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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

OFFICE OF WATER 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Final Watershed Protection framework Document 

From: Robert H. Wayland III, Director 
Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watershed 

Michael B. Cook, Director 
Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance 
James R. Elder, Director 
Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water 
Tudor T. Davies, Director 
Office of Science and Technology 

TO: Regional Water Management Division Directors 
Regional Environmental Services Division Director 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

for Policy and Management, Region VII 

We are pleased to share with you the enclosed final 
Watershed Protection Framevork document. This final version 
differs only slightly from the draft version which we forwarded 
to you in June for your comment. Your response to the draft was 
very positive and this version merely adds a "preface" and 
information concerning drinking and ground water programs that 
was not included in the previous draft. We are issuing this 
document jointly in recognition that Watershed protection will 
require control of both point and nonpoint sources and 
consideration of surface water as well as drinking and ground 
water. 

We have now received the Initial Region Plans from all of 
you and are in the process of preparing a synopsis of the 
projects that we can Share with you and your "champions." 
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The initial plans Clearly demonstrated that you and your States 
have experience and expertise in this approach. Out effort will 

focus on providing assistance to you and promoting the approach 
to broader groups of stakeholders. 

We look forward to working with you in promoting your 
projects and developing the comprehensive Regional Framework 
documents due in September 1992. Please let us know how we can 
serve or assist you. 

Enclosure 



At LCIS :3r*, t.?@ Vat,ts:ed >r::ect::n aFFrC&ch [%?A) 
vrth 1 focus on the condlticn of and t3:crrt to 8 Vaf8rSkad 

keq;,:s 

rather than on any spactfic pollutants or soutcaa 18 tna s&r:;-7 
point. A proj8~t amrger, or “cbqion”, for tha vrrtrrshed rou:j 
enlist the putfciprtion Of 3taff across the watw progr8m8, •~ 
vail as other strk@hOidSrS, in drwlopinq rn rsmrsoant of tna 
vrtrrrhr$ and rn aion plan to ad&or8 ispafmontr or throats. 
Thit rpprorck providrr an rppropriato md (rffectiw vry to 
addross throats to Ruman he8ltR and aquatic eCorlylto88 in (L 
holistic and intqtrtad smear. 

whih thlr WpA i8 not 8 mv progr88 in itrelf, it pr0vida8 63 
opportuntty for the Raqionr to work with Statas, locrl 
govornmnts, citiran groupa, and other ?edat8l 8pnci88 to 
dwalop vatrrrhed-rpaciftc 8CtiOn phn8 that rddrar8 both 
trrditionrl and non-trrditfonrl SoutcS8 of ~8lLufion. mrtbor, 
thrr action plan8 for w8tSr8h8d PrOtOCtfOn project8 (WPP8) will 
help focur rvailrbla ra8OUrCOS, 
tachnicrl and pr6qr8amfiC to018 

8nd rid in the dwelopaant of 
f0 8UCCS88fUiiy C8?y out the 

proj*ctr. 

Many Raqtonr and Stitos have hrn u8ing thfr rpproach and 
h8Va dwalopad 8Ctfofl phn8 fOt 88lStad VS+W8h@d#. for the 
short for%, it will bo v81urbla to impIO8Ont thare p18W in tha 
next tvo ymrnr to grin rxporf*ncr in dmon8tmtfraq and wrlu8ting 
tha V81US Of thf8 approach. roar the Ionq tom, tRa Roqion will 
dewlop, by October 1993, Comprahrnriva Rrrgionrl framovorks to 
quida their fonq-tom activities. ThO dwolopaant of Rogfon- 
vidr, risk-b88.d 888@881PSnt8 Of arch RwiOJl’S UStS?Shd8 vould 
provide 8n 8pprOptiatO brafr for future t8rgOtfntJ. Thir 
8S8OS88Wlf can by C0ndUCt.d by nrkinq SyStrutiC U8. Of 8V8tlrbla 
inforartion on vata? quality 8nd the living reaou?coa dopmndont 
on uators and thrarts to tJlr8a ro8OurCo8. 

Staeinq in ?YW, the Roqionr will u8e their frurvork 
document8 to tsrgat high priority v8t8r8hod8. ha p4rC: of thair 
Ionq-tom qorla, WA and the Roqfons vi11 vo?k tovrrd pamrnmt 
inrtttutionrl ch8ngoa th8t will l nrblo rnb l apouo? st8ta8 rnd 
other 8ganofe8 t8 opW8te their progrru in 8 8mnat th8t 3111 
8ChiWO th@ WFA 9-h 



A. zka vatar progrrm hrr m8d@ gr@rt prOqrO88 over tha pa8t L,W 
deead08 rn idontifyinq and controlling vrtrr pollution. 

8. While currant l ffort8 h8Vr bun 8UCC@88fu1, thay hiva 
concantrrtad on point 80uf~@8 8nd tha chmicrl intrqrity zc 
tha Nation’8 V8tarS. TAO cU?r8nt ptO43r8a rpprO8Ch has: 

i. Cta8t.d “Q8pS u which hrv@ f8il8d to rddrars ovarrl: 
l CologL~al and hrbitrt h88ltht 

ii. in mrny C8SaS, not COn8idamd the CUSUl8tiV~ l ffoctr 2: 
diffarmt type8 of pollution from diffarmt sources SC 
pollution: and 

iii. not trkan rdvrntaqr Of OppOStUnitfU t0 inVOlVa 10~81 
dacirion:aakarS 8nd other ?08pOnSiblO partim in 
coo~rrtivo l fforts to improvr tha ocoloqical hrrlth cr 
8p@CifiC v8tarbOdhS. 

c. Glatar protacfiOCl PrwtrllS WOlv@ 8I OUI tWhJlfC8l 
undarrtrndtng of tna environment Ch8ngaS and 88 our rocia: 
V81U.8 8nd politic81 1n*titutt0n* change. The WPA f8 intar?r: 
to ba 8 vahiclo to ptomota incramontal fmprovamnts in tzr -3:’ 
va approach th. t88k Of ptOt.Ctinq V8tW8hOdS. 

2. aoauotmm 

A ,. 

l nCOUr8q~ bt8m ti 1OC81 gOWtMMlt8 t0 t8mat Vit~?Shads 
bard on overall humn harlth and l coloqical rirkt to 
l fEO~@ fh@ dW.lOpla~nt Of 8it.OSmifiC W8tWSh.d 
protwtion Bma8ur~8 b8sod on 8 holistic, intqrttod rppr:a::: 
to ddraw both trrdittonrl 8nd nOrFtr8ditfOnal 8ource8: :: 
l str)lfrh proC~88~8 in vhrch all daCiSiOn-•akat8 rt 811 :(I.. l . j 
of qwammut, biffarant agoncias, 8nd otbar 8trkoholdarr l ::d 
togatiter to isphmont soAution8: and to l 8t8blirk l ffoCc:*~a 
progrru to 8usura 8ucc~s8 and continuous i8ptovmwIt8. 

