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Abbreviations

Abbreviations

Programs and Strategies

1. CSGWPP -~ Comprehensive Ground Water Protection Program

2. WHP — Wellhead Protection Program

3. PSMP — Pesticides State Management Plan Program

4. Class VUIC — Class V (Agriculture Drainage Wells} Underground Injection
Control Program

5 NPS -- Nonpoint Source Program

6. CNPS — Coastal Nonpoint Source Program

7. PWS — Public Water Supply Program

8. NCW —- Near Coastal Waters Program

9. NEP -- National Estuary Program

10. CBP — Chesapeake Bay Program

11. SWPP — State Wetlands Protection Program

12. CLP -~ Clean Lakes Program

13. NPDES — National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (specifically
the Feedlot Program under NPDES)

14. CWA §106 — Clean Water Act Section 106 Program

15. APPS -~ Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy

16. NAP -- Nitrogen Action Plan

Statutes

CWA —- Clean Water Act

CZMA —- Coastal Zone Management Act

CZARA — Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments

FIFRA — Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

SDWA — Safe Drinking Water Act

RCRA ~- Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

CERCLA — Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act
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Abbreviations

EPA Program Offices

OPPTS -
OGWDW -
OWEC —
ow —_
OWOW -

Other Federal Agencies

NOAA -
SCS -
USDA -
USGS -

Other Abbreviations

MCL -
BMP -
MOU -

Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances
Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water

Office of Wastewater Enforcement Compliance
Office of Water

Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Geologic Survey

Maximum Contaminant Level
Best Management Practice
Memorandum of Understanding
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1

Introduction and
Recommendations for Using This Report

Chapter 1 provides background information on EPA’s Agriculture and Water
Integration Project, including the purpose of the project and the progress of the
Agriculture and Water Integration Work Group. This chapter also provides
recommendations to federal and State staff for using this report and lists the programs
and strategies that were included in the project.

I. Background

Under various statutory authorities, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
is responsible for carrying out a number of programs that address the problem of
agricultural contamination of the water resource -- e.g. the Pesticides and Ground Water
Strategy, the Nonpoint Source Program, the National Estuary Program, and the Clean
Water Act Section 106 Program. Many of these programs are implemented on the State
level, are funded in part by EPA grants, and contain similar goals and requirements.

In June 1991, senior managers in the Agency’s Office of Water (OW) and Office
of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances (OPPTS) met to discuss the problems on
both the federal and State level that have resulted from a lack of coordination of these
programs. For example, while the programs are very similar in nature (e.g. they all focus
on preventing or addressing contamination of the water resource), they are authorized
under a variety of statutes and run by five different offices within the Agency. As a
result, the potential exists for duplication of effort on all levels of government and for
inefficient use of federal and State resources.

To address these problems, a staff work group was formed of over 20
representatives from eight EPA Headquarters and Regional offices to inventory all of the
Agency’s programs and strategies that address the problem of agricultural contamination
of the water resource, and to develop recommendations for coordinating and integrating
activities in the EPA grant process. The specific charge given to the work group was to:

° Conduct an inventory of all of the Agency’s programs and strategies
that protect the water resource from contamination by agricultural
practices;

o Compare the basic approaches and major components of each

program and strategy;
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Chapter 1

° Identify the similarities and overlaps among programs and strategies,
as well as the areas where they differ in their approach to protecting
the water resource; and

° Develop recommendations for increasing coordination of the
programs and strategies and their grant guidances.

In a separate but related action, EPA Regional Offices IX and X agreed to poll
all 10 Regional Offices on existing coordination of agricultural activities. The results of
this survey are summarized in Chapter 3 and the complete report on the survey can be
found in Appendix C.

The Agriculture and Water Integration Work Group met several times over the
summer and fall of 1991 and compiled detailed information on 16 EPA agriculture and
water programs affecting States. Over the winter and spring of 1992, briefings were held
for the Division Directors and Office Directors that provided oversight for the project.
The final products and recommendations of the work group are provided in the chapters
and appendices of this report.

II. Purpose of This Report and Recommendations for Using It

"Integrating EPA’s Agriculture and Water Programs: A Comparison of 16
Programs that Protect the Water Resource From Agricultural Contamination" is a
compilation of the various products developed by the EPA Agriculture and Water Work
Group. They are intended to provide a comprehensive summary and comparison of 16
EPA programs and strategies relating to agricultural activities and water resources.
Although the report is not meant to replace statutes, regulations, programmatic guidance,
or grant guidance as the authoritative sources of EPA requirements and policies for each
program, it is intended to serve as a compendium of the general goals, requirements, and
benefits of these programs for Headquarters, Regional, and State staff who work on
agriculture and water programs. The detailed program fact sheeis and comparison
matrices in Appendices A and B may be the most useful part of the report to federal and
State staff because they represent the only detailed and comprehensive resource to date
on all 16 programs and strategies.

Clearly, more work needs be done at EPA across programs to achieve common
goals such as protecting the water resource from agricultural contamination. This report,
however, is intended to be used as a starting point for federal and State-level staff in
identifying coordination and integration opportunities across EPA programs for increased
efficiency and effectiveness in protecting water resources from agricultural pollution. The
material presented in this report will be especially helpful in:

° Coordinating EPA grant programs on the federal and State levels;
and
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Chapter 1

® Developing future federal and State strategies and policies for
protecting the water resource from agricultural contamination.

Coordinating EPA Grant Programs -- Questions to Consider:

Since this project’s inception, one of its main objectives has been to assist EPA
staff who make decisions on grant awards to States. The information presented in this
report can assist federal and State officials in coordinating and integrating activities at the
State level and in better leveraging grant dollars to most effectively address their
agricultural contamination problems.

EPA staff can use the report to ensure that EPA and State efforts are not
duplicative or at cross purposes. The report identifies programs that provide similar
grants and support related protection efforts. Staff can check with other program offices
that address similar contamination sources and water bodies to ensure that EPA is not
funding a State activity that is also being funded by another EPA program office. On the
other hand, EPA staff also can use the report to check whether a program is funding an
activity that is in conflict with other EPA program requirements or funding sources.
Elimination of duplication and of efforts at cross purposes with each other will assist
EPA and the States in using existing limited resources in the most effective and efficient
way possible.

The following questions should provide a useful starting point for EPA staff as
they use this report to coordinate EPA grant programs and work with States on
preventing and addressing agricultural contamination of ground and surface water:

v/ Are the States conducting the same or similar activities under a
different EPA program, and if so, are both programs providing
funds for that activity?

v/ Do any of the States’ specific activities conflict with goals another
program is trying to achieve? Will EPA be funding an activity that
actually conflicts with another program’s goals and objectives?

4 Have the States thought through how they are going to coordinate
all of the agricultural activities in their water-related programs? Are
they using common program elements in a mutually supporting way?
Have the States chosen the right mix of EPA support from the 16
programs described in the report to address agricultural and water
problems in the most effective way?

v/ Finally, how can EPA (at both the Headquarters and Regional level)
more effectively integrate its grant programs and/or guidances to
support the States’ efforts to address agricultural and water
problems?
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Developing Strategies and Policy:

EPA and the States will benefit from using this report to develop and coordinate
future programmatic guidance as well as agency-wide strategies and policies.

° EPA Headquarters: EPA program office staff may find the report a useful
starting point when looking broadly across programs and coordinating the
development of guidance documents as well as major policy decisions. The
report may be useful in determining where gaps in protection exist and
where the focus of existing efforts ought to be.

° EPA Regional Offices: Regional staff can use the report to coordinate and
integrate the activities of similar programs. The report could also be used
to develop Regional guidance to ensure the coordination of grants and
other activities to better protect water resources from agriculture-related
pollution sources.

° States: States can use the report to ensure that existing and future activities
move forward in a mutually supporting way. States may also find the
report useful in developing programs, choosing the right mix of EPA grants
and other support for addressing agricultural contamination of water
resources, and coordinating schedules for developing and submitting grant
applications to EPA.

III. Organization of the Report

This report is a compilation of the materials developed and insights gained by the
Agriculture and Water Integration Work Group since it first met in 1991. The report is
organized into the following chapters and appendices:

Chapter 2 -- Sixteen EPA Agriculture and Water Programs and Strategies:
Presents and compares general information on the programs, such as the
program goals and the waters targeted for protection, as well as the review
and approval processes for the 16 programs. [t provides a sense of the
range of approaches taken and the various stages of development and
implementation of all the programs. In addition, it provides a brief
summary of the similarities and differences among programs.

Chapter 3 -- Regional Coordination Activities and EPA’s Future Integration
Plans: Summarizes the Regional Coordination Survey conducted by Regions
IX and X and outlines EPA’s future plans to further integrate and
coordinate agriculture and water programs.

Appendix A -- Program Fact Sheets: Contains an executive summary and 16 two-
page fact sheets on each of the programs, with detailed information on the general
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approach taken (e.g. goal of the program, risks addressed, priorities for achieving
the goal, mandatory or voluntary, etc.) and the review and approval process (EPA
Headquarters and Regional roles, State agencies involved, program status, how
grants can be used, review schedule, etc.).

Appendix B -- Comparison Matrices: Compares the information collected in the
fact sheets across all programs in three sets of matrices. The first matrix covers
general goals and approaches; the second covers the review and approval
processes; and the third covers the components of a program that EPA requires
States to develop to receive grants.

Appendix C -- Regional Coordination Survey: Contains the results from the
Water/Pesticides and Toxics Regional Coordination Survey that was conducted by
EPA Regions IX and X.

Appendix D -- EPA Work Group Members: Lists the Agency staff who participated
on the Agriculture and Water Integration Work Group and assisted in developing
this report.

Appendix E -- Regional EPA Offices with Responsibility for Agriculture and Water
Programs: Lists the addresses and phone numbers of the EPA Regional Offices
with responsibility for carrying out the 16 programs.

IV. Programs and Strategies Covered

The table presented on the next two pages provides a brief overview of the 16
programs and strategies covered in the project and described in this report. The
programs and strategies are:

Ground Water Programs Surface Water Programs
I. Comprehensive State Ground Water 8. Near Coastal Waters
Protection Program 9. National Estuary Program
2. Wellhead Protection Program 10. Chesapeake Bay Program
3. Pesticides State Management Plans 11. State Wetlands Protection Grant Program
4. Class V (Agriculture Drainage Wells) 12. Clean Lakes Program
Underground Injection Control Program 13. National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System Program
Ground Water & Surface Water Programs 14. Clean Water Act Section 106 Program
5. Nonpoint Source Program
6. Coastal Nonpoint Source Program Strategies
7. Public Water Supply Program 15. Agriculture Pollution Prevention
Strategy

16. Nitrogen Action Plan
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1)

EPA Agriculture and Water Programs and Strategies

GROUND WATER PROGRAMS
Program & Authority Summary of Program Agriculture-Related Activities

Comprehensive State
Ground Water
Protection Program
(CSGWPP)

(CWA, SDWA,
FIFRA, CERCLA, &
RCRA)

States develop and implement
CSGWPPs, which address all sources of
ground water contamination, in priority
fashion, using federal, State, and local
authonties.

Provides framework for coordinating all
Agency ground water programs,
including Pesticide SMPs. To receve
EPA concurrence, States will have to
set prioriues for addressing all sources
of contamination, ncluding agricultural
sources.

Wells (Class V UIC)

(Ag Drainage Wells)
(SDWA §1421-1426)

sources of drinking water from
contamination by well operations. States
may obtain primacy to implement the
program.

GROUND WATER AND SURFACE
WATER PROGRAMS

(2) Wellhead Protection States develop and implement land-use Promotes BMPs and other controls of

Program (WHP) controls and other preventive measures agricultural sources of contamination.
for all sources of contamination within Assisted SCS’s Rural Well Protection
(SDWA §1428) wellhead protection areas. Project.

(3) Pesticides State For specified pesticides, States develop Promotes management of pesticide use
Management Plan and implement SMPs, which establish based on State’s unique hydrologicai
(PSMP) management practices that allow use of and agriculiural charactenstics. Agency

the pesticide while protecting the ground | 1s providing technical assistance on
water. assessment, monitonng, prevention and
(FIFRA) response components of SMPs.
(4) VUIC Program: Class V | Affords protection of afl underground Through a rule-making process

(currently underway), agricultural
dramnage wells will be addressed by a
series of agricultural BMPs
incorporated in CSGWPPs.

| Program & Authority Summary of Program Agriculture-Related Activities

Program (PWS)

(SDWA)

standards (MCLs) at the tap. Systems
can use a combination of prevention and
treatment to meet MCLs

(5) Nonpoint Source Grant program which provides annual To date, agriculture-related activities

Program (NPS) grants to States to address NPS pollution. | have received the most funding.
Grant requirements are flexible, so States | Activities include assistance to farmers,
can address NPS problems in a education on farming practices to
prioriized fashion. protect water quality and drinking
waler quality, and cost sharing for
(CWA §319) BMPs.

(6) Coastal Nonpoint Development of State programs to insure | Addresses erosionfsediment control,
Source Program implementation of NPS management ammal facility management, pesticide/
(CNPS) measures to restore and protect coastal nutrient management, grazing

walters. management, and irigation
Mmanagement.
(CZARA)
(7) Public Water Supply States or EPA enforce drinking water MCLs have been promulgated for 25

pesticides and mtrogen compounds
Interest in agricultural activities focuses
upon MCL comphance and
vulnerabihity assessment.
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Near Coastal Waters

Program (NCW)

SURFACE WATER PROGRAMS

Begun as Agency Initiative aimed at
maintaining and enhancing NCW quality.
Currently implemented through Regional
NCW strategies and yearly work plans
which are supported by grants from
Headquarters.

Program & Authority Summary of Program Agriculture-Related Activities

Does not have specific agricultural
prionties. Activities addressing
agricultural sources can be included n
Regional NCW strategies, and can
include technical assistance, public
outreach, etc.

Protection Grant

development of State Wetlands

(9) National Estuary For estuanes of national significance, Agricultural actvities may be 1dentified
Program (NEP) States develop and implement in individual CCMPs.
Comphiance Conservation Management
Plans (CCMPs) with Headquarters
supplying techmcal and financial
(CWA §320) assistance.
(10) Chesapeake Bay Region III and the Bay States work Grants are available for direct financial
Program (CBP) together to implement projects which will | assistance to farmers for BMPs.
protect, restore, and enhance the Bay.
(CWA §117)
(11) State Wetlands Program provides grants to support the Agriculture 18 not dentified as a

specific priority; however, agricuiture-

(CLP)

restoration, protection, and assessments.

Program (SWPP) Protection Programs. related actvities may be part of State
Wetlands Conservation Plans.
(CWA §104(b))
(12) Clean Lakes Program | Provides assistance to conduct lake Does not specifically require

agricultural actvities; however, grant
funds can be used to implement

15)

§106 Surface Water
Program

(CWA §106)

for a variety of State water quality
management activities.

(CWA §314) agricultural BMPs in lake watersheds.
(13) NPDES Program Focuses on developing and implementing | Developing a guidance to expand the
(NPDES) NPDES permutting program. focus of feedlots permits to BMPs for
(CWA §402) land application, manure storage, and
(40 CFR 122.23) composting.
(14) Clean Water Act Provides base program funding support Grants support some agriculture-
progr 8 Sup) PP g

related activities, such as monitoring
surveys, printing of publications, and
ADP support.

Agriculture Pollution
Prevention Strategy
(APPS)

STRATEGIES

Product of EPA strategic planning that
will set targets and momitor success in
achieving agricultural pollution prevention
goals.

Program & Authority Summary of Program Agriculture-Related Activities

Based on national commitment to
integrate existing programs addressing
agriculture-related pollution.

(16)

Nitrogen Action Plan
(NAP)

Product of EPA strategic planming that
coordinates a number of EPA offices to
protect ground and surface water from all
sources of contamination by nitrogen
compounds through pollution prevention.

Focuses on reducing fertilizer use and
better controlling runoff and nfiltration
from hivestock operations. Activities
mnclude technical assistance, education,
enforcement, and research. Nitrate
contamination of public and private
dnnking water supplies s also a major
focus.
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Chapter 2

Summary of 16 EPA Programs and Strategies

Chapter 2 summarizes and compares specific program elements, such as the program
goals and the waters targeted for protection, as well as the review and approval process
for State submittals for the 16 programs and strategies comprising this project. The
chapter also presents the range of regulatory and non-regulatory approaches and the
various stages of development and implementation of all the programs.

This chapter consists of three sections. The first section, "General Overview of
Programs and Strategies," provides a description of the general goals as well as the
regulatory or non-regulatory approaches used by the programs to protect waters from
agricultural pollution. The second section, "Review and Approval Process," discusses the
review process for State submittals for EPA grants under each of the 16 programs.
Finally, the third section provides the reader with a summary of the similarities and
differences of the programs and strategies.

