting 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, lnathidst 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 spealsiy soil and water conservation districts inheaic

the four states with program and technical suppavtided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
and Development (RC&D), state organizations andsiry personnel. The Soil and Water Conservation
Districts in Texas hosted the first four statesauthern regional woodland contest in 1984.

Each state is allowed to send a maximum of six se@anthe regional contest. Each state has a
competition that determines the six teams from skete that may enter in the regional contest. &hos
teams may be composed of individuals representthgrea 4-H Club or an FFA Chapter.

Conservation Education Video Library

The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdiistricts has established and updated a
conservation related video library that is mainedilby TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently, therer &3 conservation-related videos in the libraat hre
available to districts and teachers which incluoles 30 new titles in DVD format. The Associatidn o
Texas Soil and Water Conservation Districts' Pulblfiormation/Education Committee pays the first
transit postage costs to mail the video(s) to dupiester. Postage for returning will be the resipditg

of the borrower and all videos must be insured udurn. Borrowing privileges are for a length wbt
weeks and must be returned upon date specifiedeblftrarian. Videos can be ordered through your
local soil and water conservation district or bytaxting the TSSWCB. From January to June, there
have been 15 videos and 2 DVDs of various titlesiéal out to districts and teachers across the state

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Water shed Flow M odel

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

off.
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The model is a layout of a watershed that incluadkethe factors that may contribute to polluting ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitgg 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 oukidignvater. 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 discussiontdipw 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 Dgwent 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 meetindNdovember 2009. The committee met on January 27,
2010 and will meet again on July 16, 2010.

WATER SUPPLY ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM STATUS REPORT

BACKGROUND:

The 8F' Legislature continued funding for the Water Supflghancement Program by providing
$4,503,641.00 in General Revenue Funds in FY10sd ends were directed to be used for continuation
of brush control projects designated by the Sail Water Conservation Board. Since the beginning o?l‘
the Water Supply Enhancement program in 1999 thasebeen over 700,000 acres of brush treated i
various watersheds throughout the State.

Provided the following SWCDs with Water Supply Enb@ment Program Updates, Water Supply
Enhancement Program Certification, and /or Corgract

Area 1 District
Donley County SWCD
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Area 2 Districts

Middle Concho SWCD Eldorado-Divide SWCD
Tom Green County SWCD Pedernales SWCD
Gillespie County SWCD Kerr County SWCD
Kendall SWCD

Area 3 Districts

McMullen County SWCD LaSalle County SWCD
Caldwell/ Travis SWCD Comal/Guadalupe SWCD
Webb County SWCD Frio SWCD

Area 5 Districts

Archer County SWCD Little Wichita SWCD
Lower Clear Fork/Brazos SWCD

Pecan Bayou SWCD

Bosque SWCD

Currently the Water Supply Enhancement Program is administrating 17 projects throughout the State.
Listed below are the projectsin their respective areas and the projects contact person.

* Canadian River Project- Rod Goodwin Canadian Rienicipal Water Authority
* Greenbelt Reservoir- Bob Gruner

e Twin Buttes- Tuffy Wood

* 0O.C. Fisher reservoir Project- Tuffy Wood

» Lake Ivie ( Main Concho)- Johnny Oswald

* Pedernales Project- Melissa Grote

* Guadalupe River Project- Melissa Grote

* Edwards Aquifer Project (Bandera County)-Melissatér
* Fort Phantom Hill- Cody York

* Nueces River Project- Adrian Perez

* Frio River Watershed — Adrian Perez

* Lower Guadalupe River — Kendria Ray

» Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer- Kendria Ray

» Palo Pinto- Cody York

» Bosque Project- Cody York

» Little Wichita River (Archer and Clay Counties)- oY ork
» Lake Brownwood Project- Cody York

Evaluating Water sheds are based on the following criteria as per Chapter 203.053:
In ranking areas under the plan, the board shakider:
(1) the location of various brush infestations;
(2) the type and severity of brush infestations;
(3) the various management methods that may be ussxhtml brush;
(4) the amount of water produced by a project and ¢lversty of water shortage in the project area;
and
any other criteria that the board considers relet@massure that the brush control program can d& m
effectively, efficiently, and economically implented
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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 (he 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 theqmtpjand
(3) not exceed 80 percent of the total cost of thegatoj

(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.