8. Tha WA i8 co8proh8nrive in scope and radu to chrnqa 
incrrmantrlly the approach ta watershod protection vithrn ! 
1W@18 of govomaant. 

i. EPA h88 r88pOnSibilit:es to prOmOta coordinrtion ~1:' 
tha f8aily of Wdrral 3qrncrr8, davelop tachnicrl ‘.’ 
JoNa 118 8 point of c :zri;3atron rt the EPA Region 



1~11, and, uhere .tec*SSa.ry, prcvlde l xamp:es 3: 
intagratad, haliStic uat@rSkad protection. 

C. 

3. 

r:. ma statag and Indian Trike8 have rrrponribiliti~s fzt 
stata- and rasarvrtian-uida plrnninq and trrgattr,q, 
zkrnrginq w8for qu8lity proqrimr, intograting stata 
agrncirr, and rupportinq Lacrl 1~018 oi govrrnmen.t. 
me strta-wide 1~81 ifi ilro ecriticrl lewl for 
fntoqrrtfng infom8tion and coordinating tha l cttv~t:a~ 
of a8ny Stat@, Pedarrl, rnd othw agmcia8. 

iii. Locrl govornmnt8 (**go, counthr, munictp8Llties, 3~93 
planning rgoncirs) and othot orq8nitrtiona (o.Q., 
Conswvrtion Di8triCt8, L&a iS8OCi8tiOn8, businrrs- 
r818tod groupa, public informs+ group8) in m8ny CASTS 
ara the docirion-a8kOrS rorgon8iblo for ictiona that 
l ff@ct: the l nVirOnmOnt8l qU81ity Of U8tW8heds. 

rtm w8torshed rppro8ch ir an intqrrtmd rnd )rolistfc rtrazrgy 
for uatorshed protection. AS such, the WPA provides 8 
framawork th8t: 

i. l mpowr8 Pader81, St8t0, Indi8n mibea, 8nd foe81 
agmcia8 to et was m thit 
prmmnt, roducm or 8brto l nvironmontrl .dmJrrdrtion a?4 
rirk8 to l cologic8l systo88 8nd public health front & 
rf rnd f roa m in tha V8tOr8hti: 

ii. l ncour8qm constdarrtfon of the evm B 
l ffactr, throughout the 

w8tat8hOdt 

iii. l nh8ncrr m in- 
including Stata, lOC81, radarr& rgenciaa, Indian Ti:ter. 
8nd, Wat mt+8ntly, tn. public8 8lld 

iv. anable8 Stata and EPA to w&w 8nd 
l uccaa8fully davalop and ioptova tool8 rnd programat.: 
uthodorcqiw . 

SaVatr& Wont w8tor program8 ~ncorporrto ri8k-b88od 
gOoqtrp&ic C8qOting to soa dogram, including tha Nonpoi-c- 
SOU?Cr -88, tha Camprrhmsiva St8to Ground U8t.r 
Protmction Progrru (which incarporatr Wallhrad Profrcti:: 
Solo Sourea Aquifer Protect&on Proqmw), tha NItionrA Es:-,’ 
Proqr8a, tha Clam L8kaS ?rqraa, and Adv8ncod Idantificat . -- 
or Spat81 Am8 M8n8gemrnt Plan8 in tha Watlanda Program. 
Rwions arm 8180 undertakrng qeogrrphicrlty trrqatti, ml:.- 
madi rnfortamant hitia,ttvas. In tha na8r tara, tha 



‘G~~+~s.‘.*b ;rZC’-r+ZZiZTs xiitZ3t3 l C’GLf 7.2: ZF.i?q@ ‘..‘a :a;:** T: 
3 n :ch l xrst:.-.g pr:gra:S are :arr:rd cut or asa ta:;a:et,. 

y~a UQA is not intended Fzcn axirtinq trrqrttnq 
progrmfi, but rather t3 ,-aarata and build on t.‘l,rso tar;ec,;-q 
l ffogts on a uatafshed taSlS* L’r.drr tha Urtarshad Protact;:n 
Approach, vcl would look t0 E8kO SW@rrl oi thasa trrg.tM 
efforts .coincida in the Sam vaf@rShad 8nd thorrby strenqt::rn 
and broadan Out l ffOrt8. Tha approach vi11 l ncouraqe 
sfakeholdarl to view all trrgatinq effort8 in 8 ?¶olistie 
fashion, in tha ConfUf O f the SpWifiC urt~rshd. A 
daSiqn8tad %h88piOn ” for arch v8tat8had pro)act will vork ~3 
tia tha ptogrru toq8th.r. rim?* 1 illU8t?8t@S th@ 
r@l8tiOnShip of tha WA t0 ofha? W8tW progrrru. 

?inrlly, thorn 8zS iEpOe8nt tr8ditiOfl8l to918 (pomittin9, 
8t8nd8rd Sattinq, ate.) which 8?a genOr8lly rppliad unifor=t:y 
n8tionvido 8nd vhich l ra responsibly for much of the progress 
ro8litad thus frr in preventing Of controlling pollution. 
Continued, or l nh8ncd, USa Of thO88 tr8ditiOfl81 tools is a 
vital building block for battar efforts - vitRin targot& 
v8tarshod8 rnd more bro8dW 

A. fmploamt8tfon of tha WA will br through 8 tvo-pronged 
rppro8cht 

i. (abrt-tO= 9081) - ?So-•c:s 
ufll M initi8t@d by tha R-for\8 ubd mfb89@d by EPA: 
Pro)@&8 will ba Sal@Ctad th+ough ri8k-b88@d trrqetL:g 
8nd involw intogrrtad, holisttc V8tOrahti protection 
8olutiofU (840 AppandiCe8 A 8fid 0 fo? 8 definition of J 
Urt8rahed Profaction Prof*ct 8nd l xmplas of Ragionrl 
u8tat8hd PrOfaCtS). Th. PUrpOW Of tl!. R-ion81 
pt8)e i8 t0 68vrlop wth0d8 Ud twl8, davalop 
cradibla m8a l tudias, 8nd load by l wupla. Tha key 
iqrOdiUlt in thaw $rOfOCt8 i8 fha d@8im8tiOfl Of 1 
*ch8apionB for the salwtod v8tor8Udr who vi11 l ct:ve: / 
fnvofv0, with m8n8gaWnf SUpQOrt, tha bmrd #Cope of 
!htOg )#8dW9UOnt DiViSiOn St8ff 8d PWX’US in tha 
fornrtion 8nd l xocution of rction plrna to protact: of 
onbmca t&a uitetshed. 

ii. (long-tam 9041) - SPA HQ rnd 
undertake ipocifiu 8ctivitta8 to l ncour3qr 

Stata# and othar agencies to WV@ tou8rd intagrrtrd. 
fOCUS.d, noristic uatot w8lity ptoqrru. This is i 
aid- to Iong-tom prgposition, l d includwt 

8. l h8ncfnq Statwidm asrasswnt 8nd groqr8phic 
trrgating programs; 



FIGURE 1 

Relationship of 
the Watershed Protection Approach 

to Other Water Proqtams 

National Estuary Pr~gratn 

/ 
Water&cd Protection Projects \ 



C. involvinq local gawrnmw and the public in 
davolapinq campfah@nsiw vafltshad protrction 
3uswu: and 

d. involvinq Fadar81, Stat@, Indian Tribal, and LocaL 
aqanciu and th@ public in dwelaping rpproptiatr 
aducrtianrl programs. 