I. General Overview of Programs and Strategies

This section provides general information concerning the following program elements
for each program and strategy included in this project:

A.  Statutory authority;

B.  State participation in development and implementation of the programs;
C. General goals and objectives;

D.  Agricultural activities and priorities; and

E. State flexibility in addressing program requirements.

Additional detailed information on each program can be found in Appendix A and
Appendix B.

A. Statutory Authorities

The statutory authorities under which the 16 Agriculture and Water programs and
strategies operate determine, to a large extent, the characteristics of the various
programs, particularly in the review and approval process for awarding EPA grants.
There are three generally defined types of programs:
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(1) Those programs that operate under direct statutory authority;
(2) EPA policy approaches and strategies; and
(3) Programs that focus on specific geographic areas.

The statutory authority of the programs generally determines how each functions.
Programs with clear, well defined statutory authority tend to be relatively prescriptive in
terms of required participation, sanctions, and program requirements. Programs that are
the result of strategic initiatives tend to provide greater flexibility to the State.

e Ten of the programs derive authority from two statutes: the Clean Water
Act (7 programs) and the Safe Drinking Water Act (3 programs). One

program derives regulatory authority from the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, and one derives its authority from the
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990.

) Eleven programs have direct statutory authority. They are the
Wellhead Protection Program, Class V UIC Program, NPS Program,

Coastal NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program, National Estuary
Program, Chesapeake Bay Program, State Wetlands Protection
Program, Clean Lakes Program, CWA §106 Program, and NPDES
Program.

° Five programs are not directly authorized under a specific statutory

authority but have been developed through an EPA strategic planning
process. They are the Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection

Program approach, Pesticides SMP Program (although FIFRA provides
authority to regulate the use of pesticides), Near Coastal Waters Program,
Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy, and Nitrogen Action Plan. The
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program was developed by
a high-level EPA Ground Water Task Force. The Comprehensive State
Ground Water Protection Program, Agriculture Pollution Prevention
Strategy, and Nitrogen Action Plan rely on the coordination of several
programs.

B. State Participation

In general, programs that have direct statutory authority are more likely to be
mandatory State programs than programs that derive authority from several statutes, or
strategic .initiatives, which generally encourage voluntary State participation. In addition,
statutorily authorized programs tend to impose stiff sanctions for non-participation.

o Two of the programs encourage participation in exchange for State
primacy and grant funds (Class V UIC Program and Public Water

Supply Program). The result of non-participation is administration of
the program by the EPA Regional Office and a loss of grant funding.
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Ten of the programs are voluntary, with non-participation resulting in
decreased or total loss of grant funding only (Comprehensive State
Ground Water Protection Program, Wellhead Protection Program, NPS
Program, Coastal NPS Program, Near Coastal Waters Program,
National Estuary Program, Chesapeake Bay Program, State Wetlands
Protection Program, Clean Lakes Program, and CWA §106 Program).

Non-participation in the Pesticides SMP Program, also a voluntary
program, results in cancellation of the particular pesticide in the State.

In the case of the NPDES Program, no action is taken for non-
participation.

Non-participation in the Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy may
result in loss of funding, and varying sanctions across programs result
from non-participation in the Nitrogen Action Plan.

C. General Program Goals and Priorities

The goals of the various programs are generally consistent. Each of the programs
attempts to prevent and mitigate the impacts of pollution on water resources (ground
water, drinking water, surface water, lakes, bays, estuaries, etc.). The goals of programs
that operate under broad statutory authority generally include protection of water
resources, pollution prevention, and restoration of water resources. The goals of region-
specific programs focus on distinct geographical areas (e.g., Chesapeake Bay, lakes,
estuaries, near coastal waters).

The programs’ priorities vary considerably depending on their focus and goals.
Specific programmatic priorities tend to be broadly defined and encompass a wide range
of activities. In spite of this, four priority activities are identified by many programs.

Nine programs have identified technical assistance as a programmatic
priority (Wellhead Protection Program, Pesticides SMP Program, NPS
Program, Coastal NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program,
National Estuary, Chesapeake Bay Program, State Wetlands Protection
Program, and Clean Lakes Program).

For five programs, the development of guidance for States is a major
priority (Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program,
Pesticides SMP Program, Wellhead Protection Program, Coastal NPS
Program, and Near Coastal Waters Program).

Four programs identified outreach efforts to affected parties as a
programmatic priority (Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection
Program, Wellhead Protection Program, NPS Program, and National
Estuary Program).

October 1992
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Eight programs indicated that supporting States in program
implementation is a major priority (Pesticides SMP Program, Class V
UIC Program, NPS Program, Chesapeake Bay Program, State
Wetlands Protection Program, NPDES Program, and CWA §106
Program and Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy).

Program definition is currently a major priority for the Comprehensive
State Ground Water Protection Program and the Nitrogen Action Plan.

D. Agricultural Activities and Priorities

Agriculture-related priorities and projects identified by each of the programs are

listed below:

The Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program will
address all potential sources of contamination of ground water
resources, including all agricultural sources. The Office of Ground
Water and Drinking Water is currently coordinating with the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS), the Extension Service, as well as with
other EPA offices (i.e., OPP, OPA, OWOW), in managing the
Farmstead Assessment System project.

The WHP Program promotes best management practices and other
controls for agricultural sources of contamination, and assists the Soil
Conservation Service in the Rural Well Protection Project.

The Pesticides SMP Program addresses agricultural use of pesticides
and provides technical and financial assistance to States for developing
plans covering 12 basic components.

The Class V UIC Program funds demonstration research projects and
has sponsored a forum on best management practices for agricultural
drainage wells.

Agriculture-related NPS activities receive the bulk of the EPA grant
funding in the NPS Program. State funded activities include support
for technical assistance, educational programs, enforcement
mechanisms, and cost-share assistance for demonstration projects
related to agricultural contamination of the water resource.

The Coastal NPS Program addresses agricultural nonpoint sources as
well as urban, silvicultural, and other nonpoint sources.

Page 12
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° The Public Water Supply Program provides technical assistance and
training to public water supply systems to remove pesticides from
drinking water; and recently promulgated 25 pesticide maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs).

o The Near Coastal Waters Program coordinates agriculture-related
technical assistance activities, public outreach, and data and
information management.

° In the National Estuary Program, EPA’s Oceans and Coastal
Protection Division (OCPD) is currently working with the Soil
Conservation Service to improve coordination and to provide technical
assistance to the Estuary Program’s various Management Conferences.

° The Chesapeake Bay Program provides a significant amount of
financial assistance to farmers for installing agricultural best
management practices in the Bay States. The Program also provides
technical assistance, public outreach, research and modeling, and
reporting and data management.

° The State Wetlands Protection Program addresses agricultural sources
of contamination or degradation of wetlands and watersheds.

° The Clean Lakes Program provides technical and financial support for
installing agricultural best management practices in selected watersheds
where agricultural activities are contributing to a lake’s water pollution
problems.

° The NPDES Program includes the development of guidances and
expansion of permits to best management practices for feedlots as
priority activities, but reported that currently there are minimal
program activities.

] The CWA Section 106 Program supplements the Nonpoint Source Program
funding for some agriculture-related activities.

] The Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy identifies pollution
prevention practices that will protect against contamination of water
from cropping, grazing, and confined feeding activities while assuring
the economic viability of food and fiber production.

® The Nitrogen Action Plan focuses on reducing fertilizer use and better
controlling runoff and infiltration from livestock operations.

Many of the Agriculture and Water Programs use technology transfer and public
outreach to prevent and mitigate the impact of agricultural pollution on water resources.
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In some cases, emphasis is placed on technology transfer of best management practices
(BMPs) for agriculture drainage wells or feedlots. In other programs, outreach efforts
occur in the form of guidance, training, and public education. Some programs also

provide cost sharing and support for technical assistance for installation of agricultural
BMPs.

E. State Flexibility in Addressing Program Requirements

The State role in setting priorities and the degree of flexibility in determining
program components varies among the programs. The State role does not necessarily
depend on the program’s statutory authority.

o Eight programs provide States with a high degree of flexibility in
addressing program components. They are the Comprehensive State
Ground Water Protection Program, Wellhead Protection Program,
Pesticides SMP Program, Nonpoint Source Program, NEP, Clean Lakes
Program, and CWA §106 Program and the Agriculture Pollution
Prevention Strategy.

° Four programs allow States to play a moderate role in the
determination of program priorities. (Coastal NPS Program, Near
Coastal Waters Program, State Wetlands Protection Program, and
NPDES Program)

° The Public Water Supply Program provides a low degree of flexibility in
addressing program components, and the Chesapeake Bay Program
reported no flexibility.

° Two programs reported that State flexibility has yet to be determined.
(Class V UIC Program and Nitrogen Action Plan).

I1. Review and Approval Process for Awarding EPA Grants

Many of the programs and strategies provide grants to States for addressing
programmatic priorities or provide primacy to States to implement the program with
EPA’s assistance. The review and approval processes largely depend on the statutory
and regulatory authority of the program. For instance, programs with direct statutory
authority that encourage States to gain primacy tend to be more structured with a
defined review and approval process, while the EPA-developed strategies tend to have a
less definitive review and approval process. This section describes the review and
approval procedures for State submittals under each of the programs or strategies. This
section includes information concerning the following aspects of the review and approval
process for each program and strategy:
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EPA’s organizational structure for implementing the program,;
Program status at the federal and State level;

State activities supported by EPA grant funds;

Program review schedules;

Program review processes;

Mmoo oW

Process for Reviewing grant applications and making a final
determination;

Process for providing EPA feedback to the States;

Grant awards decision criteria; and

=L@

EPA oversight and program evaluation.

Additional information on each program can be found in Appendix A. Appendix B
provides concise comparison matrices on the 16 programs.

A. EPA’s Organizational Structure for Implementing the Programs

Within EPA, the Office of Water is primarily responsible for the implementation and
development of the majority of programs that protect ground water and surface water.

[ ) Fourteen of the programs are administered by the Office of Water in
the following offices: the Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water
(OGWDW), the Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance
(OWEC), and the Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds
(OWOW).

. The Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances (OPPTS),
implements one program, Pesticides SMPs.

° Region III ac.ministers the Chesapeake Bay Program.

There is also federal agency cooperation in several programs among EPA, the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the United States Geological Survey
(USGS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and other
agencies.

° The USDA and USGS play a role in working with States in the
Pesticides SMP Program, Comprehensive State Ground Water
Protection Program, NPS Program, Coastal NPS Program, and Clean
Lakes Programs.

° NOAA co-administers one program with EPA, the Coastal NPS
Program.
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Regional Offices are highly involved in working with the States in the review and
approval process. In many instances, the Regions review and approve State programs as
well as make determinations on grant awards. For some programs, EPA Headquarters is
involved in the review process and the final determination. The Regions tend primarily
to be responsible for the evaluation of State programs, while some oversight occurs at
the Headquarters level. Regions sometime take the initiative to develop a specific
solution to agricultural problems (i.e. Region VII has addressed the problem of atrazine
in the Southwest).

The specific State agencies involved in implementing the programs vary from State to
State. In general, the States’ water quality, environmental, agriculture, natural resources,
and/or health departments tend to be involved, with several agencies sharing
responsibility for program development and implementation.

B. Program Status at the Federal and State Level

The status of State programs provides a useful method of analyzing the 16 State
programs. At the federal level, program status varies from initial policy development to
full implementation.

® At the federal level, eight programs are in the full implementation
phase. These programs include the Wellhead Protection Program, NPS

Program, Public Water Supply Program, National Estuary Program,
Chesapeake Bay Program, Clean Lakes Program, NPDES Program,
and CWA Section 106 Program. Of those eight, five are in the
"advanced" phase of implementation. Federal guidance, regulations,
and technical assistance are available for these programs. Presently,
EPA is assisting States in gaining primacy in these programs. The
National Estuary Program is in both the development and
implementation phases. Presently, 17 Compliance Conservation
Management Plans (CCMPs) are being developed under the NEP.
The Puget Sound CCMP and the Buzzards Bay CCMP are in the
implementation phase, while the remaining 15 CCMPs are still in the
development phase.

® The remaining eight programs are at various stages along the planning

and development phase at the federal level. For the Pesticides SMP,
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program, Coastal NPS

Program, State Wetlands Protection Program, and Near Coastal Waters
Program, policy development and guidance development is still
occurring. The Class V UIC Program is currently developing
regulations and guidance to address agricultural drainage wells. The
Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy and the Nitrogen Action Plan
are still in the planning phase of development.
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A sign of
guidance:

program status tends to be the availability of program regulations and

Presently, nine programs have either regulations or guidance available
for State program development. These programs include the Wellhead

Protection Program, NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program,
National Estuary Program, Chesapeake Bay Program, State Wetlands
Protection Program, Clean Lakes Program, CWA §106 Program, and
NPDES Program.

Guidance and regulations are in the development phase or under
consideration for seven programs. They are the Comprehensive State

Ground Water Protection Program, Pesticides SMP Program, Class V
UIC Program, Coastal NPS Program, and the Near Coastal Waters
Program and the Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy and
Nitrogen Action Plan.

Program status at the State level parallels program status at the federal level. In ten
programs a majority of States have achieved primacy or are working toward primacy.

Wellhead Protection Program -- 20 approved State programs;

Class V UIC Program -- 35 States have been granted primacy.
However, there currently are no specific Class V UIC Programs;

Nonpoint Source Program -- all States have approved NPS
Assessments and Management Programs (in some cases only portions
of State management programs have been approved);

Public Water Supply Program -- 55 States and territories have been
granted primacy;

Near Coastal Waters Program -- five Regional strategies have been
developed (Regions I, IV, VI, IX, and X), and three Regional
strategies are being developed. In addition, in Region V, Remedial
Action Plans (RAPs) continue to be developed and implemented and
Lake-Wide Action Management Plans (LAMPs) are being developed
for Lake Michigan and Lake Ontario;

National Estuary Program -- Puget Sound and Buzzards Bay are
implementing NEP’s CCMPs. Another 15 CCMPs are under
development;

Chesapeake Bay Program -- fully implemented at the State level;
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® Clean Lakes Program -- 44 authorized States, 1 territory, and 15 Native
American Tribes participate;

® NPDES Program -- 39 approved State or territory NPDES programs;
and
L CWA Section 106 Program -- all States receive grants each year.

The remaining six programs (the Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection
Program, Pesticides SMP, Coastal NPS, and State Wetlands Protection Programs and the
Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy and Nitrogen Action Plan) are not yet
implemented at the State level.

C. State Activities Supported by EPA Grant Funds

In order to determine where programs can better complement each other, it is
important to examine the types of program activities that each program funds.

® The Pesticides SMP Program provides funds for initial generic SMPs
before pesticide-specific SMPs are required to continue the use of a
pesticide.

° The Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program will

target financial assistance through the CWA §106 Program and
coordinate other EPA ground water-related grants to help promote the
development of State ground water protection programs.

® Implementation grants for the Class V UIC Program are available to
States that have accepted primacy; development grants are available to
Indian tribes.

® The NPS Program provides financial assistance to implement NPS
Programs and funds demonstration projects. In addition, Illinois used a
portion of the State’s FY’91 NPS Program funds to develop a generic
SMP.

° The Near Coastal Waters Program funds development and
implementation. of projects consistent with Regional Strategies.

® The Public Water Supply Program, Chesapeake Bay Program, and
Clean Lakes Program all provide funds for program implementation.

® The National Estuary Program provides five years of funding for
development of CCMPs. The Program requires States to develop a
funding strategy outlining options for implementation funding.
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Grants for the development of new or enhanced State Wetlands
Protection Programs have been available since FY "91.

NPDES grant funds are used for regulation of point source pollution
sources, including agricultural feedlots affecting surface waters.

CWA §106 grant funds may be used for overall administrative and
program support for State water quality management programs.

Grants to States for development of Coastal NPS Programs and the
Wellhead Protection Programs are authorized but have not yet been
funded by Congress.

The uses of grants, if any, under the Agriculture Pollution Prevention
Strategy and the Nitrogen Action Plan have not yet been determined.

All but two of the programs (CWA §106 and Public Water Supply Program) that
receive funding have been funded for less than five years. Program funding, however,
varies widely and no consistently applied factors determine funding among programs.

Grant funding provided by each of the programs in FY92 ranges from
$4 million (Near Coastal Waters) to $81.7 million (CWA §106).

The total amount of grant dollars provided to States by all the
programs in FY’92 was $263 million, although not all was spent on
agriculture.