(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 all current projects

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

» Assisted landowners in Twin Buttes, Pedernalesa®8ayou, Lake Arrowhead, Lake Kickapoo,
Bosque River with Brush Contracts

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

» Assist Texas Sunset Advisory Commission on WatdraBnement Program

* Assisted UCRA with the Twin Buttes lake basin pobje

» Exit conference with Texas Sunset Advisory Comrissi

* Prepare formal responses to the Texas Sunset AgviZmmmission

» Assist Lower Guadalupe River project with contracts
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WATER YIELDED FROM BRUSH CONTROL

Water yield expectations originate from brush control feasibility studies and academic research

from a variety of sources.
State Cost-Share Grants 2000 — 2009

Landowner Contributions 2000 — 2009

In Excess of $

$30.476.,189

11,000,000

Watershed Project

State Cost Per
Treated Acre

Treated Acres

Gallons/Acre/Year

Gallons/Year
Based on
Treated Acres

Total Water Yield for
Life of the Project’

Lake Ballinger completed $45.00 7,799.70 55,354 431,744,593.80 4,317,445,938
Oak Creek Lake completed $47.00 16,224 47,225 766,178,400.00 7,661,784,000
Lake Champion completed $43.00 14,993.50 31,535 472,820,022.50 4,728,200,225
Mountain Creek completed $49.00 1,440 46,389 66,800,160.00 668,001,600
Greenbelt Reservoir completed $87.50 571 977,553 558,182,763.00 2,232,731,052
Hubbard Creek completed $ 58.75 506 977,553 494,641,818.00 1,978,567,272
Pecos/Upper Colorado completed $70.78 10,580.12 1,450,037 15,341,564,935.43 61,366,259,742
North Concho River completed $45.50 327,000 26,068.08 8,524,262,160.00 85,242,621,600
Lake Brownwood $146.34 857.40 95,696.25 82,049,964.75 820,499,648
Bosque River $162.50 176 26,068.08 4,587,982.08 45,879,821
Wichita River $20.92 14,386.90 162,035 2,331,181,341.50 23,311,813,415
Nueces River $27.65 7,788.82 73,056 569,020,033.92 5,690,200,339
Frio River $24.22 2,316 73,056 169,197,696.00 1,691,976,960
Canadian River $92.49 16,850 817,651 13,777,419,350.00 55,109,677,400
Pedernales River $72.00 66,266 217,790 14,432,072,140.00 144,320,721,400
Upper Guadalupe $123.71 1,500 217,790 326,685,000.00 3,266,850,000
Edwards Aquifer $155.75 457 217,790 99,530,030.00 995,300,300
Twin Buttes $68.03 213,880.70 25,028 5,353,006,159.60 53,530,061,596
Lake Ivie 0

Fort Phantom Hill Reservoir 0

Palo Pinto Reservoir 0

Carrizo- Wilcox Aquifer 0

O.C. Fisher Reservoir 0

Lower Guadalupe 0

TOTAL

703,593.14 ac.

63,800,944,550.58

63.8 Billion Gallons

456,978,592,307
456 Billion Gallons

The total water yield is based on the watershed projects having a lifespan of 4 or 10 years depending on the type of brush treated.
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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

I1.D. Page 1 of 1



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

I11.A. Page 2 of 12

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:

I11.A. Page 3 of 12

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

I11LA. Page 7 of 12

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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All Active CWA 319(h) Projects

04-01

04-02

04-04

04-11

05-01

05-02

05-08

Project Name

Project Description

Administration of the FY2004 Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 8319(h) cooperative agraeme

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

FY2004 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato
administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho
contract.

Provide technical assistance for FY0O4 CWA §319(h) agriclltamd
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects meet all technical
requirements and are successfully completed in a tirashjidn.

Field Validation of the Texas P The objectives of this project are to determine the effédslected soil

Index in the Poultry Areas of
Texas

Watershed Protection Plan

properties in Sam Rayburn Reservoir and Lake O’ the Riatsrsheds
and other poultry producing areas of the state in Easil8SCentral
Texas to measure & predict P runoff and compare arrdlate Mehlich
[l and soil solution soluble P extracts to runoff P.

This project will assess the Pecos River Basin, increadewarer and

Development for the Pecos Ristakeholder involvement through educational efforts and dgelo

Administration of the FY2005
CWA 8319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

FY2005 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Peach Creek Project

Watershed Protection Plan based on the river basin assg¢ssme

Administer/manage the FYO5 CWA 8§319(h) cooperative agraeme
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato
administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho
contract.

Provide technical assistance for FYO5 CWA §319(h) agriclltamd
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects meet all technical
requirements and are successfully completed in a timstyda.

This project will provide agricultural producers in the Pe@otek
watershed with an opportunity to participate in water qualitgational
activities, technical assistance, and financial assistance for the
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), in ¢oder
improve water quality.