8. scope of Watershed Protacfion Profact - Appendix A provides 
l definition of # vatwshad PrOtaction projoct (WFP). 
2 illurtrator the %COpa Oc w?PS. 

Figure 
All WPPa should be broad ;,1 

t0mts of the rcopo of the wvdrommtal irruaa examhod. 
projoct8 that mry b8 l pproprfata to Lnitirtr undar tha WPk 
includa project8 that foCu8 on traditional pollution sources 
such ar industrial facilitior rnd POntr l d on pollution 
prrvantion and centrelling pollutiOn fto8 dirpatmd, non- 
tradition81 sourCO8 (@*9*, urban and rurrl nonpoint l ourca 
dirch8rgo of nutriont8 and toxics, stormmtat, a0 
di8charqor8, habitat de SmCtiOn). T?mae 8ourcma con8ttfut6, 
in l ggrrgrt8, 8 siqniflcrnt thrart to vatat quality and the 
intaqrity of th8 ocoryrtam8 in our urtm8h8d8. 

T?m rcopa and coiglmwity of WFP8 vi11 be datominad by t?.o 
Reqlonr and Stat.8 on a casa-by-c88a b88is and should rr,CLecz 
available ?~~OUICU, technical forsibility, and public 
support. UPPa should focur on 9oe9rrph~crl as.88 vhara 
l xfrtinq fuowc18 and l ctivitha cm ba tnt8grrtod and 
brouqht toqothrt to demonrttatr 8uccu8 within a torsonrble 
period of t&88. w)rila WPPa vi11 vay in rim and scope 30s: 
ptOfOCt8 will not rddrors the antito 9009rrpl¶~c ruch of very 
lU98 vatr?8hoda, orturrios 01 l quifua. 

c. Ro8Ult8 UUU?UMt - tdcb aSpaCt Of th8 WA l U8t hrva 
Da88Unibh wht8. Tracking rmUlf8 vi11 be a priorlt’j ~2 
iaplamfhtinq flu U?A. txrmplas of aaaaur18 that vi11 ba 
trackad 88 pmt of WPA include m~arur8b~a urtar qurlity 
imp-U, rtd maasurablo pragra8 lnrtitutionrl changes. 

0. For ?YW, fho U?A vi11 te rqlemontod by existing b8s@ 
r*8ouM ubd by rpplying portion8 of my FY9a incmrru. 

r. EPA HQ vi11 prouido flrxlbrl:ty in cmtain l xi8tinq progra-a 
to rupport ioplomontinq t:r.o ;IPA (sm Appmdix L). 





s. B?A rq Am RmIOnAL CSmImmfT8 

A. :-ferdqurrt.rs comartsants inclzda: 

i. Davaloping technical tool8 far gaographie trrgating ar.4 
vatarshad protection f&g*, sodala, HPS-oriented 
critatia, monitoring mthods, 
gaoqrrphic trrgating mathod.): 

.bnP l ffactivanarr data, 

ii. mraonirinq tha priority sattinq and trrgrting crizrrsa 
oc currantfy opareinq brsa progrrms: 

iii. providing flarfbility to grrnt rasourc.8 for vatorrked 
protactfon projactrr 

iv. Supporting toordin8tion rnq t8ChniC81 tr8n.f.r pitkhai’~ 
batvaan th. Ragionst rnd 

V. setting up naceSS8y vorkrhopa, vi8itinq project rites, 
8nd l vrlu.ting progrew 

8. Regional CommftawW includa: 

i. Ultimata rarponsibility for the unrguant of urtarrhed 
projactr 8nd other ralrtad l ctiviffu (a.g., project 
idantiftc8tion, st8ff dadicrtion); 

ii. Ptap8r8tiOn Of daactfptfona Oc p18lUl.d 8Ctiviti.S a~.4 
ramoureaa davotti to profactrt rnd 

iii. Raportinq on W8SUr8bla indiC8tOr. of prograr8. 

A. by Aug\Ut, 1991, rnitirr Ttm km will ba 
sub8ittod to WA HQ. Th.8. Inttirl R.qion.1 ?lrn8 vill, at 1 
minhm, ineluba: (388 Appandix b for 8 morm daf8ilad 
dasctiption. ) 

t. i dw8tiption of ReqiOn81 v8tarshd profact tha Reg;:- 
UltiCfmt88 uorkLr,g on in ?Y 9t rnd ?Y 93. 

ii. Znftial thoughts on a Compreh8nriva Rogiorul ?r’lmeuore 

8. By Saptuber, 1992, RagronaL offfC.8 will submit 8 
Th. 

should l rpi8in hov the 
Ragionrl offic88 vi11 vork to l ncourrqo todarrl, st8t8, 3-1 
1OC81 8gWlCf88 to implrmant pragraa chrnqra to 8Chf8V8 t'e - 
gO8lS. It should include: (Sea Appandir C for 8 aora 
dat8il.d d.rcription.) 
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ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

c. rn ?Y 

A dareriptiofl Of the Ragicn-wide watarshad assesste.lz 
and gaogrrpnic targeti>g capability that should be 
co?pl.ted by S.pt.Z!!.t 1991: 

A strata= for institution*! C?8ng88 including 
o88rurrbl8 rwults, aihstonos, rnd ragulrr progress 
reports; 8nd 

A plan for trrnsfarrin9 lassoam Larrmd from  tn. 
Raqionrl w8t8rShSd projects 8nd progrrm  initirtrves 
vithin the Ragion. 

1991 n8tion81 vorkshops on int8gr8fd v8t8rsh.d 
protection vi11 be conduct80. 

0. In FY 199s n8tiori81 prOgr888 t0 data vi11 b8 rs8as~0d. 



Strengthtntd State Soopoint Source Programs 

A. Bat kground 

Cnder $319 of the Clean Water ACt (CWA). SUB are required to d~tlop EP.4.approved 
nonpoint source asstssmtnu and management programs to address nonpoint source 
impairmenu to rhe Sation’s waters. ApprOWd state ‘prqrams art eligible to receive EP.4 
grants and State revolving loan fur& for nonpoint Source program Implementation. From F\r 
1990 through FY 1993. SW received a totA of $193 mullion in $3 19 grants to Implement 
approved nonpoint source program. 

States currently employ a mix of voluntary aad enforceable approaches to implement !helr 
nonpoint source programs. States are not currently required under 5319 to have enforceable 
policies to implement the programs. In addition. EPA +S IMX Ime indepaht authorIn to 

establish nonpoint source controls where a State has failed to develop an approvable program; 
nor does EPA have authority to assure that States develop and implement nonpoint soufcc 
programs. 