All of the Pesticides SMP grants (35 million), and 49.7% of the NPS
Program grants ($25 million in FY’91 -- FY’92 data are not yet available)
directly support agricultural activities. However, most of the programs
focus on threats to the water resource from many different sources of
contamination, the other programs were unable to provide information on
how much of their total grant funding was being used to support
agricultural activities on the State level.

Three programs reported that grant funding is not yet being provided
by the Agency: the Wellhead Protection Program, the Agriculture
Pollution Prevention Program and the Nitrogen Action Plan.

In eleven cases, programs require State matching funds (Pesticides SMP Program,
Class V UIC Program, NPS Program, Coastal NPS Program, Public Water Supply
Program, Near Coastal Water Program, National Estuary Program, Chesapeake Bay
Program, State Wetlands Protection Program, Clean Lakes Program, CWA §106). The
required match varies from 5 percent for the Near Coastal Water Program to between 50
and 70 percent for the CWA §106 Program.
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D. Program Review Schedules

In general, the level of development of a program’s review and approval process
depends on its current program status on the federal level. For example, programs that
have evolved beyond the planning and development phases into the implementation
phase are more likely to have a clearly identified review schedule and review process.

° Of the eight programs in the implementation phase of program
development, seven have formal review schedules. (Wellhead

Protection Program, NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program,
Chesapeake Bay Program, Clean Lakes Program, NPDES Program,
and the CWA §106 Program.) The National Estuary Program has not
yet established a schedule.

° Two of the review schedules of programs currently in the implementation

phase vary State-by-State or by grant program. (Public Water Supply
Program and Chesapeake Bay Program)

° The review schedule has not yet been determined for six of the
programs in the development or planning phases. (Pesticides SMP
Program, Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program,
Class V UIC Program, Coastal NPS Program, Agriculture Pollution
Prevention Strategy and Nitrogen Action Plan)

° The review schedule of two programs currently in the development
phase will vary by Region (Near Coastal Waters Program and State
Wetlands Protection Program).

E. Program Review Processes

To a lesser extent than with the review schedule, the more developed a program is,
the more likely that it has a defined review process on some level.

® All eight programs currently in the implementation phase specify a

review process. Four programs that are currently in the
implementation phase have review processes that vary State-by-State
(NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program, Chesapeake Bay
Program, and CWA §106 Program). The review process for the
National Estuary Program includes reviewing annual workplans. After
the five-year development phase, the States are on their own to
implement their CCMPs.
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° The review processes of six programs that are in the development or
planning phase have yet to be finalized (Comprehensive State Ground
Water Protection Program, Pesticide SMP, Class V UIC Program,
Coastal NPS Program, Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy and
Nitrogen Action Plan).

° The review processes for the Near Coastal Waters and State Wetlands
Protection Programs vary by EPA Region.

F. Reviewing Grant Applications and Making a Final Determination

In most cases, the Regions conduct program reviews. Similarly, Regions generally
provide final program approval, with or without concurrence from Headquarters.

° The lead program reviewer for eleven programs is the EPA Regional
Office (Pesticides SMP Program, Comprehensive State Ground Water
Protection Program, Wellhead Protection Program, Class V UIC
Program, Public Water Supply Program, Nonpoint Source Program,
National Estuary Program, Clean Lakes, NPDES Program, and CWA
§106 Program and the Nitrogen Action Plan). Of these programs, five
require EPA Headquarters’ concurrence in at least the initial program
approval determinations (Wellhead Protection Program, Class V UIC
Program, National Estuary Program, Clean Lakes Program, and
NPDES Program).

° The Near Coastal Waters Program and the State Wetlands Protection
Program require EPA Headquarters review.

° The Coastal NPS Program will be reviewed by EPA Regions and
possibly EPA Headquarters, but this is not decided as yet. In addition,
the Coastal NPS Program requires NOAA review.

® The review process for the Chesapeake Bay Program varies depending
on the grant program involved.

° The process for making the final determination has yet to be developed
for the Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy.

G. Process for Providing EPA Feedback to the States
In general, the process for EPA to provide feedback to the States is not well defined.

° In nine of the programs, Regions provide some sort of feedback to the
States (Pesticides SMP Program, Comprehensive State Ground Water

Protection Program, Wellhead Protection Program, NPS Program,
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Public Water Supply Program, State Wetlands Protection Program,
Clean Lakes Program, NPDES Program, and CWA §106 Program).
For the WHP Program and the NPS Program, Regions provide States
with written as well as oral comments. In addition, for the NPS
Program in some cases, Regions hold negotiation sessions with States.
Feedback will occur during negotiation of the Comprehensive State
Ground Water Protection Program multiyear program plan and during
negotiation of yearly action plans between Regions and the States.
Feedback in the Pesticides SMP Program will occur during the initial
review of Generic and Pesticide Specific SMPs and during the SMP
updating process.

L The feedback process for the Chesapeake Bay Program varies by State.

° Feedback in the National Estuary Program is ongoing during the
development of CCMPs.

® Four of the programs do not yet have a defined feedback process.

(Coastal NPS Program, Near Coastal Waters Program, Agriculture
Pollution Prevention Strategy, and Nitrogen Action Plan).

° While feedback procedures are defined for the general UIC Program,
specifically procedures for Class V wells are still being developed.

H. Grant Awards Decision Criteria

The decision criteria used by EPA to award State grants vary cdnsiderably among the
programs.

° Eight programs rely on a formula for determining grant amounts
provided to States (Pesticides SMP Program, Class V UIC Program,
NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program, Near Coastal Waters
Program, Clean Lakes Program, NPDES Program, and CWA §106
Program).

° Progress towards developing and implementing the six strategic
activities of a Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program
will affect grant determinations.

° In five programs, the decision process for awarding EPA grants varies
based on the grant or the project (Wellhead Protection Program,
Chesapeake Bay Program, National Estuary Program, State Wetland
Protection Program, and Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy).

° Two programs do not yet have a process for awarding grants (Coastal
NPS Program and Nitrogen Action Plan).
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I. EPA Oversight and Program Evaluation

Oversight and evaluation of State program implementation is generally the
responsibility of the Regions. The exact form that oversight takes, however, varies across
programs.

[ ] Regions are responsible for oversight and program evaluation for the
Pesticides SMP Program, NPS Program, Public Water Supply Program,
Near Coastal Waters Program, State Wetlands Protection Program, and
NPDES Program.

® Regions and EPA Headquarters review/approve workplans annually for
the National Estuary Program and Coastal NPS Program. NOAA also
reviews Coastal NPS plans.

® States submit quarterly tracking reports for the Public Water Supply
Program and Chesapeake Bay Program, and periodic progress reports
for the Class V UIC Program.

° Under the Clean Lakes Program, Regions and EPA Headquarters
Clean Lakes Program staff conduct a technical peer review; maintain
contact with the State; perform site visits; and review scheduled status
reports.

° Under CWA §106 Program, Public Water Supply and UIC Programs,
Regional Offices conduct written evaluations.

° Oversight procedures have not yet been fully developed for the
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Program, Wellhead
Protection Program, Agriculture Pollution Prevention Strategy, and
Nitrogen Action Plan Programs/Strategies.

III. Summary of Similarities and Differences

The 16 EPA programs and strategies, identified by the Agriculture and Water
Integration Project, provide States with a complex set of tools for addressing the impacts
of agriculture on surface and ground waters. The integration of these tools, however,
requires an understanding of their similarities and differences. This section provides a
brief summary of the similarities and differences in terms of the following key elements
of the 16 agriculture and water-related programs and strategies:

® Statutory Authorities and Goals;

® Priorities for Achieving Goals;
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® Flexibility and State Participation;

® Review and Approval Processes;

® Level of Funding;

® Status of Programs and Strategies; and

e State Activities.

Key to Program Abbreviations
SWU Autho"'ty and Goals 1. CSGWPP - Comp. Ground-Water Protection
Program
2. WHP — Wellhead Protection Program
= The programs are 3. PSMP — Pesticides State Management Plan
. Program
authorized under four 4. ClassVUIC — Class V UIC Program
different statutes 5. NPS — Nonpoint Source Program
(CW A, FIFRA, 6. CNPS — Coastal Nonpoint Source Program
SDW 1. PWS - Public Water Supply Program
A’ 8. NCW ~— Near Coastal Waters Program
CZMA/CZARA), 9. NEP — National Estuary Program
10. CBP =~ Chesapeake Bay Program
11. SWPP — State Wetlands Protection Program
< 4 Two programs are 12. cLP — Clean Lakes Program
mandatory -- i.e. EPA 13. NPDES  — NPDES — Feedlot Program
.. . 14. CWA§106 — Clean Water Act Sectton 106
administers program if Program
a State fails to (PWS, 15. APPS — Agriculture Pollution Prevention
. Strategy
Class V UIC); 16. NAP — Nitrate Action Plan
w  Fourteen are voluntary
(CSGWPP, WHP,
PSMP, NPS, CNPS,
NCW, NEP, CBP,

SWPP, CLP, NPDES,
CWA §106, APPS,
NAP),

w  Four programs and strategies focus on ground water (CSGWPP, WHP,
PSMP, Class V UIC), five focus on ground water and surface water
(NPS, CNPS, PWS, NAP, APPS), seven focus on surface water (NCW,
NEP, CBP, CWA §106, CLP, SWPP, NPDES);

&  Goals of the programs cover protection of water resources, pollution
prevention, and restoration; and

w  Four programs focus on distinct geographic areas (CNPS, NCW, NEP,
CBP).
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Priorities for Achieving Goals
=&  Program priorities include:

* Technical Assistance (9 programs)
(WHP, PSMP, NPS, CNPS, PWS, NEP, CBP, SWPP, CLP);

* Guidance Development (5 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, CNPS, NCW);

* Outreach (4 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, NPS, NEP);

* Program Implementation (8 programs)
(PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, CBP, SWPP, NPDES, CWA §106,

APPS); and
* Program Definition (2 programs)
(CSGWPP, NAP).
Flexibility and State Participation

=  Eight programs provide a high degree of flexibility to States in
addressing program components (CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, NPS, NEP,
CLP, CWA §106, APPS);

&  Four programs allow moderate flexibility (CNPS, NCW, SWPP,
NPDES); and

=  Four programs provide limited flexibility, or are determining flexibility
(PWS, CBP, Class V UIC, NAP).

Review and Approval Processes

w  Fourteen programs are administered by OW, one by OPPTS (PSMP),
one by Region III (CBP);

w  USDA and USGS are involved in five programs (PSMP, CSGWPP,
NPS, CNPS, CLP), NOAA in one (CNPS);

w  Eight programs are in implementation phase, with most States
receiving grants and holding primacy (WHP, NPS, PWS, NEP, CBP,
CLP, NPDES, CWA §106); and
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=  Eight programs are in some stage of development on both the federal
and State levels (PSMP, CSGWPP, CNPS, SWPP, NCW, Class V UIC,
APPS, NAP).

Level of Funding

=@  Grant funding provided by each of the programs in FY’92 ranges from
$4 million (Near Coastal Waters) to $81.7 million (CWA §106); and

w The total amount of grant dollars provided to States by all the
programs in FY’92 was $263 million, although not all was spent on
agriculture.

%  All of the Pesticides SMP grants ($5 million), and 49.7 percent of the NPS
Program grants ($25 million in FY’91 -- FY’92 data are not yet available)
directly support agricuitural activities. However, because most of the
programs focus on threats to the water resource from many different
sources of contamination, the other programs were unable to provide
information on how much of their total grant funding was being used to
support agricultural activities on the State-level.

Status of Programs and Strategies
=  All eight programs currently in the implementation phase specify a
review process (WHP, NPS, PWS, NEP, CBP, CLP, NPDES, CWA
$106);

=  Six programs in the development or planning phase have yet to finalize
review processes (CSGWPP, PSMP, Class V UIC, CNPS, APPS, NAP);

=  Four programs have review processes that vary State-by-State (NPS,
PWS, CBP, CWA §106); and

@ The review processes for two programs vary by EPA Region (NCW,
CWA §106).

State Activities
¢  States are asked to do similar things under many programs:
* Set goal (11 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, CNPS, NEP, CBP,
CLP, CWA §106, APPS);

* Define roles and responsibilities (8 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, CNPS, NEP, CBP, CLP, CWA §106);
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» Establish legal authorities (11 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, CNPS, PWS, NEP,
CBP, CWA §106, APPS);

+ Establish prevention measures (10 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, NPS, CNPS, NEP, CBP, CLP, CWA
§106, APPS);

* Provide public participation (10 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, CNPS, NEP, CBP,
CLP, CWA §106);

* Report on progress (9 programs)
(CSGWPP, PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, PWS, CBP, CLP,
CWA §106, APPS);

* Provide resources (11 programs)
{(CSGWPP, PSMP, Class V UIC, NPS, CNPS, PWS, NEP, CBP,
CLP, CWA §106, APPS);

* Monitor (10 programs)
(CSGWPP, PSMP, NPS, CNPS, PWS, NEP, CBP, CLP, CWA
§106, APPS);

* Enforce (9 programs)
(CSGWPP, PSMP, Class V UIC, CNPS, PWS, NEP, CBP,
CWA §106, APPS);

* Disseminate information (10 programs)
(CSGWPP, WHP, PSMP, NPS, CNPS, NEP, CBP, CLP,
CWA §106, APPS); and

* Respond to contamination {5 programs)
(CSGWPP, PSMP, Class V UIC, CBP, CLP).
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Chapter 3

Regional Coordination Activities
and EPA’s Future Integration Plans

Chapter 3 consists of three sections. The first section, "Regional Coordination
Activities," summarizes the results of the Water/Pesticides and Toxics Regional
Coordination survey that was conducted jointly by the Region IX Water Division and the
Region X Air and Toxics Division. The second and third sections, "EPA’s Future
Integration Plans" and "Conclusion," outline the Agency’s plans to continue addressing
the coordination of grant guidances and programs related to agricultural contamination
of the water resource over the next few years.

I. Regional Coordination Activities

As an additional source of information on how the Agency is currently coordinating
agriculture and water activities, and how EPA could improve coordination in the future,
senior managers in the Water and Pesticide Divisions of Region IX and X conducted a
survey of all ten EPA Regions on how each Region coordinated agriculture- and water-
related programs and activities.

The survey was conducted by contacting representatives in each of the EPA Regional
water and pesticide programs. The representatives were asked the following questions:

° What groups, task forces, etc., have been formally established within
your Region that facilitate cross-program coordination between water
and pesticide programs? What level of management is involved?

(] Was there any specific effort in your Region to develop FY’92 program
guidance for States? If so, briefly describe the process?

° What actions did the Region take to promote (or require) program
coordination between water and pesticide programs at the State level?

o For EPA’s agriculture-related programs, rank coordination between
water and pesticides in your Region.

° For the same list of program areas, list any barriers you can identify
which inhibit closer coordination and briefly indicate possible ways to
address these.
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o Add any other Region-specific information you feel is relevant to
describing current program coordination efforts within the Region. We
are particularly interested in identifying what has worked and what
hasn’t in this area, and any recommendations you may have to improve
coordination and communication.

The results of the survey indicate generally that Regional coordination of water and
pesticide programs focus primarily on ground water-related activities. The survey
indicates also that several Regions are just beginning coordination efforts on surface
water concerns. A brief summary of Regional responses to each of the survey questions
is provided below. A more comprehensive discussion of the responses is included in a
memorandum entitled Resuits from the Water/Pesticides and Toxics Regional Coordination
Survey, dated September 11, 1991 (Appendix C).

Groups that Facilitate Cross Program Coordination

All Regions have formally established multi-program ground water coordination
groups. Most of these groups were formed in the mid-to-late 1980s and included Branch
Chiefs and/or Division Director representatives. A few groups included Division
Directors.

Many Regions also have Regional task forces or groups for nonpoint source pollution
coordination. Other cross-program coordination groups include:

® Specific project or issue workgroups or committees;
e Specific geographic initiatives; and
® Risk reduction workgroups or committees.

FY 92 Integrated State Program Guidance

Coordination within the Regions on State program guidance most frequently occurs
in the ground water area. Specific examples of coordination and programs involved
include:

° In FY’92, Regions IV, V, and IX each worked to develop a joint water
and pesticides grant guidance, usually on ground water issues.

) In FY’92, Regions I, II, III, VI, VII, VII], and X had some mechanism
within the Region to coordinate grants relating to ground water
protection. Some Regions established coordinated review of draft
grant guidances, and another Region developed its ground water grant
guidance through cross-program coordination.