Lead
TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Texas AgriLife
Extension

Texas Water
Resources Institute

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Gonzales SWCD

Start Date
08/01/04

08/01/04

08/18/04

08/25/04

07/07/05

07/07/05

09/01/05

End Date Project Funding

06/01/11

06/01/11

08/31/10

03/31/10

09/01/11

09/01/11

09/30/10

$ 154,220.00

$ 375,231.00

$ 390,657.00

$ 749,381.00

$ 104,480.00

$ 310,426.00

$ 465,123.00



05-09

06-01

06-02

06-05

06-07

06-08

Project Name
Lake Granger Project

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

FY2006 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Lone Star Healthy Streams

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

Project Description

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the development &¥/atershet
Protection Plan for the Lake Granger Watershed. Thisgrwill also
provide the Little River-San Gabriel and Taylor SWCDs with fngdor
technical/ financial assistance to implement BMPs through oaatgen
planning.

Administer and manage the FY2006 CWA 8319(h) cooperativeemen
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato
administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho
contract.

Provide technical assistance for FYO6 CWA §319(h) agrialland
silvicultural projects and to ensure that the projects meetchihieal
requirements and are successfully completed in a timstyda.

This project will reduce the levels of bacterial contaminatiofieofas
watersheds from grazing livestock (beef cattle) by develoging
educational curriculum that delivers current knowledge traimng
production and environmental management of grazing lava$jating
and demonstrating the effectiveness of BMPs in reducioggibal
contamination of waterbodies from grazing lands, and progoti
Statewide adoption of best management practices (BMPsthrou
education, outreach and technology transfer.

The objectives of this project are to evaluate the pressrieecoli
bacteria and nutrients on livestock operations and determenesks of
movement of E. coli and nutrients to surface waters, edliecastock
producers about best management practices to decreadeliacteria
and nutrients in runoff from livestock operations, and detezrhe
source(s) of E. coli in runoff from the sites and its re&atentribution to
the E. coli populations downstream of the waste applicatiorsfield

Education Program for Improvi The objective of this project is to improve the water quaiit¢opano Ba
Water Quality in Copano Bay and its tributaries by increasing awareness of the watditygisaues

throughout the watershed and providing education and dératoss for
landowners and livestock owners in the watershed on pradticdecreas
or prevent bacteria from entering waterways.

Lead

BRA, Little River-
San Gabriel and
Taylor SWCDs

TSSWCB

TSSWCB

Texas Water
Resources Institute

Texas AgriLife
Extension Service

Texas Water
Resources Institute

Start Date
09/01/05

10/01/06

10/01/06

10/01/06

10/01/06

10/01/06

End Date Project Funding

08/31/10

09/01/11

09/01/11

08/30/10

08/31/10

09/30/10

$ 814,168.00

$294,343.00

$ 487,998.00

$ 404,673.00

$ 438,357.00

$211,794.00



06-09

06-10

06-11

06-12

06-13

06-15

Project Name
WQMP Implementation in the

Project Description
This project will provide technical and/or financial assistance

Middle and South Bosque Rivelandowners to aid in the development and implementation df/NR&and

Watersheds

Arroyo Colorado Agricultural
Nonpoint Source Assessment

Buck Creek WPP

Leon River WPP

Three EQIP Technicians

compile information on the location and types BMPs for a&¢MP
implemented.

This project will better characterize agricultural runoff in Areoyo
watershed, demonstrate, and evaluate BMP effectivenesseasure
progress in achieving water quality goals in the watersheel objectives
of the project are to perform a complete historical dati@weand analysi
related to water quality and agricultural best managementiqasic
implemented in the watershed, investigate site-specific diffeseaicd
temporal variation of water quality in drainage from agricaltur
production areas, and collect data for future recalibrafiGVAT model
to better estimate the total nonpoint source loading into the river

The objectives of this project are to identify specific sesiraf the
bacteria in Buck Creek, evaluate potential management alteysdtiv
restoring the waterbody and educate landowners on thenbesigement
practices and develop a watershed protection plan to rélseoveaterbod
through a stakeholder driven process.

The objectives of this project are to use a locally-drigtakeholder
process to develop a Watershed Protection Plan for the Reer
Watershed above Lake Belton; enhance data collection effcstgoport
and facilitate implementation activities; provide the TSSWCB and the
TCEQ with recommendations on implementation strategies thatecan
incorporated into the TMDL Implementation Plan; and providewerall
assessment of the Leon River Watershed above Lake Belton.