8. Recommtsded Elemtou of Streagthtsed Stste Nospobt Source Progrspu 

Proposed revisions to $3 19 would ttndamentally stre@ea the basic structure of nonpoint 
source program. In States that do not implement a State-wide water&4 management program. 
proposed revisions to $3 19 recommend the following: 

. Within two years of enactment of CWA reauthorization, States should speclricail:. 
identify those wate&dk and their watersheds that are impaired or threatened b> 
nonpoint sources, and identify other special waters, such as Outstanding Yatlonal 
Resource Waters and drinking water supplies. 

States should expand their existing nonpoint source programs to implement best 
available mement maures for categories of nonpoint sources causmg or 
contributing to w~rr quality impairments or thtertaKd impairments in unpaired. 
w and speci4 protection areas listed by the State. 

Sm should hve aa initial period of nuo and one half years from the date it 
cm to develop and submit their revised nonpoint source management programs 
to EPA t’oc review and approval. 

. States should then be allowed NO consecutive five year periods; the first five :cx 
period is for implcmontation oi nonpolnt source controls, the second for implemenlarrcn 
of additional nonpoint source controls uhere necessary to attain and maintain ~;tter 
quality standa& in ail waters. 

. States should be required to include cntrcement authorities co assure implcmenr~r:Lr! 
of their nonpoint source programs. Fl<\lblliry should be provided to rely mltlall! ,- 
voluntary approaches, however. the m!tirccable uthority should be in place t’rorr, :-- 



OUECC. 

. TO promote State adoption of these strengthened nonpoint source programs. C+ress 
should provide both incentives and dismentiws including: 

s mcrcascd Federal funding of State nonpomt soucc programs. 
. authority for EPA to withhold 33 19 grants from States that do not Jdopt 

approvablc. upgraded nonpoint source programs. or do not implement rhem. 
I target other Federal funds for nonpoint source control to be expended in Sum 

that adopt approvable, upgraded nonpoint source programs. 

. States should be specific about the role of Federal facilities as part of the re@tcd 
commnicy and enforcement provisions should apply. 

. As a backup to State enforcement of State management programs. EPA should 31~0 be 
authorized to cake enforcement action. Such action should take place after: I) EP.4 has 
provided notice to responsible parties of their responsibility to implement program 
requirements; 2) EPA has also informed the State; 3) the responsible parries have not 
implemented applicable requirements after receiving EPA’S notice: and 4) the State has 
not taken timely and appropriate enforcement action. 

. EPA should be authorized to establish enforceable minimum nonpoint source controls 
where a State fails to develop an approvabie program. 

%I~ere States undertake a State-wide watershed protection program as described IO :% 
Uministration’s proposal for watershed management (i.e.. developing a comprehensr\e 
inventory of the State’s watersheds and establishing strong, enforceable programs IO 
expeditiously achieve environmental objectives). such State programs should include: 

e a proceu for developing local. tailored nonpoint source management measure* 
for significant pollutants. 

. demonstrate that nonpomt source controls, in combination with point jtiur<; 
controls would achieve and maintain environmental objectives withrn tir'lccn 
years of enwunentv 

. ensure that all source controls. including those for nonpoint sources. are tr~h:,l 
by L#CC~JUY implementau~~n mechanisms and enforcement authorities. 



Watershed Management Approach 
Imponant Milestones 

m Clean Water Act amendments are enacted by Congress, tncludicg 
recomended protisi0n.s for Watershed .Management Approach. 

States dhillg t0 Substitute their State 
watershed program for their revised $319 non-point source program, must submit 
their programs to EPA for approval. Thcte in iI0 de&line ~OC State programs. if a 
State does not wish to make such a substitution. 

. . m EPA approves or 
disapproves State program submission, after ~~rtfening with other Federal agencies. 

States must 
submit a revised State program for EPA review. If disapproved a second time, States 
must revise their 9319 non-point source program as required by an amended 53 19. 

repon. 
States must submit a summary status 

m five v c States must submit a revised 
State program. 

Ten vean alter States must have approved and adopted wate:ched 
management plans for all priority watersheds. 

Fifteen State l avironmentaI objectives must be met. 

e EPA may revoke incentives as it deems appropriate, if a State has nor 
met requirements 

t 



State Watershed Programs 

Substantial reductions have been achieved through the control of point source potlution. 
Although these still present an envirOfmntd threat in some areas. many other types of 
activitlcs which cause impairment are not adequately addressed CWA programs. Existing 
water pollution control programs can serve as a foundation for a waten&ed management 
approach. Such an approach provides for: (I) recbgnizifig that all watersheds encompass 
interconnected systems of resources, (2) identifying priorities and tail~r’.c~ solutions to 
specific problems, (3) building partnerships between various governmental and private 
efforts within watersheds, and (4) building locli commitment to s~lutiotu. A State-based 
program would provide for an inventory of watersheds, assuring a more consistent. risk. 
based approach to selecting priority watershed& would respect the key role played by States 
and worild allow for a program authorizing State approval of individual management plans 
for each watershed. 

B. Recommended Elements of State Watershed Programs 

The CWA should require EPA approved State watershed programs. It should also make 
clear that nothing in such a provision would alter existing State and local responsibilities. 
States should work with representatives from all levels of government during ail steps of 
program development. There will be no deadline for submitting state programs to EPA; 
however, if a State wishes to substitute its watershed program for its rkised 9319 non-point 
source (WS) pollution control program and permit the appliatioa of tailored, innovative, 
or alternative YPS management practices, state watershed progratns should be submitted 
no later than two and a half years after enactment. 

State watershed programs would include the following elements: 
4 * 1. w-w l The envimamental objectives 

must include water quality standuds for each w8tersbed aud other quantitative 
environmental goals. States should devise schedules t&t provide for a relatively 
constant level of e&n with the ultimate gosl that these environmental objectives will 
be met not later thrn 15 years after enactment. The schedule should provide for 
early development of individual watershed plans: plans for priority watersheds must 
be approved and adopted within IO years of enactment. Detailed plans should not 
be required for all watersheds within a State. 

. . . . 2. m Cr1terta Watt&K&? l Watershed 
boundaries should be based on the USGS hydrologic cataloging system and should 
take ground water ‘features into account. The scale of watersheds should be 
determined by each State in cooperation with adjacent States. Criteria for selecting 
priority watersheds should include environmental criteria, such a~ the presence oi 
impaired waterk especially those impacted by NPS, the need to protect sensitive or 
important habitats, and the degree of human health or ecosystem risk; ~r.ll 
programmatic factors, such as workioad. 



3. . Med \fat &ttlrlcs. For watersheds requiring :E:c:s,~~ 
management over time. Stares should be encouraged to designate new or e.~stlng 
entitia to serve as watershed management teams. These entities should include an 
array of interested panics and may include entities administering the National 
Es tuay Programs. 