° In FY’92, Region IX also established a workgroup to ensure that its
nonpoint source program guidance and grant funds addressed cross-
program and cross-media concerns.
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Regional Actions to Promote State Coordination

Several Regions, through State workplans for ground water, pesticides, and nonpoint
source programs, required States to coordinate their water and pesticides programs.
Specifically, Regions worked with States to achieve one or more of the following
coordination activities:

® Inform the States that the Region expected the State programs to
coordinate;
° Work with States to identify attendance of multi-media meetings for

developing Pesticide State Management Plans;

° Require cross-program infrastructures to support the development of
Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Programs;

° Require the State to identify a formal process that the State would use
to coordinate its programs; and

® Make funding contingent upon the development of a coordinated
program plan.

One of the benefits of State coordination is that some Regions would allow the lead
State agency to provide pass-through funds to appropriate agencies.

Regions also promoted State coordination through funding of special projects and
nonpoint source demonstration projects that require State coordination. Some Regions
required the use of CWA Section 106 funds to be used on cross-program issues and
some Regions conducted joint grant negotiations and evaluations. Regions are also
attempting to set an example for States by demonstrating effective coordination within
EPA at both the Regional and Headquarters levels.

Regional Ranking on Coordination

According to the survey, the strongest area of coordination among the Regions’
programs is between the ground water programs and the Pesticides State Management
Plans. The area which needs the most improvement is coordination on nonpoint source
programs.

Areas that present opportunities for coordination include special projects, joint
enforcement actions, wetlands protection, pesticides enforcement actions, water quality
risk studies, episodic issues, certification of pesticide applicators, geographic initiatives,
and sampling programs.
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Barriers That Inhibit Coordination

The Regions identified a number of barriers that limit cross-program coordination at
the EPA Regional level, including:

Differing grant award cycles and restrictions on funding;

Lack of resources;

Differing program goals and priorities;

Lack of integration or coordination at EPA Headquarters level;
Late release of necessary programmatic and grant guidances;
Lack of formal or informal coordination mechanisms;

Lack of information or commitment; and

Limitations based on State mandates and regulations.

Several respondents suggested that these barriers also exist for many States. In
addition, State efforts at coordination are also limited by State agency mandates and
different EPA grant awards cycles and restrictions associated with funding.

Regional Coordination Efforts that Worked

A number of Regions stressed their success in coordination and noted that the
following actions enhanced coordination efforts:

Coordinated development of Regional guidance for Pesticide State
Management Plans;

Establishment of workgroups or committees, such as Regional ground
water policy committees, water quality or atrazine workgroups, or cross
agency committees;

Use of a multi-program approach to pilot projects on pesticides in
ground water;

Development of memoranda of agreements and/or joint program
guidance;

Maintenance of open lines of communications at all levels with other
programs within the Region;

Use of a coordinated approach to specific issues when conducting State
directors’ meetings.
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Recommendations for Improving Coordination

Experiences with coordination provided Regional Offices with valuable insights on
how to plan coordination efforts in the future, including:

Coordinated response to information requests;
Formalized coordination;
Integration of national strategies at Headquarters;

Development of gnidance on use of coordination for handling potential
water pollution at past pesticides spill areas;

Allotment of adequate resources; and

Coordination of activities between EPA Regions and Headquarters as
an example to States.

II. EPA’s Future Integration Plans

EPA’s Office of Water and Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances
will continue to work to coordinate and integrate agriculture and water-related programs

over the next

few years. As the Agriculture and Water Integration Work Group

completed the materials summarizing and comparing the 16 agriculture and water-related
programs, it became clear that the most appropriate forum for developing specific
recommendations for increasing coordination of grant guidances over the next few fiscal
years is the Ground Water Policy Committee’s State Programs Implementation Work
Group (SPIW), established by the Deputy Administrator. Recommendations for FY’94
grant guidance will be developed and coordinated in the following way:

[ < g

Ground Water Grant Guidance Coordination -- The work completed by the
Agriculture and Water Work Group addressing ground water grant
coordination will be integrated into the work being conducted by the State
Programs Implementation Work Group. The SPIW will have the
responsibility for developing recommendations for coordinating FY’93 and
FY’94 grant guidances. This is supported by all program offices involved.
The SPIW is not only currently addressing the coordination of grant
guidances as part of its responsibilities, but is made up of many of the
program office participants that worked on the Agriculture and Water
Project.

Surface Water Grant Guidance Coordination -- As national guidance for
primarily surface water-related grant programs is developed and/or revised,
the concerns of the Agriculture and Water Project regarding coordination
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will be addressed. For example, the agricultural sections of the proposed
guidance for the new Coastal Nonpoint Source Program are being closely
coordinated with Pesticides, Ground Water and other offices. Future
revisions to the Nonpoint Source Program, Clean Lakes Program, National
Estuary Program, and other primarily surface water-related grant guidances
provide an opportunity for promoting synergism, mutually supportive
activities, and cost-efficiency among the various EPA programs addressing
agriculture-related water quality problems.

III. Conclusion

While this report was prepared as a starting point for EPA and State staff to use in
working to avoid duplication of effort and coordinate activities to protect the water
resource, clearly more work needs to be done across programs to achieve common goals
in the most effective way. Because much of the administration of these programs occurs
at the Regional Office level, a large part of the coordination effort should significantly
involve the Regions. As pointed out by the Regional Coordination Survey, the Regional
Offices are already moving ahead in the area of working together across programs to
achieve common objectives.

Many EPA Regions have in place inter-program committees that include a wide
range of programs (estuaries, ground water, pesticides, pollution prevention). These
committees provide an excellent opportunity to coordinate the various grants awarded by
different EPA programs to States to address agricultural pollution problems. Most
Regions are already committed to this approach. This report can provide initial support
to both EPA Headquarters and Regional Staff, as well as the States, as we continue to
work over the next few years to review carefully the Agency’s water-related grant
programs and use inter-program committees or other coordination techniques to ensure
that these programs are consistent, mutually supporting, and effective.
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Appendix A

Detailed Fact Sheets on Each of the 16
EPA Programs and Strategies

Appendix A provides detailed information on the sixteen EPA agriculture and water
programs affecting States. The appendix contains an Executive Summary and 16 Program
Fact Sheets. The Executive Summary consists of a four page summary of all of the 16
programs and strategies, with highlights of agricultural activities. The 16 Program Fact
Sheets provide a general description as well as information on the review and approval
processes for each program and strategy.
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AGRICULTURE AND WATER PROGRAMS/STRATEGIES FACT SHEETS

—

Executive Summary

Program
|
Comprehensive State

Ground Water
Protection Program

Statutory Authority;: Summary of
Program

Derives authonty from §106 and §319 of
CWA, §1424(e) and §1428 of SDWA, as
well as CERCLA, RCRA, and FIFRA.
EPA’s new GW Protection Strategy
establishes CSGWPPs as the Agency’s
overall approach to adequately protect
ground water from contaminauon. The
Strategy recognizes the primary State role
m designing and implemenung programs
10 protect the ground water resource
consistent with distinctive local needs and
conditions.

Agriculture-Related Activities

o The program will ad mn agrcultural

pollution prevention by establishing
prioniies  for preventive measures and
momitoring. OGWDW s involved i the
followming  agriculture-related  activities:
mnvestigaung ground and surface water
interaction and toxic loadings of surface
water from pestuicides and nutrients;
supporting the Farmstead Assessment
System and coordination with USDA.

Wellhead Protection
Program

Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 1428
The Wellhead Protection Program was
established to protect public ground water
supplies from contamination. The
program 1s based on the concept that the
development and application of land-use
controls and other preventive measures
can protect ground water,

+ The program office has not addressed

options for management of agriculture-
related sources in any of its publications,
but s nterested n promoting best
management practices of the sources. At
the present time, the program office does
not have the resources to devote to such
an endeavor. In the past, the program
office has worked with the Sol
Conservation Service on their efforts 10
produce a video on Rural Drinking Water
Well Protection.

Pesticides State
Management Plan
Program

FIFRA

The goal of the program 15 to manage the
use of pesticides m order to prevent
adverse effects to human health and the
environment and to protect the
environmental ntegnty of the nation’s
ground water. State Management Plans
(SMPs) are the vehicles to achieve this
goal. EPA determines the pesticides that
require the SMP approach, while States
tallor ther SMPs to their distnct
hydrogeological, agncultural, and
insuitutional conditions.

The program office provides grants Lo
States for FIFRA ground water activities
and 15 developing guidance documents
covering the followmng aspects of SMP
development- (1) the 12 components of an
SMP, (2) EPA's review and approval
process, and (3) technmical assistance on
assessment, monitoring, prevention, and
response to contaminauon. In addition,
the office 1s working with OGWDW to
ensure that SMPs are ntegrated into the
States’ overall ground water protection
programs.

UIC Program: Class
V Wells

Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 1421-
1426

The UIC Program 1s pnmarily a State-
implemented program. The program’s
goal is to protect all underground sources
of drinking water from contamination by
mmjectson  well  operations, ncluding
agricultural drainage wells.

Agricultural drainage wells are a small
segment of a larger group of injection
wells known as class V wells. These wells
are currently subject to the rule-making
process. The UIC program currently
envisions that the environmental risk of
agncultural dramage wefls will  be
addressed by a series of agnicultural BMPs
incarporated in CSGWPPs.
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AGRICULTURE AND WATER PROGRAMS/STRATEGIES FACT SHEETS

Executive Summary

(continued)

Statutory Authority and Summary of

establishes a grant program that provides
annual grants to States to abate NPS
pollution from many sources. The grant
requirements ar¢ meant to be {lexible, so
States can address nonpomnt source
poliution problems 1n a prioritized fashion.

Program Program Agriculture-Related Activities
Nonpoint Source » Clean Water Act, Secuon 319 » There are no specific agricultural priorities
Program o Section 319 of the Clean Water Act for Section 319 funding.  However,

agriculture receives the most funding of

any NPS category. Examples of
agriculture-related  activities 1nclude
technical assistance to farmers n

watershed projects, educational efforts on
good farming practices to protect water
quality, and cost sharing for agricultural
BMPs 1n demonstration projects.

Coastal Nonpoint
Source Program

Coastal Zone Reauthorization
Amendments of 1990, Section 6217

The Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control
Program was established to develop State
programs to insure implementation of
nONpoINt source management measures 10
restore and protect coastal waters.
Funding for the development of State
coastal NPS programs will be provided
through CZARA with support from CWA
§319 and §106 funds.

« The proposed management measures

guidance for State coastal NPS programs
addresses 6 types of agrcultural NPS
pollution, including: erosion and sediment
control, confined animal facihity
management, pestcide and nutrient
management, grazing management, and
irrigation water management. State coastal
NPS programs will need to address each of
the agnicultural nonpomt sources, as
appropriate m a given State.

Public Water Supply
Program

Safe Drninking Water Act

The Public Water Supply Program
establishes and enforces drinking water
standards under the authonty of the Safe
Drinking Water Act. As a result,
maximum contammant level (MCL)
standards have been promulgated for 25
pesticides, mtrogen compounds, and other
contaminants.

Agnculture-related  activities  include
implementation of Phase II Rule for 25
pesticides and nitrates, review of pesticide
occurrence data, and review of health data
for developing future regulations.

Near Coastal Waters
Programs

Product of EPA strategic planning

The Near Coastal Waters Program
establishes State- and federally-
implemented demonstration projects to
mamtam and, where possible, enhance
near coastal water environmental quality.
Under the program, Regional strategies
for near coastal waters are developed and
implemented through coordinated EPA
Regional, State, and local efforts.

There are no specific agricultaral pnoriues
in the NCW Program. However,
agriculture-related activities can  be
mcluded in Regional NCW strategies.
Agriculture-related activiies can nclude
technical assistance, public outreach, data
management, and information
dissemination.

Page 42

October 1992



Appendix A

AGRICULTURE AND WATER PROGRAMS/STRATEGIES FACT SHEETS

Executive Summary

(continued)

Program

National Estuary
Program

Statutory Authority and Summary of
Program

Clean Water Act, Section 320.

The National Estuary Program’s goal is to
identify nationally sigmificant estuaries
threatened by pollution, development, or
overuse, and to promote the preparation
of State-implemented Comprehensive
Conservation Management Plans
(CCMPs) to ensure therr ecological

ntegnty.

Agriculture-Related Activities

o Agniculture-related activities are outhned

and identified tn each individual CCMP.
These actvities may include transferring
scientific and management information;
promoting basin-wide planning to control
pollution; and overseeing development of
pollution abatement and control programs.

Chesapeake Bay
Program

Clean Water Act, Section 117.

The Chesapeake Bay Program’s goal is to
restore and enhance the living resources
of Chesapeake Bay. The program 1s
administered by Region III and the
Chesapeake Bay States participate by
implementing programs and projects to
protect the Bay.

Approximately 30% of the funds awarded
as grants to State agencies are expended
for technical assistance, public outreach,
progress reporting, data management, and
research. The remaining funding 1s usually
spent on direct financial assistance grants
to farmers for BMPs nstallavon. The
program has spent a total of $54.2 million
on installation of agricultural BMPs.

State Wetlands
Protection Program

Clean Water Act, Section 104(b)(3).

The State Wetlands Protection
Development Grants Program supports
the development of new State wetlands
protection programs or enhancement of
existing State programs.

While agriculture 1s not identified as a
priority 1n the program, some agriculture-
related acuvities may be part of State
Wetlands Conservation Plans or watershed
protectton demonstration projects.

Clean Lakes
Program

Clean Water Act, Section 314.

The Clean Lakes Program provides
financial and technical assistance to States
to conduct lake restoration and protection
projects and State-wide lake assessments.
Clean Lake projects that qualify for
funding must be on publicly owned lakes
that offer public access and recreational
opportunities.

While there are no specific agricuiture-
related regulations under the Clean Lakes
Program, some funds are bemng used by
States to implement agricultural best
management practices (BMPs) in
watershed areas.

NPDES Program

Clean Water Act §402.
regulated under 40 CFR 122.23.
OWEC’s primary focus through the
NPDES program has centered around
point source discharges which are
classified as major. Though certain
feedlots are subject to the program, they
are not major facihties. Also, the NPDES
program’s emphasis 1n recent years has
been on controllng toxic pollutants.
However, the problems presented by
feedlots stem from contamination by
conventional pollutants (phosphorous,
nitrogen, etc.).

Feedlots

The prionty for addressing feedlot
contamination is the development of a
permitting/enforcement  guidance  on
feedlots to expand the focus of permuts to
best management practices (BMPs)
including land application, manure storage,
and composting.
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Executive Summary

(continued)

Program

Clean Water Act
Section 106 Program

Statutory Authority and Summory of
Program

Clean Water Act, Section 106.

Section 106 grants provide base program
funding support for a variety of State,
interstate, territorial, and qualfied Indian
tribes water quality management activities.
These grants fund a wide range of surface
and ground water management activiues.

Agriculture-Related Activities

o While Section 106 grants can and do

support some agriculture-related activities
(e.s- momtoring surveys, prining of
publications, ADP support, elc.), the bulk
of State nonpoint source implementation
efforts are support by grants under Section
319 of CWA.

Strategy

Summary of Strategy

Agriculture-Related Activities

Agriculture Pollution
Prevenuon Strategy

Product of EPA strategic planning.

The Agriculture Pollution Strategy relies
heavily on prevention. The Strategy scts
targets and monitors success 1n achieving
agricultural pollution prevention goals.

Largely a voluntary iitiative focused on
addressing priority risks from agricultural
pellution not currently being addressed.
Included in the strategy 15 a national
commitment to integration of existing
programs addressing agricultural poliution.

Nitrogen Action Plan

Product of EPA strategic planning.

The NAP wwolves the coordination of a
number of EPA offices 1n order to protect
ground water and surface water from all
sources of contanunation by mtrate and
related nitrogen compounds through
poliution prevention. Presently, the NAP
1s sull 1n the planning and development
stages.

High prionty acuvities include techmcal
assistance, education, new regulations,
increasing enforcement, and research. In
relation to agriculture, the plan will focus
on reducing fertilizer use and better
controling runoff and nfiltration from
livestock operations.
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(1) COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
description:

General Overview of Program

No direct statutory authority. Derives authority to protect ground water from
CWA §106 and §319, SDWA §1424(e) and §1428, CERCLA, RCRA, and
FIFRA. States have primary responsibility for implementing CSGWPPs.

Program goal:

To prevent adverse effects to human health and the environment and to protect
the environmental integrity of the nation’s ground water resources. In determining
prevention and protection strategies, EPA will consider the use, value, and
vulnerability of ground water.

Waters targeted:

Currently used and reasonably expected drinking water supplies, both public and
private; and ground water closely hydrologically connected to surface waters.

Contamination sources:

All sources of ground water contamination.