The objective of the project is to provide technical assistém
landowners to aid in the development, implementation, and/or
maintenance of WQMPs through SB503, Clean Water Act CBI0&)
and EQIP funds and compile information on the locationtgpels BMPs
for each WQMP implemented.

SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL The objective of this project is to provide quality assumedace water

quality monitoring data to support development of bacteria TMdL
Copano Bay and Mission and Aransas Rivers in Aranses, Boliad,

Lead
TSSWCB

Texas Water
Resources Institute

Texas Water
Resources Institute

Brazos River
Authority

Karnes, Atascosa ¢
Dewitt SWCDs

Nueces River
Authority

Start Date

11/01/06

10/01/06

10/01/06

10/01/06

12/01/06

01/01/07

End Date
09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

11/30/10

Project Funding
$477,770.00

$ 430,650.00

$ 430,181.00

$ 440,525.00

$ 437,900.00

$ 214,388.00



07-01

07-02

07-03

07-04

07-05

07-06

07-07

Project Name

Administration of the FY2007
CWA 8319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

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

Project Description Lead
Karnes, Refugio, and San Patricio Counties.

Administer/manage the FYO7 CWA 8§319(h) cooperative agraeme TSSWCB
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato

administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho

contract.

Provide technical assistance for FYO7 CWA §319(h) agriclltumd TSSWCB
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects meet all tedhnica
requirements and are successfully completed in a timstyda.

The purpose of this project is to test and modify the AV@&Mlatershed Penn State
model for use in selected areas of Texas and surroustiites.

Development of a comprehensive, user-friendly datatteevill house  Blackland Researc
data collected via CWA 8319(h) Grant Program funds allodatedd & Extension Centel
through the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board.

This project will help protect the Texas lower Colorado Rbesin by Lower Colorado
providing educational, technical and financial assistance tovamers River Authority
through the Lower Colorado River Authority’s Soil and Water

Stewardship Program.

Fate and Transport of E. coli ir The main objectives of this project are to identify, characednd Texas Water
Rural Texas Landscapes and quantify E. coli loads resulting from various sources imngpaired Resources Institute
Streams watershed, monitor survival, growth, re-growth, and diesbft. coli

under different environmental conditions, monitor re-susjoenof E. coli
in streams, and educate stakeholders by disseminating quelaativ
guantitative information acquired in this project.

Assessment of NPS Pollution The long-term goal of this project is to support program implgation Texas AgriLife
from Cropland in the Oso Bay efforts of the TSSWCB, the Nueces SWCD #357, and €EQ Research and
Watershed established to protect and restore the water quality of tbeB@pand Os Extension Center -

Creek water bodies from NPS. Goals and objectives pdiisube projec CcC
are the assessment of runoff-related loadings of nutrssles;ted
inorganic ions, suspended sediments, and bacteria (Enters) from th

Start Date

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

End Date Project Funding

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/11

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

$ 290,000.00

$ 460,000.00

$122,623.00

$ 323,342.00

$ 458,224.00

$ 300,000.00

$ 165,050.00



07-08

07-09

07-11

07-12

07-13

07-14

Project Name Project Description Lead

Oso Creek’s watershed and (the development of a betlerstanding of
the role of these runoff-related loadings on the dynamiegatér quality
properties in these water bodies

Regional Watershed Coordina The objective of this project is to successfully facilitate emordinate TSSWCB
watershed planning activities in the Wharton Regional Officdcsenarea

Statewide Implementation of tt The objective of this project is to facilitate statewide implew#on of Texas AgriLife
Texas Watershed Steward the Texas Watershed Steward (TWS) program through watktsased  Extension Service
Program group trainings and computer-based distance training coengmnThis

project will increase stakeholder involvement in the WPP aridviipL
development processes by educating and organizing locahsitirel to
promote healthy watersheds by increasing citizen awareness,
understanding, and knowledge about the nature and furaftion
watersheds, potential impairments, and watershed protectiegés to
minimize nonpoint source pollution.

Lampasas River Watershed The purpose of this project is to work in concert with fafjestate and Texas AgriLife
Assessment and Protection local partners to coordinate a stakeholder driven prooeske Research at
Project development of a WPP in the Lampasas River Watershei thatsisten Blackland
with EPA’s nine essential elements fundamental to a potentiadessfu
WPP.
Assessing Water Quality This project will provide storm and routine monitoring of tiddle and TIAER
Management Plan South Bosque River and Hog Creek watersheds in ordesstss ag NP

Implementation in the Middle reductions associated with implementation of WQMPs within \watties
and South Bosque River and of concern for nitrite-nitrate nitrogen. A secondary objedsv® monitor
Hog Creek Watersheds reductions in bacteria concentrations through routine graipkng.