4 Praceu for 
This process should be implementable in accordance with the State schedule for 
progressively achieving environmental objectives and should include one of the 
following or combination thereof: (1) best available management practices no less 
stringent than established in the Administrator’s guidance issued under CWA $3 19 
that will apply to significant categories and subategories of NPS pollution; (2) 
mechanisms for tailoring identified best management practices to site specific 
conditions, provided that they are no less s&gent than the Administrator’s guidance 
issued under 9319; or methodologies by which the State or watershed management 
teams can explain that less stringent management practices can be established for 
?iPS that will meet State and watershed-ievti environmental objectives. 

5. States should develop a process for identifying major caus& of wetland We&&- 
IOU and degradation and for developing and implementing appropriate strategies and 
policies for achieving no overall net loss of wetlands and an increase in the quality 
and quantity of wetlands. 

6. m State watershed programs should include minimum requirements for 
watershed management planning, implementation, monitoring, and reporting which 
must be met in order to qualify for incentives. 

7. State Watershed management plans should be approved by the State (in 
coordination with adjacent States, as appropriate). States should oversee watershed 
planning and impietnentaaion efforts. States should invoke the public to the 
maximum extent practicable; the public should be able to review and comment on 
the State watershed program prior to the program’s submittal to EPA A State must 
also demonstrate its leg& authorities to implement and enforce its watershed 
program. ‘These shouid be no less stringent than those found in the CWA and other 
Federal laws. 

8. w Involveme~ The State program should include for each 
watenbtd a process for involving Federal agencies with a local interest or natural 
resource trust responsibiliti& in the watershed and States and Indian Tribes whose 
iand arer encompasses a portion oi the watershed. 
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Watershed Management Plans 

A. Background 

Succ,pssful management of .specific watersheds is critica@  dependent upon locally-based 
ciiorts. Experience has shown that people are most likely to care about the water near 
which they live and depend up. State-des@mted watershed management entities w;lll: 
build on this local commitment; coordinate private sector, regulatory, and volunta? 
programs; and comprehensively address cumulative impacts by developing and implementing 
solutions appropriate to the particular watershed. 

IL Recommendations 

Xmendments to the CWA shouId direct those watershed management entities or State 
agencies that have been designated to carry out watershed-level management activities under 
an approved State watershed program to undenake the following activities: 

1. -In 

. . 

volvemcnt. 
. 

w  Mahne Provide for 
the participation of all affected or interested parties and establish a protocol for 
making decisions and resolving conflicts among members of the watershed 
management entity. 

2. 1 ‘vcs . and Establish local 
environmental objectives that further the goals of the CWA and are consistent with 
all applicable statutes and regulations. [dent@ environmental indicators that will be 
used to monitor and report on the attainment of these objectives. 

3. Watenhtd Analyze the causes and sources of point source and SUPS 
pollution. Inventory, if appropriate, wetlands and other valuable aquatic habitats. 
Describe major causes of loss and degradation. 

. 4. Imblemcntatian l Identify specific implementation actions that will attain 
and maintain water quality standards and other ettvikotamental objectives. 

5. WV Plans (W!APk A WMP sets a schedule, specifies who 
will oversee its implementation and the perscm respoasibie for implementing spec!fIc 
actioar under the plan, and identifies existing and potential sources of funding 
Th- pLuu should be revised as necessary. Watershed management entitles 
implemt the plan& evaluate progress. provide repocu to the State, and should 
develop monitor@ programs. The CWA should require that ail watershed 
management eatities receiving funding carry out some level of monitoring and 
assessment of risks to public health and the environment. Watershed managerr.e?.r 
entities will also notify all parties of their roles and responsibilities for implemcntlfig 
the their plans. 

6. Enfa Develop new or apply existing enforceable policies ~rd 
mechanisms. Take enforcement actions as necessary. For the purposes of %‘flP- 





Federal Role in Watershed Management 

A. Background 

In this watershed approach, States and watershed management entities would draw upon the 
resources, skills, and authorities of all participants, including Federal agencies, to carry out 
[heir respective responsibilities within the watershed planning and management context. 
The challenge for Federal agencies is four-fold: first to participate; second, to provide 
incentives for watershed management: third, to stream-line operations wherever pow&; 
and. fourth, co provide adequate oversight of Federal expenditures. 

B. Recommendations 

1. Guidance: EPA should issue guidance to States for tbe design of their watershed 
programs. This guidance would describe in detail how to meet the rmmmum 
requirements of the CWA 

2. &prov& The CWA should require States to submit their watershed programs 
to EPA EPA would then approve or disapprove the program within 180 days of 
receipt, after conferring with other Federal agencies. incentives would not be 
available to States until their program is approved. In the case of disapprovaf, a 
State should have six months to z.: nd its program and resubmit it for approval. If 
disapproved a second time, a State would be required to revise its FJPS program as 
required by an amended 3319. 

3. J3eviw: Success a State watershed program should be measured in terms oi: I : I 
environmental conditions; (2) programmatic changes: and (3) changes in exposure< 
and risks to public health and living resources. Each year foollowing program 
approval, States should submit a summary status report. Federal agencies shoulJ 
allow States to use this report to satisfy other reporting requirements under the WA 
and other Federal programs. Every five years following program approval, Sr;ltes 
should submit a revised state program, which EPA may disapprove if: ( I i the 
program does not meet the purposes of the watershed management provisions; I 2 I 
the State is not meeting the milestones specified in the program schedule; or (31 I he 
State is not making reasonable progress toward meeting its environmental object I\ c\ 
Xny d&approval of a State program must be in writing and specify modificar Irln\ 
EPA rruy withdraw financial support or rescind incentives if WMPs are not k:-g 
develo@ or implemented. 

. . 
l 4. m If at any time EPA finds that (1) a State program 41 W’ 

not meet the requirements of the watershed management provision; (2) an apprct\c$: 
State program schedule is not being met; or (3) the proposed practices or rne;l~:*~~~ 
in WMPs are not adequate to attain environmental objectives, then EPA qh11’ ” 
notify the State of modifications that are necessary in order to continue co XL< -. 
incentives. The Administrator may revoke incentives as he/she deems appr(jtir 
if EPA deterrh:s that the State has not met requirements. 
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. . a * 2. roord!natlon. The CWA should provide for a com ttee. 
*including representatives from  all kvelS Of government, to coordinate and support 
watershed activities. Although not mmmended as a statutory amendment, Federal 
asen& should panicipate in watershed-level management promote watershed 
management, and implement their programs in accordance with WMPs. Where there 
is no approved watershed programs. Fed& agencies should use a watershed 
approach in implementing their program s. 

6. Entarccmcnt: Enforcement responsibilities under the CWA will be appkable 
within a watershed program  through the individual authorities profi4cd under other 
CWA sections. 



IVatershed Protection tncentives 

A. Funding 

1. EI;Pibilitu: clarify that eligible activities under CWA sections 104(b)(3), 106(h), 
3 14(b), 320(g), and SRF include diagnosis, *lt?RQ, stakeholder involvement. and 
~OUOW-up monitoring, in addition to iterative cycles of implementing actions, 
assessing results and implementing revised actions. 