Role of State n setting
priorities:

State-developed process for setting priorities for ground water protection (based
on use, value, and vulnerability) 1s part of adequacy critera.

Risks addressed:

Priontized to limit risk of adverse effects to human health and the environment
first and second to restore currently used and reasonably expected sources of
drinking water.

Prionues for achieving goal:

Initial goals: 1) Establish a formal mechamsm for coordinating authorities and
programs under federal statutes; 2) Identify the most valuable, vulnerable aquifers;
and 3) Evaluate or rank the highest priority sources.

Programmatic priorities;

For FY’93: 1) develop final CSGWPP elements & adequacy criteria;
2) establish program incentives; 3) integrate program with other EPA
programs/regulations; and 4) conduct outreach on CSGWPP.

Programmatic priorities for
addressing agncultural
practices:

Support development and implementation of CSGWPP approach and the WHP
Program, which address all potential sources of ground water contamination,
including agriculture. Depending on State prionties, this might include:
establishing priorities for preventative measures and monitoring programs through
assessments of aquifer sensitivity; source characterization; assessments of risks; and
consideration of use and value.

Agriculture-related activities:

Policy integration: mcorporate ground water protection policy approaches into
Pesticides and Ground Water Strategy, SMP guidance documents, Nitrogen Action
Plan, and other agriculture-related documents. Research: Water Quality Intiative
Technical Integration Group; review MASTER outputs; manage projects
investigating ground and surface water iteraction and toxic loadings to surface
water from pesticides and nutrients. Technicat assistance: Technical Assistance
Documents on methods of assessing aquifer sensitivity to pesticides; and
supporting Farmstead Assessment System and USDA's ehgibility criteria on
wellhead areas for CRP.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

States are encouraged to develop and implement CSGWPPs through EPA
outreach, technical assistance, coordination of EPA ground water-related grants,
and programmatic incentives (deference to State ground water priorities).

Result of non-participation:

In FY*93 and beyond, States showng little or no progress towards developing and
implementing CSGWPPs recewve reduced grant awards from each of EPA’s
ground water-related programs.
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(1} COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM
(continued)

General Overview of Program

Components required for State must demonstrate jt 18 making progress toward addressing all 6 strategic

grants: actwvities: 1) Goals, 2) Prionties, 3) Responsibilities, 4) Implementation,
5} Information, and 6) Public Participation.

Degree of State flexibility: States have considerable fiexibility in how they address each strategic actwity. Too
soon to know the level of specificity the Agency will encourage the States to adopt.

Voluntary components: No voluntary components. Strategie activities and adequacy cniteria expected to be
sufficiently comprehensive.

Use of "reference pomts": States must use enforceable quality standards that minimally meet EPA drinking
water standards. States can establish their standards, If they are at least as
stringent as EPA’s.

Current policy related 1) Participating 1n ground water "regulatory cluster" fo coordinate ground waser

ntegration/coordination decisions across regulations, offices, and media. 2) Working with OPP in

actviues: pesticides in gw-related 1ssues. 3) Work with Nitrogen Action Plan and the

Pollution Prevention Strategy for Agniculture. 4) Develop coordination grant
gudance with OPP for FIFRA and CWA §106. 5) Consider and evaluate UIC
regulations for agricultural dramnage wells.

Suggestons for future policy The Policy Committee is the focal pont for integrating ground water-related policy
integration/coordination of Agriculture/Water programs. Focus should be identification of 1) common
activities: agriculture-related activities, 2) avalable expertise, 3) existing coordination,

4} sources of funding, and 5) research focusing on resource protection,
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(1) COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ and Regions: HQ: Ground Water Policy Commuttee oversees implementation and
policy direction. Membership includes: OW, OSWER, OPTS,
OPPE, AO, ORD, OAR, OARM, OE, and OGC.

RO: Profile States’ current ground water protection programs;
review EPA programs at Regional level; establish priorities,
milestones, commitments from all programs; and review and oversce
CSGWPP plans.

Description of State agency involvement: Lead agency to be determined. Likely a commuttee appointed by the
Governor. Role will be to 1) iitiate dev. & imp. of CSGWPPs;

2) coordinate ground water activities; 3) characterize ground water;
4) set priorities; and 5) provide authority and resources.

Current program status on federal level: Imual phase of implementation. Plan for implementation outhined
and Policy Commuttee established. Draft National Guidance will be
released 1n June 1992

How grant funds are used: Financial and techmical assistance provided to States for capacity
building for CSGWPP and related programs.

Federal program guidance documents FY’92 CWA §106 grant guidance and Supplemental Guidance for

and/or regulations: Ground Water Protection assists States tn developing and

implementing CSGWPPs. Will issue general guidance and
supporting documents n "92.

Status of implementation on the State level: | All States have Ground Water Protection Strategies. EPA cannot
concur with State programs until the CSGWPP approach 1s finalzed.

Program funding history: FY 88 | 89 | 90 | 91 92 93
$ (mullions) TBD
62 | 67 | 107 | 122 | 129 | (wobedetermined)
Program funding sources: §106 of CWA. No State match. Other programs participating 1n
the CSGWPP approach will provide grant funds for the development
of CSGWPPs.
Review/approval process-- Schedule for submission will be determined State-by-State.
Schedule:
Review/approval process-- To be determined by Policy Committee. Regions likely 1o have lead
Reviewer- review role, with HQ assistance.
Review/approval process-- Policy Commuttee will define approach for review/concurrence of
Review process: CSGWPPs.
Review/approval process-—- To be determined by Policy Commuttee.

Final determiation:
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(1) COMPREHENSIVE STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

To be determined by Policy Committee.

Review/approval process--
Awards decision criteria:

In FYs 92, '93, grants awarded based on existing allocation
formulas. In FY 94, States showing exemplary progress will receive
increased amounts, States showing little or no progress receive lower
amounts. Strategic activities and criteria will serve as basis for EPA
review.

Agency oversight and program evaluation
role:

To be determmed by Policy Committee.

Use of environmental indicators:

To be determined by Policy Committee.

Integration/coordination actmities n the
review/approval process:

To be determined by Policy Commuttee.

Suggestions for integration/coordination
activities in the review/approval process of

Ag/Water programs:

Use Ground Water Policy Commuttee as a focal point for integrating
and coordinating Agency activities involving ground water and
agricultural programs.
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(2) WELLHEAD PROTECTION PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
descripuion:

General Overview of Program

Authorized under the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1986 (SDWA),
Sectuion §1428. Primarily a pollution prevention program.

Program goal:

To protect ground water that 1s used or will be used for drinking water.

Waters targeted:

Surface and subsurface waters surrounding a well or wellfield that supplies a public
water system.

Contamination sources
targeted:

All potential sources of contamination located within a wellhead protection area.

Role of State in setting
priories:

States decide what sources they wish to focus on i their wellhead protection
efforts. There are no specific sources that must be addressed.

Risks addressed:

Focus on human health risks posed by drinking contaminated ground water.

Prionities for achieving goat:

Technical assistance and outreach efforts on the development of State WHP
programs. Recently expanded efforts include development of local programs and
implementation of State programs.

Programmatic priorities:

1) Establish a program tracking process; 2) Publicize successful case studies of
WHP implementation; 3) Develop guidance on the management of sources of
contamination within the transportation sector; and 4) Develop training materials
on the program for use by the Regions and States.

Programmauc priorities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

Agriculture has not been identfied as a specific prionty for the coming FY.

Agriculture-related activities:

No such acuvities at the present time, but interested i activities that address
BMPs for agnculture.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

States required by SDWA to develop a program.

Result of non-participation:

Agency has no statutory authority to take action agamst the State or to run the
State’s program. States without a program will not be eligible to recewve grants.

Components required for
grants:

SDWA sets specific components (elements). Elements listed in ag/water matrix
titled "Components of State Programs".

Degree of State flexibility:

The exact way 1n which a State addresses program elements is very flexible.

Voluntary components:

Agency guidance 1s used to encourage States to develop those elements listed on
Table 1. States have not added program elements beyond those that are required
by statute.

Use of "reference points™

States not required to use specific EPA reference points.

Current policy related
integration/coordmation
acuvities:

WHP Program working to integrate with the UIC program (particularly Class V
wells) as well as with the PWS program. Efforts do not specifically focus on
agriculture although WHP s cited in OPP’s Pesticides and Ground Water Strategy
as a geographic targeung mechanism. Other coordination efforts underway as an
outcome of the CSGWPP approach. (See fact sheet on Comprehensive State
Ground Water Protection Program.)
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(2) WELLHEAD PROTECTION PROGRAM (continued)

General Overview of Program

Sugpestions for future policy Further use of WHP for guiding USDA water quality priorities.
integration/
coordination activities:
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(2) WELLHEAD PROTECTION PROGRAM (continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: GWPD 15 responsible for implemenung the WHP Program. GWPD provides
technical assistance to the Regions, States, and localities; reviews State program
submuttal concurrently with appropriate Region.

RO: Region has authonty to approve a State WHPP, after HQ concurrence on
first two. Region works with the State to develop and implement the WHPP and
promote WHP at the local levei.

Descniption of State agency
involvement:

Agency with prime responsibiity vanes. Usually the Department of Health or
Environment. Role of the lead agency varies from State to State. State must
designate a lead agency in thewr WHPP subnuttal.

Current program status on
federal level:

WHP Program 1n place since 1987 at which time federal resources were used 10
provide technical assistance to assist States m developing their programs.
Currently, funds are used for development of local programs and implementation
at the State level.

How are grant funds used:

Grant funds aliocated in FY '91 were earmarked for mumecipalities, and aflocated
through a compeutive process. Over 50 demonstration projects that developed
and/or implemented WHP Programs have been funded.

Federal program gudance
documents and/or regulations:

"Guwdance for Applicant for State WHP Program Assistance Funds Under the
SDWA," 1987. (No funds for such State grants have been appropriated.)

Status of implementation on
the State level:

There are 20 approved State and territorial WHP Programs.

Program funding hustory:

FY 88 '89 '90 '91 92 '93

$ million -— - — - —

Program funding sources:

No State grant funds specifically for WHP Programs. See description of §106
ground water grants in CSGWPP fact sheet.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

States were required by SDWA to submit WHP Programs to EPA for review no
later than June 6, 1989.

Rewiew/approval process—
Rewviewer:

Regions are responsible for reviewing State WHP Programs for approval, though
Headquarters must concur with a Regton’s first two program approvals.

Rewview/approval process--
Rewview process:

Upon receving submittal, EPA has up to nine months to conduct a review.
Actual review process has not occurred exactly as required because many States
did not submit programs.

Review/approval process--
Final determsnation:

Governor notified in writing of program approval or disapproval. Written
comments will accompany a disapproval. State has six months to resubmut revised
program to EPA.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Comments and suggestions are given to a State in writing as well as in face-to-face
meetings. In FY ’91, EPA began Special Wellhead Education and Assistance
Tramming, working with States to develop their programs.

Rewview/approval process--
Awards decision criteria:

Each element of a State’s program 1s reviewed against criteria set forth in statute
and gwidance.

Agency oversight and program
evaluanon role:

No State grants are gven specifically for Wellhead Protecuon.
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(2) WELLHEAD PROTECTION PROGRAM (continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Integration/coordination WHP Program working to integrate with the UIC program (particularly Class V
acuivities 1n the current wells) as well as with the PWS program. Efforts do not specifically focus on

review/approval process: agriculture. Other coordination efforts underway as an outcome of the CSGWPP
approach.
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(3) PESTICIDES STATE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Statutory authority and
description:

f

General Overview of Program

FIFRA provides the statutory authority. The "Pesucides and Ground Water
Strategy” lays out EPA’s approach to regulating pesticides with the potential to
contaminate ground water.

Goal of the program:

To manage the use of pesticides in order to prevent adverse effects on human
health and the environment and to protect the environmental 1ntegrity of ground
water.

Waters targeted:

Ground water which 1s currently used and reasonably expected sources of dnnking
water; ground water closely hydrologically connected to surface water.

Contamnation sources
targeted:

Pesticides, with a focus on agricultural pesticides.

Role of State 1n setting
priorities:

States set prionties by designating their "currently used and reasonably expected”
sources of drinking water. EPA determunes the pesucides requiring an SMP.

Risks addressed:

Same as comprehensive programs, but specific to pesticides -- risks to human
health and the environment, specifically health nsks relating to currently used and
reasonably expected sources of drinking water, and ecological nsks relatng to
ground water closely connected hydrologically to surface waters.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Provide financial and technical assistance to States in developing SMPs.

Programmatic priorities:

For FY'92: 1) develop guidance documents on SMP adequacy critersa and the
review and approval process; 2} provide technical assistance to the States on the
assessment, monitoring, prevention and response elements of SMPs; and 3)
provide grants to States for developing Generic State Management Plans.

Programmauc priorities for
addressing ag. practices:

Same as abave -- all of the program’s prioriies and actvities relate to agricultural
practices, specifically pesticide use.

Agriculture-related activities:

Techrical Assistance -- 1) developing Assessment, Monitoring, Prevention, and
Response; 2) working with ORD on developing a user-friendly model for locating
vulnerable soils, and a guidance on monutoring strategtes utilizing databases
avaifable to States; and 3) working with OGWDW to develop a review of methods
for assessing the sensitivity of aquifers to pestiade contamination.

Outreach - participating in Headquarters and Regional discussions on SMPs and
comprehensive programs.

Data -- working with ORD on 1) developing a gurdance on using ARC/INFO-
based GIS and other geographically based software for pesticide management; and
2) enhancing OPP’s Pesticide Information Network (PIN).

Research — working with ORD on 1) feld test of DRASTIC performance; and 2)
surveying results of vulnerability assessment method field tests.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation

Program 1s voluntary until EPA issues a regulation for a specific pesticide at which
point the program 1s mandatory for continued sale and use of the pesticide.

Result of non-parucipation:

Once EPA wdentifies a specific pesticide as requiring the SMP approach, State
must develop plan or be prohibited from the sale and use of pesticide.

Components required:

12 components are required -- sce "Components of State Programs.”
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Appendix A

(3) PESTICIDES STATE MANAGEMENT PLAN
(continued)

General Overview of Program

Degree of State flexbility: States have considerable flexibility in how they will address each component. The
contents of adequate SMPs will vary 1n their extent and level of detail according to
the actual and estimated magmtude of the ground water contamination threat and
local conditions.

Voluntary components: No voluntary components to the program. However, States may develop Generic
SMPs before Pesticide SMPs are required by EPA. In addition, States may
address n their SMPs specific areas not required by the Agency, (i.e., interstate

coordination).
Use of "reference points™ A State must be at least as protective as the "Agency Policy on EPA’s Use of

Quality Standards in Ground Water Prevention and Remediation Activities.”
Current policy related Participating in Agency’s Ground Water Policy Committee. Working to ensure
ntegration/coordination consistency in approaches taken i other agriculture-related actmvties through
actwities: leading the Ag/Water Integration Project, participating on work groups, etc.
Suggestions for future policy Continue use of Ground Water Policy Commuttee for coordinating and integrating
integration/ coordination all ground water related actvities. Promote advancement of Ag/Water Integration
actvities: Work Group products and grant coordination efforts of the Policy Commuttee and

surface water vehicle. Focus senior-level attention on need for additional
coordination/integration of Agency’s surface water and agriculture programs as
well as surface water and ground water programs.
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Appendix A

(3) PESTICIDES STATE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Roles of EPA offices in
HQ and Regons:

(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

HQ: OPP/PSPS finalized "Pesticides and Ground Water Strategy” in October 1991.
OPP/FOD will prepare SMP implementation guidance documents and work with
other offices on integrating SMPs into CSGWPP and related programs, assist
Regions in reviewing Generic and Pesticide SMPs, and evaluate program
effecuveness. OGWDW prowvides technical assistance to States on assessing
groundwater vulnerability and other SMP-related topics.

RO: Assist States 1n developing and implementing SMPs. Conduct review and
approval of SMPs and evaluate their effectiveness. Will dovetail with role 1n
CSGWPP approach.

Description of State agency
mvolvement:

No specific State agency 1s required to take the lead. Coordination among State
health, environment, agnculture, and water agencies 1s required. Grant funds are
provided to lead agencies for pesticides.

Current program status on
federal level:

Pesuicides and Ground Water Strategy released in October 1991; guidance
documents are scheduled for completion in 1992.