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

Bacteria Pollution to Support section of Oso Creek to state agencies and local planniiigeim University-Corpus
Implementation of Bacteria  support of the Implementation Phase of the Oso Creek/Oswv@arshec Christi
TMDLs in the Oso Bay TMDL

Watershed

Agricultural NPS Remediation The project's goal is to reduce nutrient and sediment lo&diGgdar Kaufman-Van Zand
the Cedar Creek Reservoir  Creek Reservoir by implementing BMPs on crop and pasimds. The SWCD

Watershed objectives are to encourage BMP implementation by providimdplaner:

Start Date

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

10/01/07

End Date

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

09/30/10

Project Funding

$ 194,000.00

$ 520,000.00

$ 498,422.00

$ 308,640.00

$ 442,372.00

$ 736,619.00



08-01

08-02

08-03

08-04

08-05

08-06

Project Name

Administration of the FY2008
CWA 8319(h)
Agricultural/Silvicultural

Project Description Lead

with technical and financial assistance through the KaufAvenmZandt
SWCD and educational programs through Texas AgriLifesibn
Service. Effectiveness of BMPs will be assessed by Tagakife
Research.

Administer/manage the FYO8 CWA 8319(h) cooperative agraeme TSSWCB
between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato
administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho

Nonpoint Source Managemeni contract.

Program

FY2008 Statewide
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS
Management Program

Texas Silvicultural Nonpoint

Provide technical assistance for FYO8 CWA §319(h) agriclltumd TSSWCB
silvicultural projects and ensure that projects meet all technical
requirements and are successfully completed in a timstyda.

The major goal of this project is to protect and improve mgtelity in ~ Texas Forest Servic

Source Pollution Prevention ar Texas. The extensive education, training, and outreachawnifs of this

Abatement

Efficient Nitrogen Fertilization:
Accounting for Field Nitrogen
Mineralization

Modeling Support for Buck

project will lead to an increase in forestry BMP implementatsnyell a:
preventing unnecessary erosion and sedimentation fronrigeu
Another goal is to provide technical assistance to the forestrynunity
on emerging issues - biomass, urban forestry, and temcship in
Central Texas.

This project will demonstrate an enhanced soil test methodthagyy USDA- ARS
accounts for all sources of plant available N in the soilravgfertilizer

efficiency by considering all sources of plant available NMesoil, and

demonstrate the potential for reduced N runoff due tocestii

application based on use of this soil test methodology.

This project will develop an estimate of bacterial loading inkBOreek Texas Water

Creek Watershed Protection P using the SELECT model and identify highest contributing aaedsheir Resources Institute

Development

Development of a Watershed
Protection Plan for Geronimo

associated sources. Load Duration Curves will be usedeaoiae
bacteria load reductions needed to achieve water qualityestiid’he
results of this project will be incorporated into the BuckeékrWatershec
Protection Plan.

The goals of the project are to collect and analyze watditgdata and Guadalupe-Blancc
coordinate the development of a watershed protection plahdor River Authority

Start Date

09/01/08

09/01/08

09/01/08

09/01/08

09/01/08

09/01/08

End Date Project Funding

08/31/11

08/31/11

09/30/11

08/31/11

09/30/10

08/31/11

$ 260,000.00

$ 400,000.00

$ 506,327.00

$ 293,883.00

$ 42,330.00

$ 472,398.00



08-07

08-08

09-01

09-02

09-03

Project Name Project Description Lead

Creek Geronimo Creek watershed that satisfies the nine elements.

Implementing Agricultural This project will foster coordinated technical assistance actilitégseen Caldwell-Travis
Nonpoint Source Components the TSSWCB, local SWCDs and the NRCS and provide tedhanica SWCD/ Texas
the Plum Creek Watershed financial assistance to agricultural producers for the der@ap of AgriLife Extension
Protection Plan WQMPs and implementation of BMPs. It will also provide educabion

feral hog management strategies and track feral hog maeagactivitie:
conducted by landowners. Lastly, it will support and facilitdtenRCreek
Watershed Partnership in developing proposals to acquidinfyifor
implementation projects, managing and tracking implementatigagiso
as well as to deliver educational programs to citizens in tiersieed to
encourage adoption of agricultural BMPs.

Implementing Components of The overall goal of this project is to begin implementing sofrthe TWRI, Upper Peco:
the Watershed Protection Planhighest priority practices recommended in the Pecos Riv?. i and Crockett SWCL
for the Pecos River in Texas primary goal of the project is to continue to chemical saltcedatments

along the riparian corridor in areas that have not alreagly treated.