2. m nrQU& MOW pass through Of 1w gWlU t0 watershed management entities 
and encourage States to prioritize SRF funding for projects within approved 
watershed management plans. 

3. ~lanninn: Include specific Qndiq authorization for watershed management 
Planninn. 

4. Nm Reserve signikant percentage of any future 319(h) increases 
to support implementation of nonpoint source management measures under Statc- 
approved watershed management plans. 

B. Yonpoint Soarce Controls 

. 1. ee Ng l htead of being required to submit 
state-wide 3 19, as amended, plans providing for applicatioa of uniform best avaiiable 
management measure to both existing sourcea in impaired aad threatened 
wat:r heCs and new sources in all watersheds, States with approved watershed 
management programs would have the option to: 

- establish management practices only for sign&ant ategories and 
subcategories of existing nonpoint source pollutioa identified in 
comprehensive wkcrshed inventory and for all new nonpoint sources state- 
wide, or 

. establish mechanisms for developing site specific management practices 
tailored to reflect local soil and climatic conditions, or 

- establish methodologies for allowing less stringent management practices for 
nonpoint sources where compiiance with State and watershed-level objectives 
can be demonstrated. 

2. -VP NQ Inrplemenucion schedules 
under 319, as amended, would not apply to nonpoint sources in States with approved 
watershed management programs; rather, apprond States would be required to 
include milestones for implementing nonpoint source controls in the State’s overall 
IS year watershed program for progressivety achieving watershed environment;ll 
objectives. 



3. m new States are eligible for alternative nonpoirx source :>cen:;vcs 
ody if they submit watershed program within two and one half years (3) months, 
aiter C~CUtlefX. 

J. -cc Wtivt Revacatian: If EPA revoked the nonpoint source 
incentive, a State would be required to submit a revised nonpoint source program in 
accordance with 319, as amended no later than one year after final notice of 
revocation. 

c. YPDES Pennits 

1. ~tivc m Allow one time 5 year extension of NPDES permit 
term beyond current expiration date t0 allow States to sequence watersheds. 
However, facilities would still be required to submit timeM permit appliations and 
States would retain authority to immediately reissue petit if permit application 
indicates impairment of water quality. 

2. 10 YB AllOW 10 Ye= PMllSitS for point SOuTC8$ where receiving 
water quality standuds are being me! at time of permit issuance and watershed plan 
provides for maintenance of water quality standards. 

3. . . 5Ycars l Issue permits which defer 
compliance with water quality standards for up to S yem where 1) approved 
watershed management plaa 2) the plan s-es enforceable nonpoint source 
pollutant load reductions that in combination with point source controls assure 
compliance with water quality standards in U years, and 3) the point source does not 
have a history of significant noncompliance. 

4. t The dollar amount of permit fees collecred 
under mandatory CWA permit fee system may be used to o&et matching funds 
requirement for 106 grants. 

D. Water Quality Trlcnnirl Meus 

1. v Reviews: The current 3 year period for triennial reviews 
may b extended to S years in States with approved watershed management programs 

* 1 
1. k * Expand section 401 certification authority 
to apply to new federal facility and activity requirements (not otherwise provided ior 
under sections 301,%)2,303, 306, and 307) where 1) approved water utanagemcnt 
plan, 2) federal agew was provided opportunity to participate in pllnning process. 
and 3) federal agency did not object to new requirement. 



On October 14, 199!, Michael 8. Cook, Director of OWEC, sent 
e memorandum to the Regional Wafef Division Directors requesting 
comsnt on l proposal for developing an OWEC watershed strategy. 
Ths proposal identified sOm8 key iSSUe that must be considered 
as the point source programs move tovard a watershed-based 
approach. 

Four Regions (3,4,6,10) provided comments on these issues. 
Responses ranged from gener81 comments on tha overall proposal to 
detailed comments on the rpecific issues. A rumary of the key 
issues outlined in the propoe81, Regional comments, and 
conclusions dram fror the Regional comments follow. 

Following is a sumaary of the kq issums reised in the 
proposal for developing a watershed strategy. 

Option 1: focus on brforitv ~a- and define b8se 
18~81 program for other watersheds 

Option 2: develop a plan to address l verv vm by 
scheduling activities throughout five year sanagorent cycles 

ChaJ2gad na88urm 8 or succa88 

Focus on ?iscal Yeu 199s progru commitments initially 

Begin to emphufzo longer-term me8suros 8seocieted vith 
environment81 hprovmmt (vater gu8lfty in watersheds) 

Provide flexibility and incentives for States to shift the:r 
program to 8 wtorshed approach 

Sale Statss and vatershedr for initial efforts and over 
thm long-term work toward an overall approach by each State 

Synchronita porrits by ueterehed 

Focus noro attention on minors, stomvater, CSOe, sludge, 
pollution prevention in watersheds whets thsy cause 
significant problems 
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LoOk for opportunities to us* ganual permits (kg., h 
miniair dischargm) 

FOCUS effort8 on particularly Iever problems in all 
watarshd8 a8 a ha88lin8 

~~elop fwdbrrck loop with 8nforc8r8nt to 888 if 8nforc8able 
pa-its are bafng vritt8n for watar8h8dr of conc8rn 

Provide flexibility in u8e of in8pection rwourca8 

Placm mor8 8mpha8i8 on multi-mdia inspection8 

Conduct l nforcermt aCtivith8 irr early 8tag88 of vatarrhed 
planning to bagin l ddra88ing violation8 in priority 
watorrhed8 a8 they arm identified, not jurt aft8r a plm is 
dwalop*d 

Consider violation8 such a8 non-fihr8, problem8 from minor 
diwhargorr, vat V88ther OV~rflOv8, di8charg88 from 8anitary 
s~ar8, and dxy vather ovarflov8 

fnvaatfgat~ vatarrhad8 with high coiplianco rata8 and 
rmainfng vatu quality problems to detwmina the source of 
tha probl- 

cu.8 of Dar sy8tam 
U80 th8 Pamit Corpliurc8 Sy8tm (PCS) to identify 
prioritim within W8tW8h8d8 (ospocially toxic8); track 
minor8 di8ChUyiItg to priority vatorbodfa8; and mp major 
and Binor di8chug88 in priority vat~t8hod8. 

Improw tPA, Stat8, and public acCa88 to data 

fnva8t in data integration to drwlop kttu linkaga8 to 
l xi8tinq data 

Work with th8 Administration to davalop a dodicatad fundrnq 
source for vatu8hrd planning 

Work with Stat88 to giv8 increa8ed con8iduation to prO)eCts 
under approval wator8h8d management or Section 319 plans 
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Four E?A Ragions providd c~mmnts on tha proposal for a 
vateshed strat8gy as summarirod below. 

Th8 RSgions gonmrally mapportrd Optio'n 2, addrsssing all 
watorshods, a8 a go81 for on ovarall 8pprO8Ch. On* RSgion 
noted that all StataS SSy not k abh to t8k8 this approach 
and rScommondSd giving St8t88 flexibility to choose the best 
approach for their Stat@. Anothu Region noted that both 
options l hould by pur8uSd l ixult8nSously. 