How are grant funds used:

Grant funds supporting the mitial planning stages of an SMP were provided n FY
’90 and 91 and will continue to be provided in FY’92 and beyond.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

1) Pesuicides and Ground Water Strategy; 2) Pesticides and Ground Water State
Management Plan Guidance Document; 3) Appendix A: Approval and Evaluation
of State Management Plans; and 4) Appendx B: Assessment, Prevention,
Monitoring, and Response Components of SMPs.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

Implementation 1s 1 the mitial stages. Over 55 States, Tribes, and territones have
begun to develop Generic SMPs. Pesticide SMPs have not yet been required by

the Agency.

Program funding history: FY 88 89 90 091 92 93
$ mullion -- - 85 85 35 TBD
Program funding sources: FTFRA ground water grants.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

Subnuttal schedule to be determned. Probably not required before 1994, though
States can submit Genenic SMPs at any time for review and concurrence.

Review/approval process--
Reviewer:

Regions will have primary responsibility for reviewing and approving SMPs.

Review/approval process--
Review process:

SMP components will be evaluated using the SMP Guidance and its appendices.

Review/approval process--
Final determnation:

SMPs must address all 12 components. The level of protection must be adequate
to address the prospective magnitude of the State’s risk of ground water
contamination and to protect currently used and reasonably expected sources of
dnnking water. EPA will review and concur with Generic SMPs if States
voluntanly submit them, while Pesticide SMPs must be approved by EPA in order
to continue the use of the pesticide.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

During review, Region may ask a State to revise a plan that 1s not adequate to
protect the resource.
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Appendix A

(3) PESTICIDES STATE MANAGEMENT PLAN
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Review/approval process-- Currently, grant funds are awarded to States using a formuia based on ground
Awards decision critena: water susceptibility and pesticide use, not on a State’s progress in developing an
SMP.

Agency oversight and program | Regions will evaluate the program to ensure that grant monies are gomg to their
evaluation rote: intended purpose, and that SMPs are achieving the objective of protecting
currently used and reascnably expected sources of drinking water.

Integration/coord:nation Currently, most of the coordination occurs on a Region-by-Region basis. In many
activities n the current Regions, the pesticides and ground water offices issued joint FIFRA and CWA
review/approval process: §106 guidance. Some Regions, such as Region 5, direct therr States to use the

grant funds for a cooperative effort among the various State agencies involved in
ground water protection. In addition, HQ 1s working to better coordinate through
participation on the Ground Water Policy Committee’s State Programs Work
Group and the Ag/Water Integration project.

I Suggestions for integration/ Increase the consistency of coordination efforts across all Regions by requinng
coordimnation activittes 1n the Regional review teams of representatives from all ag/water programs to review and
review/approval process of approve all programs under the framework of comprehensive ground water
AgfWater programs: programs. Also, HQ should continue the use of the Policy Committee and its

work groups and charge a similar surface water group to develop
recommendations for additional coordmnation among the program offices and in
the development of guidance documents, Agency Operating Guidance, strategic
planning, STARS, etc.
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Appendix A

(4) UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL PROGRAM

CLASS V WELLS (AG DRAINAGE)

Statutory authority and
description-

General Overview of Program

Authorized under the SDWA of 1974 and amendments §§1421 - 1426. Primarily
a State-implemented program.

Program goal:

To protect Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDWs) from
contamunation by all types of injection well operations.

Waters targeted:

USDWs defined as an aquifer or portion thereof, supplying or capable of
supplying a public water supply system and currently supplies drinking water for
human consumption. WHP areas and Sole Source aquifer areas may be priority
areas for focusing limuted resources.

Contamination sources
targeted:

All types of injection well operations, including ndustnal, municipal or hazardous
waste waters, agricultural chemucals, etc. This includes agricultural dramage wells
and rngation return flow wells (Class V wells.)

Role of State 1n setting
prioriues:

States are responsible for implementing programs. There 1s no prioritization
within the statutory mandate of USDW protection. States are encouraged to
adopt mimimum federal program standards. EPA administers the programs where
States dechne.

Risks addressed:

Designed to address human health risks posed by the potential for contamination
of dninking water by injection operations.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Class V wells are a recent program prionty. Currently subject to rulemaking
process with proposal projected for late 1992; Agricultural wells are to be
addressed by BMPs n forthcoming regulations or guidances.

Programmatic priorities:

Wells discharging a variety of mdustrial wastes into Class V shallow disposal
systems. Priorities focus on continuation of implementation grants.

Programmatic priorities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

The focus of a hmited set of special studies and investigations .n States where
agricultural drainage wells are utilized.

Agriculture-related activities:

Agriculture-related activities designed as demonstration research projects.
Sponsored a forum on agriculture Best Management Practices for agricuitural
dramnage wells in 9/91, to develop, review, and recommend appropriate controls for
the Class V regulatory development effort.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

States are encouraged to adopt the mimmum federal program requirements and
obtain primary enforcement responsibility (primacy).

Result of non-participation:

EPA admmsters the UIC program in States that cannot or will not achieve
primacy. Currently admumsters 17 such "direct implementation” programs
nationally. Additional 5 States split program authornty with EPA; Agency
admnisters programs on Indian lands.

Components required for
grants:

Seven components required. Class V well requirements to be addressed under the
specific provisions of the current rulemaking effort.

Degree of State flexibility:

Rule will likely set general regulatory performance standards but rely on program
gwidance incorporated m CSGWPP approach.

Voluntary components:

N/A
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Appendix A

(4) UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL PROGRAM
CLASS V WELLS (AG DRAINAGE)
(continued)

General Overview of Program

Use of "reference points™ Current rulemaking envisions use of MCLs as a reference pont for many shallow
injection well operations. These are not, however, always achievable. Alternatve
i approaches include allowing operations to continue under a "vanance" if States
l incorporated certain BMPs into CSGWPPs.

Current policy-related Policy aspects of UIC agricultural controls will be coordinated as an integral
integration/coordination element of CGWPPs.
activities:

Suggestions for future policy Perhaps OPP could get registrants to gather data on pesticide content of water
integration/ disposed through agricuitural drainage wells to improve control of pestic:des and
coordination activities: to help OGWDW better taslor its approach to the Class V agricultural drainage
wells. Working with NPS program to evaluate tradeoffs for management of
nutrient-laden water draned by wells or other methods and to reduce contaminant
content of the discharges.
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Appendix A

(4) UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL PROGRAM

CLASS V WELLS (AG DRAINAGE)
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices m HQ
and Regions:

HQ: OGWDW 15 lead office. Responsibilities include: 1) Grant and workload
allocations; 2) regulation and guidance development 3) program oversight and
evaluation; 4) Approval of primacy applications and major program modifications;
and 5) techmcal assistance.

RO: Water Management Divisions are UIC lead office. Responsibilities include:
1) Grants management; 2) program implementation and enforcement in federally-
admunistered programs; 3) data management and program oversight; 4) evaluation;
and 5) reporting.

Description of State agency
involvement:

State role varies. State environmental agencies will hikely have overall responstbility
for program management and agricuitural operations in particular. Vanations in
these management structures occur via Memoranda of Agreement.

Current program status on
federal level:

Advanced phase of implementation, except for Class V portion (including
agricultural dranage wells) to be addressed by new regulations.

How are grant funds used:

Development grants were available to States from '78-'84. Since then only
implementation awards available. Where States have not accepted primacy,
responsible Region receives allocation. Development grants still available for
Indhan tribes.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

UIC program guidance # 42, Agency Operating Guidance, and General Grant
Guidance (40 CFR Part 50) are the framework for State assistance.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

Agency administers 17 direct implementation programs nationally, an additional 5
split program authority with EPA, 35 States have full program authonty, and
Agency administers programs on Indian lands.

Program funding history: FY ‘88 89 90 01 92 93
$ mullion 11.5 10.5 11.2 10.5 10.5 TBD
Program funding sources: SDWA grant funds.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

If State rulemaking 1s required by new regulations, a 270 day adoption schedule
will be set.

Review/approval process--
Reviewer:

Regions conduct preliminary review of changes in legal authonty, HQs have
approval authority.

Review/approval process--
Review process.

If regulations do not specify controls other than guidance for agricultural wells,
there would be no formal review process; success in implementation would be
Judged during program evaluation visits.

Rewview/approval process--
Final determmation:

Unlikely that primacy review process will be so complex as to warrant development
of critena for major components.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Not applicable.

Review/approval process--
Awards deciston criteria:

Formula based on population, land area, and mjection well inventory. Mimmum
allocation, $30,000.

Agency oversight and program
evaluauon role:

Accomplished through tracking of progress reports against STARS commitments
and penodic (generally annual) reviews,
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Appendix A

(4 UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL PROGRAM
CLASS V WELLS (AG DRAINAGE)
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Integration/coordination Not applicable.
activities in the current
review/approval process:

Suggestions for integration/ Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Programs will serve as the
coordination activities in the mechamsm for integration. Also need to integrate activities with NPS program
review/approval process of and agricultural pollution prevention efforts.

Ag/Water programs:
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Appendix A

(5) NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
description:

General Overview of Program

No direct statutory authority. §319 of CWA grant program provides annual
grants to States to abate NPS pollution from many sources (agriculture, mining,
urban, silviculture, etc.).

Program goal:

To demonstrate and implement effective methods of abating NPS pollution.

Waters targeted:

Program addresses both surface and ground water, but there 1s no generic type of
targeted waters. Each State negotiates annual geographic and programmatic
priontes for NPS activities with its Regional Office.

Contamination sources
targeted:

There are approximately 100 sources of NPS pollution which are eligible for §319
funding. Targeting 15 accomphished through negotiations with each State.

Role of State mn setting
prionties:

EPA does have some very general criterta, but these may or may not play an
important role 1n the actual negotiations.

Risks addressed:

Health and ecological risks are factors to be considered by the State and Region n
negotiating the annual grant.

Prioriues for achieving goal:

The OW NPS guidance contains a number of program priorities (control
particularly difficult problems, implement innovative methods, control interstate
NPS problems, etc.). Actual priorities are the result of negotiations between
Regional Offices and States.

Programmatic priorities:

NPS grants are made primariy to abate NPS pollution, and grants fund technical
assistance, educational assistance, enforcement activitics, momtoring, and cost
sharing for demonstration projects. Many of these activities take place 1 the
context of NPS watershed projects which reduce runoff or leaching from
agricultural and other NPS actvities.

Programmatic prionities for
addressing agricuitural
practces:

There are no specific agricultural prionities for §319 funding. However,
agriculture recewves the most funding of any NPS category. Urhan NPS receves
the second highest percentage.

Agriculture-related activities:

Examples of actvities include: support for technical assistance to farmers in
watershed projects; support for momtoring water quality 1n some watershed
projects; development of educational materials on good farming practices to
protect water quality, support for enforcement programs or for development of
regulations; and cost shanng for agricuttural BMPs in demonstration projects.

Mandatory or voluntary State
parucipation:

Parucipation 1s voluntary. §319 of the CWA encourages States to develop NPS
programs by making available grants for NPS abatement. If a State does not meet
the eligibility requirements and does not apply for funds, 1t receives none. Once a
State begins to participate 1t must meet certain performance standards or face
reduced funding.

Result of non-participation:

States do not recewve grant money under §319 of the CWA.

Components required for
grants:

Elements of each State’s program are negotiated annually. In general all States
are expected to install BMPs, monitor the water quality results, conduct
educational programs, etc.

Degree of State fleximlity:

In general, the States have a lot of flexibiity. The degree 1s primarily up o the
discretion of the Regions.

Voluntary components:

Everything i1s negotiated.
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Appendix A

(5) NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM
(continued)

General Overview of Program

Use of "reference points": At this stage, standards do not play an important part in the NPS program.
Current policy related None presently in progress.

Integration/coordination

activities:

Suggestions for future policy Geographical priorities can be identified in each State (e.g., welthead protection
integration/coordination areas or watershed areas) and the funds/efforts of several EPA programs focussed
activities: on these areas. Ground water and pesticides staff could recommend to NPS staff
spectfic solutions to specific WQ problems which could be funded by §319. Hold
small meeting with representatives of programs with related statutory authority and
resources to potentially accomplish something significant. Regions currently have
sufficient resources and authonty to address agriculture-related problems.
Encourage Regions to use this existing potential.
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Appendix A

(5) NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM

(continued)

| Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: The office responsible for §319 grants is the Office of
Water/OWOW/AWPD. The NPS Control Branch has the most direct
responsibility and s located in AWPD.

RO: Responsibility for NPS actvities lies with the Regional NPS Coordinator who
1s located in the Water Management Division.

Description of State agency
involvement:

The type of agency which s the lead State NPS agency varies from State to State,
but in most cases 1t is the water quality or environmental agency. The types of
cooperating agencies vary, but agriculture is always a major ssue.

Current program status on
federal level:

Early stage of program development. Regions are currently following the OW
guidance.

How are grant funds used:

By statute § 319 funds are used solely to implement NPS Management Programs.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

The NPS program has no regulations. The OW guidance of 2/15/91 1s regarded as
the final guidance for the program, although supplemental guidance may be issued
from time-to-time.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

All States have approved NPS Assessments and Management Programs or at least
portions of Management Programs, and consequently are eligible for annual § 319

grants.

Program funding history:

FY '88 89 90 91 '92 93

$ million - -— 38 51 51 TBD

Program funding sources:

Funding 1s pnmanly from §319 appropriations and from State matching funds (the
minimum State matching 40%).

Review/approval process—
Schedule:

States submut grant applications on March 30; Regions provide responses to the
States by May 30; Regions award grants by August 15.

Review/approval process-
Reviewer:

No HQ involvement. In most Regions ground water, wetlands, and other EPA
staff comment on draft applications

Review/approval process--
Review process:

Each Region has its own process. The National NPS guidance provides general
guidance and a schedule.

Rewview/approval process--
Final determination:

The decision 1s the Region’s. Almost all decisions are made at the Branch Chief
level with only contentious issues branch to WMDD.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

The NPS guidance indicated that the Region provides a response to the State on
its apphication by May 30. EPA provides both wnitten and oral comments and
conducts at least one negotiating session with the States.

Review/approval process—
Awards decision criteria:

Funds are distnbuted by formula based generally on extent of NPS pollution n
each State. Please refer to the guidance.

Agency oversight and program
evaluation role:

Oversight 1s the responsibility of the Region, and therefore varies from Region to
Region. At a mimmum, Regions require quarterly reporting from States and
conduct annual evaluations.

Integrauon/coordination
activities 1n the current
review/approval process:

HQ has encouraged Regional NPS coordinators to request the parucipation of
ground water, estuary, and other program staff 1n reviewing §319 grant
apphcations.
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Appendix A

(5) NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Suggestions for ntegration/ Geographical priorities can be identified 1n each State (e.g., wellhead protection
coordination actvities in the areas or watershed areas) and the funds/efforts of several EPA programs focussed
review/approval process of on these areas. Ground water and pesticides staff could recommend to NPS staff
Ag/Water programs: specific solutions to specific WQ problems which could be funded by § 319. Hold
small meeting with representatives of programs with sufficient, related statutory
authority and resources to potentially accomplish something significant. Regions
currently have sufficient resources and authority to address agriculture-related
problems. Encourage Regions to use this existing potential.
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Appendix A

(6) COASTAL NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM

Statutory authorty and
description.

General Overview of Program

The Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program was established under §6217 of
the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA) enacted
on November 5, 1990. State implemented program.

Program goal:

To develop and implement programs to msure implementation of nonpoint source
management measures to restore and protect coastal waters

Waters targeted:

Coastal Waters including the Great Lakes.

Contamination sources
targeted:

1) agnicultural runoff, 2) urban runoff, 3) silvicultural runoff, 4)
hydromodification, dams and levees, and shoreline erosion control, and
5) marnas.

Role of State in setting
priorities:

States must at a mummum address the above referenced sources in EPA’s
management measures guidance unless the State documents that one of the above
sources 1s not a problem n their State. States may also address other sources of
nonpoint pollution that they determine are important sources of nonpoint
pollution 1o coastal waters.

Risks addressed:

This program addresses both health and ecological risks through a variety of
management techmques.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Priorities for the program are focussed on the five major sources of nonpont
pollution mentioned above.

Programmatic priorities:

1) Completion of management measures guidance by May 1992. 2) Completion
of program guidance by May 1992. 3) Provide technical assistance to State in
development of its State program.

Programmatic prionities for
addressing agnicultural
practices:

Agriculture 1s considered the major cause of nonpomt source pollution in the
nauon and will be given a priority 1n the development of Coastal Nonpoint Source
Programs.

Agriculture-related activities:

The proposed management measures guidance addresses 6 types of agricultural
NPS pollution including: erosion and sediment control, confined animat facility
management, pesticide and nutrient management, grazing management, and
Irrigation water management. State Coastal NPS Programs will need to address
each of the agricultural nonpoint sources, as appropriate n a given State.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

Section 6217 says that States "shall" prepare and submut Coastal Nonpoint
Pollution Control Program to EPA and NOAA for approval. These programs are
to be implemented through revisions to both State coastal zone management
programs, approved under the Coastal Zone Management Act, and State nonpoint
source pragrams, approved under §319 of the Clean Water Act.