Encouraging landowners to voluntarily implement recommended

management practices on their land by offering technicafiaadcial

assistance through the Crockett and Upper Pecos SWCDbrandh the

delivery of pertinent educational programs administered byehas

AgriLife Extension Service is also a critical goal of the pabj

Administration of the FY2009 Administer/manage the FY09 CWA 8319(h) cooperative agraeme TSSWCB
CWA §319(h) between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with project coopsrato
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS administrative related issues and manage the financial aspeetsho

Management Program contract.

FY2009 Statewide Provide technical assistance for FY08 CWA §319(h) agricllamd TSSWCB
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS  silvicultural projects and ensure that projects meet all technical
Management Program requirements and are successfully completed in a timstyda.

Groundwater Nitrogen Source This project will identify the source of nitrate nitrogen in grdwater in Texas Water
Identification and Remediation the Texas High Plains and Rolling Plains, evaluate and deratmns Resources Institute
in the Texas High Plains and strategies and practices for reducing nitrate levels in groatethin the
Rolling Plains Regions Texas High Plains and Rolling Plains, and transfer resuits a

recommendations to farmers directly and through progthers

Start Date

09/01/08

09/01/08

11/02/09

11/02/09

11/02/09

End Date

09/30/11

08/31/11

10/31/12

10/31/12

10/31/12

Project Funding

$ 996,079.00

$ 1,499,859.00

$ 336,490.00

$1,123,150.00

$ 450,010.00



09-04

09-05

09-06

09-07

09-08

09-09

Project Name Project Description Lead

Development and This project will facilitate the development and implementation of an Texas Cattle Feede
Implementation of an education, training and demonstration program to improve the Asociation
Environmental Training Progra understanding of environmental protection principles by nmeloampost

for Manure and Compost haulers, equipment operators, certified crop advisors €@Ad crop

Haulers /Applicators in the producers.
Texas High Plains

Environmental Effects of In-  This project is meant to reduce bacteria, nutrients, and etivelonmente Texas Water
House Windrow Composting oimpacts of poultry litter application through demonstration/evaluation Resources Institute
Poultry Litter in-house windrow composting (IWC) of poultry litter and tramshg the

results to poultry producers throughout the state.

Development of a Synergistic, The goal of this project is to reduce the amount of bactatiering Texas Texas Water
Comprehensive Statewide Lor waterbodies from the major classes of livestock. To aclisimihis, the  Resources Institute
Star Healthy Streams Program Lone Star Healthy Streams (LSHS) education program wigkpanded

through integration of grazing cattle, horse, poultry, daitffesand feral

hog components into a synergistic industry endorsed L3bi@&m read'

for statewide delivery.

Monitoring Effectiveness of  This project will provide targeted surface water quality date¥aluating Texas Institute for

Nonpoint Source Nutrient the effectiveness of agricultural NPS pollution abatementtsffor Applied
Management in the North associated with I-Plan activities for two phosphorus TMDLs @Nlbrth Environmental
Bosque River Watershed Bosque River watershed. Research
Implementing the Pecos River This project will establish and operate a continuous water gualit Texas Water
Watershed Protection Plan monitoring (CWQM) station on the Pecos River near Girvin twiole Resources Institute
through Continuous Water critical information on water quality parameters in the midditi@o of

Quality Monitoring and the Pecos River in Texas so that the impacts of WPP impletioentan

Dissolved Oxygen Modeling be accurately monitored. This project will also utilize comphbiéesed
dissolved oxygen (DO) modeling to identify the sources©f D
impairment, estimate load reductions needed and evaluate best
management practices (BMPs) ability to achieve load reductions

Implementing the Arroyo This project will coordinate technical assistance activities betieen TSSWCB,
Colorado Watershed Protectio TSSWCB, local SWCDs, and NRCS and implement componéiite o Southmost and
Plan by Providing Technical ar Arroyo Colorado WPP addressing agricultural NPS pollutidris project Hidalgo SWCDs
Financial Assistance to Reduc will also promote the availability of technical and financial assisda

Agricultural Nonpoint Source agricultural producers, and provide technical and finansistance to

Start Date
11/02/09

11/02/09

11/02/09

11/02/09

11/02/09

11/02/09

End Date Project Funding

10/31/12

10/31/12

10/31/12

10/31/12

10/31/09

10/31/12

$ 326,011.00

$ 268,236.00

$ 379,601.00

$ 320,031.00

$ 224,826.00

$ 532,516.00



09-10

Project Name
Pollution

Development of a Watershed
Protection Plan for Attoyac
Bayou

Project Description Lead Start Date

agricultural producers for the development of WQMPs and
implementation of BMPs, and conduct status reviews on WQMBsler
to track implementation success.