Offu inc8ntivem for St8ta dWdop8ont of modeling, 
monitoring, TMDLm by watushed (components of Option 2). 
One eacamplo is including T'HDL dwmlopmnt am a grant 
condition. 

Consider using non-authorized St8tM as tasting grounds. 

ChAagad m&mtFm 8 of suCW88 

- NW 1S8SUrO8 of SUCCSSS could include uasuring loading 
rwluctioru for pollutantS of concan in 8 watum!md and 
m8suring uu 8tt8inmnt (number of strmu xi108 in full 
attainaant) on str@SB rS8chSs below major dfschugus and 
signffic8nt minors. 

On8 Rogfon not8d that loading rsductions Amy not by 
considorti mmnfngful ma8surM of 8~~~888 if th8y cannot be 
linkti t0 V8tU qU8lity. 

Stat8/RuJional watar8hd Stratmgiu 

DSfino tha scope of the vat8rshad sttst8gy (point sources 
Only, point ti nOnpOint 8OtWC88) 8nd knchmrk from 
existing Stata 8nd Regional 8xpuionce8. 

Adciraso incantiwa for and inpSdimSnt8 to ixpluSnting a 
w8tualmd protactfon approach r8sulting fro8 EPA/State 
org8afr8tion81 structurm. 

Possible inc8ntivas include 10 yea p8rrit8, tr8ding, and 
th8 flexibility to “rearrang@ n rosourc8m to implement a 
W8tOrShSd S~lcOSCh. Thir flSxibility 8ust wtond kyond the 
permits program. 

Impodironts include 8 lack of sow Regional uppar a8n8g--t 
support for tha w8tsrshSd prot8ction apptO8Ch and States 
that arm unwilling to change thm way th8y do buSinSSS 
without new rqulations requiring such ch8ngSs. 
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Re-Oriant monitoring and modeling activities on WatarShed 
b8Si8. 

a ESt8blish a good educational program and d8monstration 
projects to shov Stat88 th8 b8nofits of tha vatsrshsd 
protwtfon approach. 

Provida analysis of financial, l daini%tr8tivS, and 
SnvironmSnt81 bSnSfif8 Of a W8f8r8hSd protSction approach. 

On8 R-ion coUmnt& th8t th8 NPDCS program is “tha l ngine 
th8t will pull tha uatershti train." 
the NFDES parspactiv*, howwar, 

If one con8id8rs only 
OffOr+ to 10Vm tOV8rd a 

w8tOrShSd appro8ch will not h fully l ff8ctiv8. OWE and 
OWOW efforts to implSm8nt a WrtSrshSd protection approach 
must be coordin8t8d. 

On8 Region st8t8d it8 l gr88aOnt With th8 r8comaand8fions in 
the propos81. 

An l ltamatfv8 to synchronizing porritr by uatorshads 
prO$OSSd by one RSgiOn 1% dw8loping -LS 011 8 w8torshrd 
bash and issuing corraaponding pumit8 ovu 8 yau or 
88var81 Y88rS. This l pprO8Ch giV88 flwcibility in timing of 
permit issumco uh8n thmra 8rm 8 lug0 nu8bu of f8cilities 
with problms other than those addrassod by the basin THDL. 

On8 Region cmntod that because of tirr rsquir8d for up- 
front work, true w8t8rrh8d p8rritting vould not occur until 
at 188st thru yo8rs or as m8ny as fin y88rs after 
dwmlopmont of a v8tSrshrd protwtion 8ppro8ch. 

Onr R-ion noted th8t it vould b@ difficult to r8-op8n 
pormita in off-basin years to include any nav st8tutory 
rquiruont8. 

mYard8tick8a l r8 maded for me8suxing succ88m in convmrtinq 
8 et8 proqtu to a uatarshed l ppro8ch. 

Pollutukt tr8ding guidance is needad. 

Ona Ragion qumationmd tha proposal to l tp8nd the ~88 of 
g8n8rrl pumitm in vat8rrhsds with aWOrm w8tSr qU8lity 
problm since.gemral permits arm usamlly used to S8tiSfy 
administr8tivS 8nd leg81 needs rather th8n dS8ling with a 
8pOCifiC W8t8r gU8lity problem. 
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Changer Fn tha Zaforc8wnt Progru 

currsnt l nforcsmsnt guidancs i8 inconsistrnt with ths 
watershed appro8ch and should be abandonad if a watrrshed 
appro8ch is adopted. 

Adequate l nforc8mant actions must be undertaken in a 
watershad as a wat8rsh8d study is gatting underway. The 
results of enforcement actfon8 could impact load allocations 
and other d8cisionS in the W8terShed. Enforcmmt actions 
should b8 includ8d in any Corpr8h8nsiv8 action plan and 
coordinrt8d with the b8sin study. One Region COM8nted that 
timely and appropri8t8 l nforc888nt l ctivitiam 8ra being 
addreswd as thay ars idantifiad for MjOrS, but they need 
to occur for minors. 

Without further l xplanation, one Region c -tad th8t 
multinadi8 insp8ction8 are not V8q irport8nt to the 
watershod apprO8Ch. Another Region stated that directing 
l nforcamant raaourcms tovard failing soptic tanks (an 
l x8rpla given in thS proposal) would k in8ffsctiv8 and 
nonproduct ivo. 

One Region rt8t8d th8t directing ro8Ourc8s toward watersheds 
with high corglianca ratss would k inaffici8nt sines therm 
arm V8t8rSh8dS with both lov corplianca r8t.m 8nd water 
quality prObl8U. Ths Region ruonandad tracking 8vorage 
compliancS r8tas by w8tamh8d. 

080 Of &t8 w8tM8 

Two RqiOnS 8gr8& that inCOrpor8ting d8t8 for minors in PCS 
should k 8 priority, but recognitd tha namd for additional 
rasources to do so. 

One R-ion recommandad that a nhydrologic81 l art systeml~ be 
d8V8lOpad to cro88-r~ferenca 811 W8tU computer 8ystems by 
rivu rmch and st8tad that permit8 and l nforcuant need to 
m uu of GIS, WBS, and STORET. 

Ona ROqiOn conant8d that thsr8 should k 8 focus on data 
qU81ity. 

std. nmmlvdag ?md 
- On8 R8gion WCpr8888d support for the prop0881 t0 giVa 

priority to u8ing SR? funds in arms idSntifi8d in 319 NPS, 
man8guSnt progr8m8. 
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smtaral conclu8ions may be dram from the Regional comments. 
The88 COnClUSiOnS rapra88nt iSSU88 Vh8r8 there appaarld to b8 
son8 lava1 of agreammt among th8 Regions commenting on the 
propos81. AlSO, in m8ny cares, Rsgions my h8V8 agrsad with the 
recOSm8nd8tiOnS in the propoS8l ml, th8rafor8, chose not to 
coma8nt. 