Result of non-participation.

If ether NOAA or EPA determunes that a State has falled to submit an
approvable Coastal Nonpoint Program, then graduated penaities (10%-30%) will
be levied on both §306 coastal zone management grants, and §319 nonpoint
source gramts beginning FY *96. No State will experience penalties to only one
program.

Components required for
grants:

EPA has prepared proposed program guidance which lists the items that States
are required to include in their Coastal Nonpoint Programs.

Degree of State flexibility:

States will have some flexibility in interpreting the program guidance to their
specific problems and circumstances.
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Appendix A

(6) COASTAL NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM
(continued)

Voluntary components:

General Overview of Program

Cannot be answered at this ume, though some flexibility 1s anticipated.

Use of "reference points™

Water quality standards are important "reference points” for this program and
States are encouraged to use them. Specifically, State Coastal Nonpoint Source
Programs must describe the process for identifying additional management
measures for specific land uses and for critical areas to address situations where
water quahty standards are not being attained or maintained.

Current policy related

The same program office that is responsible for implementation of §319 of the

integration/coordination CWA also 1s responsible for implementation of CZARA, thus the policy aspects of
activities: the two programs are being coordinated. Staff from a number of EPA Offices
and federal and State agencies are participating on workgroups to develop the
guidance for the program. In addition, coordination 15 occurring between EPA
and NOAA, as the program 1s jointly administered by these two agencies.
Suggestions for future policy At the Regional level, greater coordipation between nonpoint Source staff,
Integration/coordination pesticides staff, and national estuary program staff would be helpful. Regions also
activities: need to work with State water quality agencies and coastal zone agencies.
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Appendix A

(6) COASTAL NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM

(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: EPA s jointly admmistering this program with NOAA. The Nonpont
Source Control Branch within the Assessment and Watershed Protection Dwvision
in OWOW 1s responsible for implementing the program including preparing
management measure guidance and working with NOAA on developing program
implementation guidance. NOAA has lead for developing program
implementation guidance.

RO: Regional Nonpoint Source Coordinators are responsible for implementing
the program ncluding assisting States in developing coastal programs.

Description of State agency
nvolvement:

States are required to designate lead agency for each poliution source. The State
coastal zone management agency and designated nonpoint source agency will have
a dual and co-equal role and responsibility 1n developing and implementing a
State’s Coastal Nonpoint Source Program. Several other State agencies will
contribute.

Current program status on
federal level:

The legislation was passed on Nov. 5, 1990; the program is in the imtal program
development stage.

How are grant funds used:

Section 6217(h) authorizes NOAA to provide grants to States for development of
Coastal Nonpoint Source Programs.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

In the development phase of preparing program implementation guidance and
technical management measures guidance.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

No Stale programs have been approved. Assuming deadlines are met, State
programs would be due on Nov. 5, 1994.

Program funding history:

FY ‘88 89 90 91 92 93

$ nullion - - - - - .-

Program funding sources:

To date no funds have been appropnated. States provide 50% maich for all
federal funds provided under §6217(h). Several other programs provide support
mcluding: CWA §§106 and 319, USDA, and State agencies.

Rewview/approval process--
Schedule:

Assuming all deadlines are met, then States must submit programs by Nov. 5,
1994. Then EPA and NOAA will review the plans within 6 months.

Rewview/approval process--
Reviewer:

EPA at headquarters and Regions and NOAA at headquarters.

Review/approval process--
Review process:

To be determined.

Review/approval process--
Final determination:

To be determined.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

To be determined.

Review/approval process--
Awards decision criteria

To be determined.

Agency oversight and program
evaluation role:

EPA wll use its existing approach to oversight used in the §319 CWA Nonpoint
Source Program. NOAA will use its approach to oversight under §306 of the
Coastal Zone Management Program.
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(6) COASTAL NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM

Integration/coordination
actvities mn the current
review/approval process:

Review and Approval Process for Program

(continued)

Not at this time.

Suggestions for integration/
coordination activities in the
review/approval process of
Ag/Water programs:

Regional NPS coordinators need to coordinate review and approval of future State
Coastal Nonpoint Programs with ground water, pesticides, coastal, wetlands, and
other appropriate Regional staff.
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Appendix A

(7) PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
description:

General Overview of Program

Public Water Supply Supervision Program derives authority to protect ground
water from SDWA, Public Law 93-523, as amended. States are encouraged to
take primary responsibihity for implementation of the program.

Program goal:

To provide safe dninking water at the tap to individuals who obtain their water
from regulated public drinking water supphes. Treatment 1s required for all
contamnant levels above the MCLs and treatment techniques which fail the
appropriate critenia. A watershed evaluation 18 required under the surface water
treatment rule. Prevention of future contamination through wellhead protection
and watershed protection programs 1§ important.

Waters targeted:

Finished water for delivery through public water supply systems.

Contamination sources
targeted:

All contamunants that have MCLs, including 25 pesticides, nitrates, and coliform.

Role of State n setting
priorities:

While States are encouraged to take primary responsibility for the program, the
States must follow the program priorities outhned in SDWA.

Risks addressed:

Public health risks associated with the public dnnking water supply.

Prionties for achieving goal:

Current contaminant priorities are microbiological contaminants under the Surface
Water Treatment Rule, Phases II and V organic and morganic contaminants
(including pesticides and nitrates), and lead.

Programmatic priorities:

Enforcement of existing rules, technical assistance to small systems, and
maintaining statutory schedule for rule development.

Programmatic priorities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

Adoption of new Phases Il and V regulations by States. Technical assistance,
traming, and enforcement for compliance with agriculture-associated MCLs;
vulnerability assessments to reduce monitoring and support pollution prevention.

Agriculture-related activities:

Techmcal assistance and training through the National Rural Water Association
and the Rural Community Assistance Program. Working with OPP to implement
Farm Bill provisions for pesticide recordkeeping. Technical assistance to farmers
using the "Farmstead Assessment System” under an interagency agreement with
USDA. Fimish Phase I Report from the National Survey of Pesticides in
Drinking Water Wells. Recently promulgated 9 new pesticide MCLs.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

States are encouraged to take primary responsibihity for implementation of the
program. Currently 55 States and territories have been granted pnmacy. States
have option of adopting a Vulnerability Assessment program.

Result of non-participation:

States that do not have pnmacy do not receive grants for State program funding.
EPA takes over the operation of the program in non-primacy States. If this
occurs, PWSs will have to deal with two regulatory authonties instead of one.
EPA would also need to streamline the program -- technical assistance would be
imited. The focus would be enforcement. System cannot receive monitoring
waiver 1n States that have not adopted a Vulnerability Assessment program.

Components required for
grants:

Imual granting of primacy requires a State to have the proper legal authorty to
implement the program, establish MCLs, monitoring and other primary
requirements no less stringent than EPA’s federal regulations, and have adequate
resources. Two major annual requirements include: reporting of selected
information about each PWS 1n the State; and development of an acceptable
annual work plan.
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Appendix A

(7) PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM

(continued)
General Overview of Program
Degree of State flexibihty: States tradiwonally have implemented programs much broader than that required

by EPA. However, these programs had less of a "water quality" orientation.
Degree of flexibility has not been determined by precedent. However, EPA
believes primacy requirements can be flexible under SOWA. Vulnerablity
Assessments/waivers are optional.

Voluntary components: States can and often do have more elaborate programs than required (e.g.,
training and technical assistance).

Use of "reference points™ State regulations must be no less stringent federal regulations for MCLs.

Current policy related Working to integrate PWS with EPA’s Ground Water Strategy for the 1990,

ntegration/coordination including integration of WHP into the new Ground Water Disinfection Rule.

activities: Working to finalize report on Farm Bill integration activities. Region VII 15

promoting a new cooperative approach between water suppliers and farmers to
reduce pestcide loadings to PWS and to avoid the need for costly treatment to

meet MCLs.
Suggestions for future policy Work with USDA and EPA’s Nonpont Source Program to target watershed and
ntegration/ ground water protection activities toward vulnerable sources of drinking water
coordination activities: supples. Rewitalize coordination with FmHA for addressing small community

capital concerns. Develop coordination approach with OPP to address surface
water contamination from Atrazine and other pesticides in the midwest. Integrate
Vulnerability Assessment programs with Agricultural Policy, ground water
protection, and pesticide registration activities; use pesticide occurrence data to
establish priority list for future MCLs. Use current MCLs as reference point to
determine failure of current management approaches.
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Appendix A

(7) PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM

(continued)

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

Review and Approval Process for Program

HQ: OGWDW s nationally responsible for implementing the program. OGWDW
develops the regulations and treatment techniques and provides implementation
guidance (including enforcement and comphance, grant allocations, techmical
assistance, program priorities, etc.).

RO: Each Region has a Drinking Water branch which has Regional responsibility.
In some Regions, the PWS and ground water protection programs are combined
nto a single branch.

Description of State agency
involvement:

State drinking water programs are esther admin:stered 1n a Department of Health,
Department of Natural Resources, or an Environmental Protection Agency. The
designated primacy agency has full responsibibty for implementation at the State
level. This includes, but is not limited to, development of appropriate State
regulations, technical assistance, training, and enforcement and complance,

Current program status on
federal level:

Advanced phase of program implementation. Technical and financal assistance
have been prowided for developing programs.

How are grant funds used:

Federal grant funds are for program implementation only. Development grant
funds for the remaming States and territories or Indian tribes Lo develop programs
In preparation to apply for pnimacy are available on an as-needed basis. Pilot
demanstration grants and other funds are available for specific demonstration
projects only.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

Nauonal Pnmary Dnnkmg Water Regulations are contamned 1 40 CFR 141-143.
Other regulations (e.g. grants) are contamed in the appropriate CFR sections.
Guidance documents are available for implementation of specific rules.

Status of implementation on
the Stale level:

55 of the States and terntories have been granted primacy. Two Indian tribes
have been approved for treatment as a State. An additional tribe 15 very close to
approval for treatment as a State.

Program funding history:

FY ‘88 89 90 91 92 93

$ mullion 3345 3345 39.82 47.45 49.95 TBD

Program funding sources:

SDWA budget. States are required to meet at feast a mmmum match of 25%.

Rewview/approval process--
Schedule:

State’s submussion of its annual grant application 1s typically done in the spring with
final EPA Regional approval in the fourth fiscal quarter.

Review/approval process—
Rewviewer:

Regions.

Review/approval process--
Review process:

Regions review HQ priorities and wclude them along with Regronal priorittes

Review/approval process--
Final determination:

Regions have the lead. RA signs off on the grants.

Rewview/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Regonal offices maintain close coordination with the grant recipients

Rewview/approval process--
Awards decision critena:

State grant funds are awarded based upon a formuia.
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Appendix A

(7) PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Agency oversight and program | The Regions are directly responsible for performing oversight of each primacy
evaluation role: agent.

Integration/coordination The Regions are aware of HQ’s priorities and the importance of these priorities
activities in the current betng covered in the State grants.

review/approval process:

Suggestions for integration/ Regions can emphasize priorities by establishing grant conditions, when negotiating
coordination activities in the grants with the States; Vulnerability Assessment guidance; use PWS compliance as
review/approval process of an evaluation mechamsm of success of programs; farm user group notification of
Ag/Water programs: pesticide use to PWS (tie in with Vulnerability Assessment); national momtoring of

ground water and surface water (tie in with Vulnerability Assessment and waiver).
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Appendix A

(8) NEAR COASTAL WATERS PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
description:

General Overview of Program

Product of EPA strategic planning process of 1986. State- and federally-
implemented demonstration projects.

Program goal:

To mantain and, where possible, enhance near coastal water environmental
quality.

Waters targeted:

Inland waters to the head of tide, the terntonal seas, including areas of greater
distance where necessary to protect coastal barrier islands and the mouths of
certain estuaries. The Great Lakes were included n the plan.

Contamnation sources
targeted:

All point and nonpont sources of water pollution as identified by the program.

Role of State in setung
priorites:

States paruicipate with EPA Regions 1n development of a Regional NCW strategy,
prioritizing waterbodies for remediation and restoration.

Risks addressed:

Health risks posed by sewage and industrial effluent, urban and agncultural runoff,
and contaminated ground water from pont and non pomt sources. In upland
coastal watersheds risks addressed include habitat degradation and impairment to
living resources and ecosystems.

Prionties for achieving goal:

Regional strategies will identify the priorities for achieving goals. Development of
Regional strategies involves assessing coastal problems and then setting priorities
for remediation.

Programmatic priorities:

HQ and Regions in process of developing a NCW guidance document that will
provide guidance to Regions and States when developing Regional strategy.

Programmatic prionities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

New priorities will be consistent with NEP recommendations.

Agriculture-related activities:

Strategy: 1) identifies and coordinates federal, State, and local government
techmical assistance activities; 2) assists in outreach for local decisions; and 3)
coordmates locally managed data and informauon.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

Voluntary program.

Result of non-participation:

State will not receive NCW funds.

Components required for
grants:

Based on goals and objects of National Coastal and Marine Palicy. 80% for
implementation and 20% for development/enactment of base programs.

Degree of State flexibility:

Too early to be determuned.

Voluntary components:

Innovative pilot projects and demonstrations.

Use of "reference points™

Al this ume there are no standards for "estuarine waters". There are standards for
fresh water and salt water that are 1n some cases the same and could be used n
an estuanne environment. Staies are required to use EPA “reference points” or
standards in any case where the law apphes.

Current policy related
integration/coordination
activities:

NCW Integrated Tramming and the Coastal Programs Handbook.
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Appendix A

(8) NEAR COASTAL WATERS PROGRAM
(continued)

| General Overview of Program B

Suggestions for future policy Set up an interagency steering commuttee with high-level managers from each
integration/coordination agency as members, but with extensive technical support from the staffs of the

actvties: respective agencies. Need to provide clear incentives or rewards for coordinating
with other programs and helping other agencies.
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Appendix A

(8) NEAR COASTAL WATERS PROGRAM

(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: OWOW/OCPD responsible for implementing all facets of program at the HQ
level.

RO: Regional NCW coordimators. Participating Regions have Division-Branch-
Section structure that coordinate with the program activiies at the State and
Regional level.

Description of State agency
involvement:

No requirement for designated lead agency which varies State-by-State. Usually,
agency(ies) that deals with Water Quality, Coastal, Environmental, or Natural
Resource issues. State and local governments are responsible for implementing
the program. Role involves developing a "Base Program Analysis" summarazing ail
activities that influence the program.

Current program status on
federal level:

Development phase.

How are grant funds used:

Funds are used for both development and implementation of demonstration
projects identified in the Regional Strategic Plan.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

Guidance under development. Both Region and HQ responsible for development
of new Guidance.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

Five NCW Regional strategies developed (Region 1, IV, V1, X, and X). 3
Regions are n the process of developing their strategies. Pilot projects are
underway n all 8 Regions.

Program funding history:

FY 88 '89 90 91 92 03

$ milion - . - 6.8 TBD

4.5 approx.

Program funding sources:

Coastal Environmental Management fund §104(b)(4). NCW program grants
require a 5% match from the State.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

Varies by Region.

Review/approval process--
Reviewer:

EPA HQ reviews Regional strategy developed by Region with State nput.

Review/approval process--
Review process:

Region works with the State to develop projects based on the Regional strategy
and based upon criteria developed within the NCW Guidance document.

Review/approval process--
Final determination:

Approval or disapproval based on critena established by the NCW Guidance
document.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Guidance under development. Previous years based on prelimmary guidance.

Review/approval process--
Awards decision criteria:

Previous years awards based on prelimmary guidance. Enactment of base
programs.

Agency oversight and program
evaluation role:

HQ and Regions develop workplans together

Integration/coordination
acuviues n the current
review/approval process:

Primary goal of NCW program 15 the coordination of base programs between
States and local governments.
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Appendix A

(8) NEAR COASTAL WATERS PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

1) Institutionalize the review and approval process for Ag/Water programs. 2)
Develop national criteria and standards for bottom sediment and overlying saline

water which recognize difference between the ecology and Iving resources of

Suggestions for mtegration/
coordination activities in the
review/approval process of
Ag/Water programs:

aquatic systems. 3) Agriculture should be viewed as an industry and the Agency
should develop technology-based effluent guideline discharge hmitation regulations.
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Appendix A

(9) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM

General Overview of Program

Statutory authonty and
description:

CWA of 1987 §320. State implemented, includes demonstration projects.