This project will assess the current water quality conditiods an Texas Water 11/02/09
impairments in the Attoyac Bayou watershed through targeserw Resources Institute
quality sampling and analysis, conducting a watershed ssurgey and

developing a comprehensive GIS inventory, analyze waigity data

using Load Duration Curves and spatially explicit modelingdach

bacteria source tracking, conduct a Use Attainability Analgsisblish

and provide direction for a stakeholder group that will sass/a decision

making body in the assessment of the Attoyac Bayou, auilitdte the

development of a Watershed Protection Plan (WPP) that satiSHA’s

nine key element requirement and will guide any further assa# or

planning activities.

End Date Project Funding

10/31/12

$617,829.00



All Active State GR Projects

Project Name Project Description Lead Start Date End Date

06-10 Arroyo Colorado Agricultural This project will better characterize agricultural runoff in Areoyo Texas Watel 10/01/06 09/30/10
Nonpoint Source Assessment watershed, demonstrate, and evaluate BMP effectivenesmeasure Resources
progress in achieving water quality goals in the watersHweel objectives  Institute
of the project are to perform a complete historical dat@weand analysi
related to water quality and agricultural best managementiqasic
implemented in the watershed, investigate site-specific diffeseaicd
temporal variation of water quality in drainage from agricaltur
production areas, and collect data for future recalibrafiGVAT model
to better estimate the total nonpoint source loading into the river

06-12 Leon River WPP The objectives of this project are to use a locally-drigtakeholder Brazos Rivel 10/01/06 09/30/10
process to develop a Watershed Protection Plan for the Reer Authority
Watershed above Lake Belton; enhance data collection effcstgpoport
and facilitate implementation activities; provide the TSSWCB and the
TCEQ with recommendations on implementation strategies thdtecan
incorporated into the TMDL Implementation Plan; and providewerall
assessment of the Leon River Watershed above Lake Belton.

06-15 SWQM for Copano Bay TMDL The objective of this project is to provide quality assumedace water Nueces Rive  01/01/07 11/30/10
quality monitoring data to support development of bacteria TMDL Authority
Copano Bay and Mission and Aransas Rivers in Aranses, Boliad,
Karnes, Refugio, and San Patricio Counties.

08-54 LBR Tributaries Bacteria To assess contact recreation use impairments and sup pershesl Brazos Rivel  06/01/08 07/31/10
Assessment planning for five tributaries of the Little Brazos River byfagilitating Authority
public participation and coordinating stakeholder involvement disabs-
making, 2) developing a comprehensive GIS inventory anducting a
watershed source survey, and 3) collecting water qualitytoring data

08-55 Modeling Support for Little To assess contact recreation use impairments and sup pers el Texas Water  06/01/08 07/31/10
Brazos River Tributaries planning for five tributaries of the Little Brazos River bydEvelopinga Resources
Bacteria Assessment comprehensive GIS inventory and conducting a watershedessurvey, Institute

and 2) analyzing data using Load Duration Curves and Bpalicit
modeling.

Project Funding
$ 31,995.00

$ 60,000.00

$ 75,253.00

$ 262,232.00

$51,534.00



09-50

09-51

09-52

09-53

09-54

Project Name Project Description Lead

Development and Testing of a To develop an easy-to-use Texas BMP Evaluation Tool tmadience- USDA- ARS

Texas Best Management based BMP selection, cost-effective conservation spendimhprogram
Practice Evaluation Tool to Aic benefit analysis. Specifically, this tool will be designed toagkjst land
Decision-Making in managers and agency planners in conservation practicstogemaking
Conservation Planning on related to on-farm (field-scale) alternatives and effectiveardq?2)
Agricultural Lands facilitate evaluation and reporting of agricultural nonpoint seloaed

reductions from WQMP implementation.

Environmental Regulatory This project will provide the Texas State Soil & Water CorestEomn TAMU Dept.
Oversight Assistance for Board guidance and assistance related to state/federal engimtal of Poultry
Unpermitted Animal Feeding requirements for unpermitted animal feeding operations. Science
Operations

Bacterial Source Tracking for To assess contact recreation use impairments and sup persivesl Texas Watel
Little Brazos River Tributaries planning for five tributaries of the Little Brazos River byndacting Resources
Bacteria Assessment [Short  bacterial source tracking. Institute
Title: BST for LBR Tributaries

Bacteria Assessment]

Development of a Monitoring This project will faciliate stakeholder discussions regarding the Soutl  Texas
Strategy for the Southwest Regional Dairy Center (SRDC), develop a comprehensivetanmy AgriLife
Regional Dairy Center at strategy for the SRDC that will further the understanding of/da Research &
Tarleton State University [Shoi production activities, and develop a communication strategh&BSRDC Extension-
Title: Monitoring Strategy for that describes approaches to communicating findings fromdimétoring Stephenville
Tarleton Dairy] strategy.