(1) 

(3) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(71 

(8) 

(9) 

Option 2 (dwolop 8 pl8n t0 l ddr888 w WatluhiQ by 
sch8duling l CtiVitis8 during fiV8 y88r aan8gaaant 
CyC188) should k a go81 for an OV8r811 U8t8r8hed 
prOt8CtiOn 8pprO8Ch. ThU8 W8ra 8 llumbar of idam and 
l ugga8tti D8thOdS for r88Ching thi8 gO81. 

The NPDES prOgr8r is 1 key pl8yar in 8ny v8tarshod 
protection approach, but efforts rnd contributions of 
other program8 (OUOU) mUSt b8 COnSid8r8d and integrated 
into any strst8gy. 

R-ion8 g8nsr8lly agr88 With thm proporn to davmlop 
new ~88ur88 of SUC”eSs such 8s 108ding reductions and 
att8iMant of w8t8r quality st8ndard8. 

Th8ra arm 8 nuabsr of impedia8nt8 to iapluantation of 
8 w8tOrShSd prot8ction approach th8t must k addressed. 
Sow of thass i~p8dia8nt8 arm dua to EPA and Strto 
agency StrWtUr88. 

Ons of tha major incontivas for implusnting a 
w8tarshmd protsction approach f8 the flexibility to 
ra888im ?88OUrCsS. 

Th8r8 18 8 n88d to define the kn8fitS (enVirOM8ntal 
and adrini8tr8tiva) of implusnting 8 u8t8rshod 
protwtion l ppro8ch. 

Thus ars 8 number of imp8dia8nt8 to synchronizing 
prrrita and koaping.then rynchronitsd. In SO18 Cams, 
~~~~nchronl2at~on may not be n8c8ssary or 

. 

Rnforcuant activities murt b8 an int8grrl part of any 
w8tU8hd pl8n and address minors 88 Wall 88 m8jorS. 

Minors d8t8 should be includ8d in th8 Pa-it CO=pliance 
Systu (PCS). 

(10) Bstter uso must be made of STORET, WBS, and GIS 
appl ir a- ions. Water quality data sets should be lir.Kef 
tOg8thU. 



WPA - MSD opportuniti88 

Adorncad Trutaoot (AT) R.+i.m 
Review8 warm originally conducted to a8rurm that invwtments 
in AT for crrtain COn8trUCtiOn grant PrOjaCta vould rm8ulf in 
mearurablr improvement in Uat8r quality. Similar technical 
reviews could ba utilimd to moarur8 vatu quality improvement 
rarulting from implaoantation of vatarrhad l tratqies. 

wet Naathu wonitorinq Protoe 
Dwalopa~nt UOrk initi8t8d in ?Y-93 t0 l 8trbli8h a baraline 
wetueathor nonitortng protocol to aoa8urm the proqrm88 of the 
rtorp watu and CSO control programs. Siailu amly8is might 
bo davelopecI for W8t8r8h8d PrOtWtiOn -8M. 

Pollut8at xatrix 
Attmpts to illu8trat0, in a matrix Co-t, the coot ($/pound) 
for removing a variety of pollutant8 (a.~., SS, WD, N, p, 
metals, coliforp bactori8, etc.) by -8, CSO Controls, Urban 
stem W8tat manrg~~nt control8, and non-point sourc8 
control8. A tot81 of 44 t8ChnOlqiU umre includti. 

Nuaicipal rtorr vatm auagmm'bht plaa8 
Provid8 guidanc8 on the x..= l gration of municipal 8torm v8t8r 
managonent plan8 with watorrh8d protection strat8gier. 
Wat8rial could ba incorporated into future municipal 
vork8hop8. 

cmidaaoo in the folloving ar8a8: 

M Tarqmting Municipal wa8twatu pollution provmtion 
(MWPP) effort8 On priority Uat8r8hal. 

- ca8a 8tudy uteri818 from tha Rouge River dmrmtration 
project on hou difforant progrw coordinated and 
bmefitt8d from a water8had 8pp?OMh 

- pPblio&riv8t. pUtllU8bip8 to prowte rtakaholder 
involvemmt in a watushed protection approach 

- outtmach program (SCORE) to provid8 training and promote 
8takaholdat fnvo~v~nent 



WPA - COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

STARS: 

Relax ST-S commitmont8 for in8pection8 to allov more 
fl@xibility in targeting inrpection r8source8 to highest 
priority vat8r8hed8 

: 

Provide incrmarad focu8 On minor pomitwt.tok in targeted 
v8tW8hd8 (a8p8Ci811y facilitia8 tomplianc8 
probla), d8ctaa8Od fOCU8 On MjOr8,vfth good compliance 
records insido or outside w8tU8hod8 

Expand us8 of 8ectOr strrtogie8 (i.e., mining) where 
appropriate 

Earmark l nforcmamt pomltio8 to rupport wator8hed 
888088Mnt, phtdn9, or ro8tor8tion 8ctivitim 

Docraaro nubar of fn8pctfon8 in lov priority watmrrheds 

During in8paCtiOn8 in t8rgatt.d W8ter8h8d8, e&cat@ 
di8ChargOr8 about w8t8r8hod pl8NIinQ l ffort8 and 
up8trau/dOWl8trOam problems and 8OlUtiOn8 

w Dw8lop 8tr8ieJy for identifying unprrftted discharges 
in hi@ priotity Watar8h@d8 



WPA - NPDES PERMIT OPPORTCWITIES 

: 

Rq8St upetream/downstream monitoring and asse~smant ae 
prrt 0f mm application 

Include monitoring r8gUireaenfs in permit t.o assist in 
aS8es8ing watershed conditions and sourem, 
~LS, and evaluating standards 

setting 

E8trbli8hgroupmonitoring plan8 for multiple dischargers 
to rama vater8h.d to support integrated monitoring 
appro8che8 and potentially rmducad individual monitoring 
requirements 

Concentrate review Of stormwater plan8 on faciliti88 in 
targeted watershed arms 

Target high ri8k w8tershed8 for early implementation of 
more rigorou8 8tomvater pormitr 

Wrfta pemit8 that explicitly are ba8ed on Wsharede load 
alloc8tion8 with nonpoint 8ource8 (i.e., compliance with 
pamit lirit8 will not 888ura attainment of water quality 
l t8ndard8 unle88 specified nonpoint source improvements 
arr also made) 

- Enruro that TEtDU/)JLA8/- l e developed to support 
permit i88uence for pollutant8 of conc8rn in impaired, 
thraatmad, or targeted weterr 

Adnini8tr8tfWly m&and or writ8 interim permit8 within 
v8ter8hedm to get all permit8 on same planning and 
i88UMCm timetable 

Tradincr: 
- Provide for trading between point and nonpoint sources 

within WatOr8hed (stream re8ch?) 

Reviro STARS comnitmentr and Mpha8i8 on majors to 
provide targeting flexibility and encourage/measure 
progr888 toward implementing waterrrhed l ppro8ch 

- Revise permit output expectations to allow trmsition t3 
WPA 




