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This report is based primarily on FY 2013 end-of-year per-
formance data reported by states, tribes, and EPA regional
and headquarters offices. The report presents materials and
analysis developed in December 2013 and January 2014

by EPA headquarters and regional staff working together

on Subobjective Teams. These materials provided data on
progress toward environmental and public health goals of
key program activities, along with management challenges in
meeting or not meeting program commitments. Much of this
work is accomplished through grants, and this report serves
as the Office of Water's primary summary of progress under
the Environmental Results Grants Order.

This report includes four key elements:

An overview of FY 2013 national performance results and
trends for all National Water Program measures.

Highlights of performance trends for key commitment
measures.

Descriptions of innovative approaches and best practices
in program implementation.

An appendix of FY 2013 national commitments and
results for environmental and program-related measures.

Additional information on the performance highlights and chal-
lenges for each subobjective area is available on the Internet
at http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/performance/.

In addition, the website includes an overview of the National
Water Program measure universe and a detailed appendix
with historical data on national and regional commitments and
results for all performance measures.

For additional information regarding this report and
supporting measures,
contact:

Michael Shapiro, Deputy Assistant Administrator for Water
Tim Fontaine, Senior Budget Officer, Office of Water

Michael Mason, Evaluation and Accountability Team
Leader,
Office of Water

INTERNET ACCESS: This FY 2013 National Water
Program Best Practices and End-of-Year Performance
Report and supporting documents are available

at: http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/
performance/index.cfm.
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National Water Program FY 2013 Performance Results

Overview

EPA met 69% of its commitments for all National Water
Program performance measures in FY 2013. About 29%
were not met; for 2.3%, either not enough data were avail-
able to assess progress or no reporting was expected by
the end of the fiscal year. The FY 2013 results represented a
decrease in the number of measures met from the previous
year's results (80%). Other overarching highlights include:

The national core drinking water and water quality pro-
grams were more successful than the geographic-based
aquatic programs in meeting their commitments in 2013
(71% vs. 65%). This was the reverse of the previous
year's results, where 76% of the core program measures
met their annual commitments compared to 87% of the
geographic-based programs.

Programs under the Mexico Border, Chesapeake Bay,
Wetlands, and Great Lakes subobjectives were most
successful in meeting their commitments.

On average, 79% of performance commitments set by
the EPA regional offices were met in 2013, while 20% of
commitments were missed. This was a noticeable decline
over the previous year's results of 87% met.

Protect Public Health

EPA met 71% of its commitments for all drinking water
measures in FY 2013. Of these:

Approximately 92% of the population was served by
community water systems (CWSs) with drinking water that
met all applicable health-based drinking water standards
(commitment 92%).

Ninety-one percent (91%) of the cumulative amount of
Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (DWSRFs) available
had loan agreements in place (commitment 89%). EPA has
met its commitments for this measure six years in a row.

EPA did not meet 23% of its drinking water commitments in
FY 2013. A key challenge confronted by EPA and states:

Approximately 93% of community systems received sani-
tary surveys last year, falling short of the Agency’s stretch
goal of 95%.

For coastal and Great Lakes beaches monitored by state-
based beach safety programs, EPA is reporting that 96% of
days of the beach season were open and safe for swimming
(FY 2013 commitment 95%). EPA has consistently met this
commitment over the past six years.
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Restore and Improve Fresh Waters, Coastal
Waters, and Wetlands

EPA met 67% of its commitments under the Water Quality
subobjective in FY 2013 and fell short on 30%); data were

not available for 3%. The percentage of commitments met
declined in FY 2013 over the FY 2012 results (79%). Perfor-
mance highlights include:

* 3,679 of the waters listed as impaired in 2002 met water
quality standards for all the identified impairments in
FY 2013 (commitment 3,608). Of a universe of 39,503
waterbodies, 9.3% were attaining water quality standards
by the end of FY 2013.

 For the sixth consecutive year, EPA and states achieved
the national goal of having current National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits in place
for 89.7% of non-tribal facilities (FY 2013 commitment
88%). EPA and authorized states fell short, however, in
meeting the annual national commitment for issuing high-
priority permits.

» EPA and states made significant gains in documenting the
full or partial restoration of waterbodies that are impaired
primarily by nonpoint sources. Nationally, EPA exceeded
its commitment (468), with 504 waterbodies that were
partially or fully restored.

* The Clean Water SRF utilization rate reached 97% in
2013. Of the $105.1 billion in funds available for projects
through 2013, $100 billion have been committed to
33,325 loans. Project assistance reached $4.6 billion,
which funded 1,477 loans in a single year.