Assessment of Contact To provide stakeholders and agencies with sufficient infoonat North East
Recreation Use Impairments a address bacteria impairments on Big Cypress Creek anthtigsi(Hart Texas
Watershed Planning for Big and Tankersley Creeks) between Lake O’ the Pines amlRab Sandlir Municipal
Cypress Creek and Tributaries through verification of use attainment, revision of water quatitndards ~ Water
(Hart and Tankersley Creeks) and/or designated uses, or development of a WPP or Tidpj0ll) District

facilitating public participation and coordinating stakeholder involeet

in decision-making, 2) developing a comprehensive GlShiiovg and

conducting a watershed source survey, 3) collecting watdity)

monitoring data, and 4) collecting information on factorsdcdifig

attainment of recreational use.

Start Date

09/01/08

11/01/08

09/01/08

03/01/09

06/01/09

End Date

08/31/10

10/31/10

07/31/10

02/28/10

05/30/11

Project Funding

$ 155,250.00

$114,816.00

$92,200.00

$ 80,846.00

$ 320,100.00



09-55

09-56

09-57

09-58

10-52

10-54

Project Name Project Description Lead

Modeling Support and Bacteri: To provide stakeholders and agencies with sufficient infoomat Texas Watel
Source Tracking for Big Cypre address bacteria impairments on Big Cypress Creek anthtigsi(Hart ~ Resources
Creek Bacteria Assessment  and Tankersley Creeks) between Lake O’ the Pines akelBab Sandlir  Institute

through verification of use attainment, revision of water quatiindards

and/or designated uses, or development of a WPP or TiMOi)

conducting bacterial source tracking, 2) developing a cdmpsve GIS

inventory and conducting a watershed source survey3jpadalyzing

data using Load Duration Curves and spatially explicit modeling.

Demonstration of Alternative The objective of this project is to implement and demonsaiégenative Alamo
Best Management Practices fc wastewater management systems for small pork produetailitiés as a SWCD
Small Pork Production Facilitie cost effective alternative technology that will meet the requirenaénts
water quality protection as prescribed by the Texas Watde @od Texa
Administrative Code 8321.47.

Leon River AWEP To provide administrative and technical support for the US&ural Leon-Bosque
Resources Conservation Service Agricultural Water Enhangeme RC&D
Program project entitled Water Quality Improvement Projectife Leon
River.
Demonstration and Edctivenes: The objective of this project is to determine the effectissrtd a Blackwater
Monitoring of a Vegetative vegetative treatment area in meeting the requirements of quebty Valley
Treatment Area protection as prescribed by the Texas Water Code and Texa SWCD

Administrative Code §321.47 in the Texas High Plans threagipling
and analysis of soils and wastewater.

Evaluation and Demonstration This project will evaluate and demonstrate BMP effectivemessducing TWRI
BMPs for Cattle on Grazing  bacteria runoff from grazing lands in Texas waterbodiesez by grazin

Lands for the Lone Star Healtf livestock. The project will also utilize BMP effectiveness datthas

Streams Program [Short Title: scientific-basis for the Lone Star Healthy Streams (graztitec

LSHS V — BMP Demo] component) education program.

Surface Water Quality Project will conduct surface water quality monitoring onrnfan stem Guadalupe-
Monitoring to Support the and tributaries of the Plum Creek watershed. Water qualitydill be  Blanco River
Implementation of the Plum  collected for use in evaluating the effectiveness of BMPsraadsessing  Authority
Creek WatersheBrotection Pla water quality improvement and progress in achieving regoral he

[Short Title: SWQM for Plum  project will communicate water quality conditions to the publit tre

Creek WPP 11] PCWP Steering Committee in order to support adaptive manageife

Start Date

06/01/09

08/01/09

08/24/09

08/01/09

06/01/10

05/01/10

End Date
05/01/11

12/31/10

08/24/10

05/31/11

05/31/12

10/31/10

Project Funding
$173,422.00

$ 75,000.00

$ 10,044.00

$ 7,500.00

$ 162,364.00

$ 30,000.00



Project Name Project Description Lead Start Date End Date Project Funding
the Plum Creek WPP.
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