Program goal:

To dentify nationally significant estuaries threatened by pollution, development or
overuse, and to promote the preparation of Comprehensive Conservation
Management Plans (CCMP) to ensure their ecological integrty.

Waters targeted:

Those nominated by the Governors of States as "significant U.S. estuaries and
bays", including tributaries.

Contamnation sources
targeted:

All sources of pollution, idenufied by each program during the "prionity problem
identification” and "characterization" phases of the CCMP development.

Role of State n setting
priorities:

States participate in NEP management conferences in the development of CCMPs,
prionitizing water bodtes for remediation and restoration.

Risks addressed:

Health nisks posed by sewage and industrial effluent, urban and agricultural runoff,
and contaminated ground water from pomnt and non point sources upstream as
well as on the coast. Also, intended to momtor habitat, ecosystem, and living
resources.

Prionities for achieving goal:

Prionties are determimed based on assessment of top problems within the estuary,
as determined by each State/EPA management Conference Agreement.

Programmatic prionities:

To achieve goal, program office activities include: 1) establish working
partnerships among federal, State, & local gavernments; 2) transfer scientific and
management mformation; 3) increase public awareness of poliution problems &
ensure public participation in consensus building; 4) promote basin-wide planning
to control pollution & manage living resources; and 6) oversee development of
poliution abatement and control programs.

Programmatic priorities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

Qutlined and Identified by each individual program.

Agriculture-related activities:

Technical information transfer duning the planning process, no direct technical
assistance. NEP has data management policy for all data collected with NEP
funds.

Mandatory or voluntary State
parucipation:

Voluntary program. When a State signs a Conference Agreement it commuts 10
developing a CCMP.

Result of non-participation:

State does not receive NEP funds.

Components required for
grants:

CWA §320 outlines the 7 purposes of the NEP.

Degree of State flexibility:

Moderate to high.

Voluntary components:

States are given the option to modify program to meet specific needs as long as
modifications do not conflict with the special conditions and requirements specified
by EPA in the Conference Agreement.

Use of "reference points™:

At this ime there are no standards for "estuarine waters". There are standards for
fresh water and salt water that are in some cases the same and could be used 1n
an estuarine environment. States are required to use EPA "reference ponts" or
standards in any case where the law applies.
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Appendix A

(9) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM

(continued)

General Overview of Program
Current policy-related Participating States required to develop a Base Program Analysis. Also, States are
ntegration/coordination encouraged to review State and federal options for implementation funding and
activities: demonstration project funding.
Suggestions for future policy Set up an interagency steering commuttee with high-level managers from each
integration/ coordination agency as members, but with extensive technical support from the staffs of the
activities: respective agencies. Need to provide clear incentives or rewards for coordinating

with other programs and helping other agencies.
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Appendix A

(9) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM

(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: OWOW/OCPD responsible for implementing all facets of the program at the
HQ level.

RO: Regional NCW coordinators. Participating Regions have Division-Branch-
Sectton structure that coordinate with the program actvities at the State and
Regional level.

Description of State agency
involvement:

Lead agency varies State-by-State. Usually, agency(ies) that deai(s) with Water
Qualty, Coastal, Environmental, or Natural Resource issues. Role nvolves
developing a "Base Program Analysis" summarizing all activities that influence the
program. Formal coordination 1s accomphished by the signatones to the
Conference Agreement.

Current program status on
federal level:

Program 1s a planning process.

How are grant funds used:

Technical assistance, financial assistance, and development of CCMPs.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

CWA §320. Grant regulation 40 CFR 35 subpart(p). Functions are to idenufy
grant recipients, purposes, federal share, grant reporting, authorization of
appropnations, research, and application process. Several specialized guidances are
available.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

CCMP development and implementation phase. Two completed and submtied
CCMPs, one accepted by the Adminstrator, the other with the State for revisions;
and 15 NEPs 1n the process of developing CCMP.

Program funding history:

FY 88 89 90 01 92 93

$ mullion —_ 12.9 16.1 15.1 15.6 TBD

Program funding sources:

CWA §320. One requirement of participation 1s 4 minunum 23% cost share.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

Review/approval process--
Reviewer:

Regronal office and OCPD.

Review/approval process--
Review process:

Regronal office and OCPD review the annual workplans for consistency with the
requirements and special conditions established 1n the Conference Agreement.

Review/approval process--
Final determination:

If the workplan meets all critenia then program funds are released to the State.

Review/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Review/approval process--
Awards decision criteria:

Agency oversight and program
evaluation role:

Agency workplans reviewed by both EPA HQ and Region. CCMPs must be
approved by Administrator after CCMP, EPA has role in momtoring effectiveness.

Integration/coordination
activiues n the current
review/approval process:

Working toward coordination based on program gwidance: Federal Consistency
Review as required by CWA §320(b)(7).
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Appendix A

(9) NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Suggestions for integration/
coordination activiies in the
review/approval process of

Ag/Water programs:

1) Institutionalize the review and approval process for Ag/Water programs. 2)
Develop national criteria and standards for bottom sediment and overlying saline
water which recognize difference between the ecology and living resources of
aquatic systems. 3) Agriculture should be viewed as an industry and the Agency
should develop technology-based effluent guideline discharge imitation regulations.
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Statutory authonty and
description:

(10) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM

General Overview of Program

CWA of 1987 §117. State implemented, includes demonstration projects.

Program goal:

To restore and enhance the living resources of the Chesapeake Bay. The 1987
Chesapeake Bay Agreement contains goals and prionty commitments for iving
resources; water quality; population growth and development; participation; public
access; and governance.

Waters targeted:

As defined by the watershed down to the Atlantic Ocean nterface.

Contamination sources
targeted:

All point and nonpoint poliution plus atmospheric deposition of pollutants are
targeted for prevention and remediation, including agricultural runoff.

Role of State n setung
prioriues:

States parucipate in the 1987 Bay Agreement by implementing priority
management programs.

Risks addressed:

Health risks posed by sewage and industrial effluent, urban and agriculturat runoff,
and comamunated ground water from pomt and nonpoint sources upstream as well
as on the coast. Also, intended to monitor habitat and ecosystem, as well as living
resources.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Priorities specified 1n the 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement and its supporting
commitment (strategy) documents.

Programmatic priorities:

Installation of BMPs first priority and implementation of the program elements
receive a sigmificant portion of the budgeted and expended CBP funds.

Programmatic prionties for
addressing agricultural
practices:

Program has spent $54.2 million on installation of agriculture BMPs.

Agnculture-related activities:

Approximately 30% of the funds awarded as grants to State agencies are expended
for technical assistance, outreach education, progress reporting, data management,
research, and modeling, with the balance spent on direct financial assistance grants
to farmers for BMP nstallation.

participation:

Mandatory or voluntary State

Voluntary. Pennsylvama, Maryland, DC, and Virginia signed an Agreement in 83
commutting them to cooperative efforts in implementing the program. °87
Agreement expanded ’83 nterstate agreement to include numerical goals and
achievements to be achieved by these same States.

Result of non-participation:

None

Components required for
grants:

All 12 components listed in Table I and more.

Degree of State flexibility:

Each strategy and implementation plan goes through a scheduled reevaluation
every 3-4 years. They are not negotiable.

Voluntary components:

Integrated Pest Management as a pollutton prevention program is one such
example of a new component. This will be incorporated nto the Toxic Reduction
Strategy during the 1992 reevaluation.

Use of "reference points":

At this time there are no standards for "estuarine waters". There are standards for
fresh water and salt water that are in some cases the same and could be used In
an estuarine environment. States are required to use EPA "reference points" or
standards n any case where the law applies.
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Appendix A

(10) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM

(continued)
| General Overview of Program
Current policy related Parucipating States are required to develop a Base Program Analysis. Also, States
integration/coordination are encouraged to review State and federal options for implementation funding
activities: and demonstration project funding.

Suggestions for future policy Set up an interagency steering committee with high-level managers from each
integration/ coordination agency as members, but with extensive technical support from the staffs of the
activities: respective agencies. Need to provide clear incentives or rewards for coordinating
with other programs and helping other agencies.
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Appendix A

(10) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM
(continued)

Reviv v and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices in HQ
and Regions:

HQ: OWOW responsible for budget, development, and implementation of
program. Admunistrator’s staff responsible for policy and interstate agreements.
RO: Regon III, RA, and Chesapeake Bay Program Office are responsible for
program planning policy, legislation, etc.; and Chesapeake Bay Liaison Office 1s
responsible for program coordination, provision of technical assistance, etc.

Description of State agency
involvement:

State lead varies with each Statejjurisdiction, but generally 1s found in Water
Quality, Coastal, or State environmental agency.

Current program status on
federal level:

EPA 1s working with States in program implementation.

How are grant funds used:

Administrator signed the Bay Agreements causing them to have the force of
regulations on the federal agencies. The MOU’s are reflective of that, and each
agency contributes to the federal workplan each year.

Federal program guidance
documents and/or regulations:

CBP regulation CWA §117(b) Interstate Development Plan Grants provide an
overview of the grants award process. Specific grant guidance 1s developed each
year for each State.

Status of implementation on
the State level:

The State and DC programs involving eight States and two DC agencies are fully
impiemented.

Program funding history:

FY '88 89 90 91 92 03

$ million - 122 126 149 163 TBD

Program funding sources:

CWA 5117. Requires a 50% match for all State and DC program grants.

Review/approval process--
Schedule:

Varies by grant program.

Review/approval process-«
Reviewer:

Varies by grant program.

Review/approval process--
Review process'

Various grants (117, 319, 106, 205)(5), etc.) within the water media are given
extensive program review starting with grant guidance and ending with the scope of
work of the final grant application. The purpose of the review Is to assure across-
the-board program mtegration.

Review/approval process--
Final determmation:

Varies by grant program.

Rewview/approval process--
EPA feedback:

Varies by grant program.

Reviewfapproval process--
Awards decision critersa:

Varies by grant program.

Agency oversight and program
evaluanion role:

State programs submit quarterly tracking reports showing point and nonpoint
source nutrient load reductions. Associated and support program deliverables such
as educational material, technology demonstration projects, etc., are reported on
the comparison quarterly reports. Environmental indicators are used to track
improvements.
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Appendix A

(10) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Integration/coordination Not currently involved in any coordination efforts.

activities 1n the current
review/approval process:

Suggestions for integration/ 1) Institutionalize the review and approval process for Ag/Water programs. 2)
coordination activities in the Develop national criteria and standards for bottom sediment and overlying saline
review/approval process of water which recognize difference between the ecology and living resources of
Ag/Water programs: aquatic systems. 3) Agriculture should be viewed as an industry and the Agency
should develop technology-based effluent guideline discharge limitation regulations.
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Appendix A

(11) STATE WETLANDS PROTECTION PROGRAM

Statutory authority and
description:

General Overview of Program

No direct statutory authority. Derives authority from Clean Water Act

§104(b)(3).

Program goal:

Development of new State wetlands protection programs or enhancement of
cxisting State programs.

Waters targeted.

Wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

Contamination sources
targeted:

All sources of contamination and degradation.

Role of State n setting High.
prionties:
Risks addressed: Ecologtcal.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Development of wetlands protection programs.

Programmatic pnorities:

State Wetlands Conservation Plans, State CWA Section 404 assumption, and
watershed protection demonstration projects.

Programmatic priorities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

Not identified as prionty.

Agriculiure-related activities:

May be part of State Wetlands Conservation Plans or watershed protection
demonstration projects.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

Voluntary.

Result of non-participation:

Funding not avatlable.

Components required for Varnes.
grants:

Degree of State flexibility: Moderate.
Voluntary components: Yes

Use of "reference pomts™: No

Current policy related
integration/coordination
activities:

(No response provided)
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Appendix A

(11) STATE WETLANDS PROTECTION PROGRAM
(continued)

Review and Approval Process for Program

Roles of EPA offices mn HQ HQ: Develops grant gwmidance with Regional input and review.
and Regions: RO: Review and select projects to be funded.

Descripuon of State agency No specific State agency has lead. Types of agencies to be funded vary from State
nvolvement: to State.

Current program status on Program s m early stages of development.

federal level:

How are grant funds used: Develop new or enhance existing State wetlands protection programs.
Federal program guidance No regulauons. Grant guidance developed annually.

documents and/or regulations:

Status of implementation on State interest has been high. 48 States have been funded.
the State level:

Program funding history: FY 88 ‘89 '90 91 92 93
$ milkon - - 1 5 85 TBD

Program funding sources: CWA budget; States are required to have a mimmum match of 25%.

Review/approval process-- Grant applications were due to EPA Regtonal offices by February 3, 1992.

Schedule:

Rewview/approval process-- Regronal offices select projects to be funded. HQ has a review role.

Reviewer:

Review/approval process-- Each Region has its own process.

Review process:

Rewiew/approval process-- Regions award grants.

Final determination:

Rewview/approval process-- Regional offices maintain close contact with States. Regional offices report status

EPA feedback: of grant actvities to HQ.

Review/approval process-- Selection of grants 15 compettive.

Awards decision criteria:

Agency oversight and program | Regions will evaluate/monitor projects to assure that grant moneys are going to
evaluation role: therr intended purpose.

Integration/coordination No formal coordination program; coordmation may occur on a Region by Region
acnvities 1n the current basis.
review/approval process:
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Appendix A

(12) CLEAN LAKES PROGRAM

Statutory authonty and
description:

General Overview of Program

Administered under Section 314 of Clean Water Act, as amended. Lake
restoration and protection program.

Program goal:

Provide financial and technical assistance to States to conduct lake restoration and
protection projects; conduct Statewide lake assessments.

Waters targeted:

Surface water: specifically, publicly-owned lakes that offer public access and
recreational opportunities. Clean Lakes Program Regulations prohibit use of
Section 314 funds for lakes that are solely drinking water supplies (1., offer no
recreational opportunities).

Contamination sources
targeted:

Non pont sources of pollution targeted for prevention and/or remediation
actmties. Clean Lakes Program Regulations prolubit use of Section 314 funds for
control of point sources of pollution.

Role of State in setting
priorities:

States have a strong role m priority setting -- they apply for funds for waters
(lakes) they want to protect.

Risks addressed:

Ecological nsks, specifically habitat protection.

Priorities for achieving goal:

Financial assistance provided through four types of grants. Offer techmcal
assistance through various means. Support development of State lake programs.

Programmatic priorities:

Grants offered for: Phase I - Diagnostic/Feasibility Studies of specific lakes; Phase
H - Restoration/Protection Implementation Projects for specific lakes already
diagnosed; Phase III - Post-Restoration Monitoring Studes; and Phase IV - Lake
Water Quality Assessments. Technical assistance offered through: 1) techmcal
documents; 2) operatng clean lakes clearinghouse; and 3) sponsoring national
conferences and warkshops.

Programmatic prionities for
addressing agricultural
practices:

No specific agriculture-related activities.

Agricuiture-related actwvities:

Phase II funds are being used by many States to tmplement agricultural BMPs 1n
watershed areas t0 minimize excess nutrients and sediments n lakes.

Mandatory or voluntary State
participation:

Not required to conduct Phases I-III. States statutorily (§314) required to report
(1n 305(b) bienmial reports) on certan aspects of lake water quality and their
efforts to control and mutigate adverse effects of pollution to lakes. Lake Water
Quality Assessment grants intended to assist 1n gathering and reporting the
required information.

Result of non-participation:

Failure to comply with reporting requirements renders States nehgible for all
Clean Lakes funding.

Components required for
grants:

Type of grant determunes specific components required to receve grant funds. In
addiuon to the 8 components bisted on Table I, Clean Lake grant applications
should include a description of public access to lake.

Degree of State flexibihty:

States have considerable flexibility -- n EPA’s 1980 Clean Lakes regulations,
mnimum requirements are defined.

Voluntary components:

Diag- sing, restoring/protecting, and evaluating restoration efforts all voluntary.
Stat.  2ncouraged to include a citizens' volunteer monitoring program component
in L. : Water Quality Assessment grants.

October 1992
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Appendix A

(12) CLEAN LAKES PROGRAM
(continued)

Use of "reference points”:

General Overview of Program

Not required to use EPA reference points or standards to receive funds. Region
X encouraging States to use data gathered in Diagnostic Feasibility Study to
develop a TMDL prior to requesting Restoration funding.

Current policy related
integration/coordination
activities:

There 1s close coordination between the Clean Lakes Program and the Nonpoint
Source Program at both HQ and in the Regions because the two programs are in
the same office organizationally. Region V has been in the forefront of Regional
coordination.

Suggesuons for fulure policy
integration/ coordination
actvities:

Encourage Regional offices to coordinate more co