EPA faced several management challenges in restoring and
improving freshwater quality in FY 2013. These include:

 For the first time in five years, states and territories did
not meet the national commitment for submitting new or
revised water quality criteria acceptable to EPA that reflect
new scientific information (32 vs. 36 states/territories).

* EPA approved 82% of water quality standard revisions
submitted by states and territories which for the first time
in six years fell below the national commitment (87%)

The 28 National Estuary Programs (NEPs) and their partners
protected or restored almost 127,000 acres of habitat
within the NEP study areas—27,000 acres above the

goal of 100,000 acres. The 28 NEPs played the primary

role in directing $1.3 billion in additional funds toward
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
implementation (leveraged from approximately $21 million
in EPA Section 320 and earmark funds).This represents a
ratio of $39 raised for every $1 provided by EPA, which
exceeds the historic ratio of $15 to $1 measured over the
2003-2012 period.

EPA, in partnership with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
states, and tribes, was able to report “no net loss” of
wetlands under the Clean Water Act Section 404 regulatory
program. More than 207,000 acres have been restored and
enhanced since 2002. As of FY 2013, 37 states and tribes
have built capacities in wetlands monitoring, regulation,
restoration, water quality standards, mitigation compliance,
and partnership building.

Improve Drinking Water and Water Quality on
American Indian Lands

Safe drinking water and water quality on tribal lands con-
tinues to be a concern for the water program. Some key
highlights and challenges include:

* Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the population in Indi-
an Country was served by CWSs that receive drinking water
meeting all applicable health-based standards. EPA failed to
achieve its national stretch goal of 87% in FY 2013.

* EPA, in coordination with other federal agencies, provided
119,000 American Indian and Alaska Native homes with
access to safe drinking water and almost 70,000 homes
with access to basic sanitation.

Improve the Health of Large Aquatic Ecosystems

EPA implements collaborative programs with other federal
agencies, states, and local communities to improve the health
of large aquatic ecosystems (LAEs). The following are high-
lights and challenges for each LAE or place-based program
with performance measures in the National Water Program
Guidance:

e U.S.~Mexico Border. Infrastructure construction project
completions through FY 2013 resulted in the removal of
128 million pounds of biochemical oxygen demand
loadings annually from the U.S.—Mexico border area,
slightly more than its commitment of 127 million
pounds. EPA provided access to safe drinking water for
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3,400 additional homes along the U.S.—Mexico bor-
der, which was above the annual goal of 3,000 additional
homes. EPA provided adequate wastewater sanitation to
an additional 25,695 homes over the past year, which
was above the FY 2013 goal of 24,000 additional homes.

Last year, 81% of the
population in the U.S. Pacific Island Territories was
served by community drinking water systems that meet all
applicable health-based drinking water standards through-
out the year, compared with the commitment of 82%.

EPA worked with other federal and state
agencies to protect, restore, and enhance more than
83,700 acres of wetlands and wetland-associated uplands
across the Great Lakes Basin. This was well above the FY
2013 commitment of 68,000 acres. EPA, states, and other
partners remediated a cumulative 11.5 million cubic
yards of contaminated sediments through 2012, including
more than 1.8 million cubic yards in FY 2012.

The Chesapeake Bay Program report-
ed 48,100 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation in the
bay. This represents approximately 26% of the program's
long-term goal of 185,000 acres, which is the amount
necessary to achieve Chesapeake Bay water quality stan-
dards. EPA expects enhanced implementation of nitrogen,
phosphorus, and sediment pollution control measures as a
result of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) that was
established in December 2010.

The size of the hypoxic, or “dead,”
zone' in the Gulf of Mexico increased significantly from
2,889 t0 5,838 square miles at the end of FY 2013. A
number of hydrological, climate, and monitoring fac-
tors impact the hypoxic zone from year to year. For the
first time in six years, the Gulf of Mexico Program ended
the year slightly below its FY 2013 cumulative target to
restore, protect, or enhance 30,600 acres of coastal and
marine habitats. Previously funded projects resulted in
57.36 acres for a cumulative 30,306 acres.

the water.

Due to the impacts of Superstorm
Sandy in 2012, the Long Island Sound Program fell short
of its commitment (420 acres) by restoring or protecting
336 acres of coastal habitat, including tidal wetlands,
dunes, riparian buffers, and freshwater wetlands. The size
of the hypoxic zone in Long Island Sound decreased from
289 to 80 square miles, which was below the five-year
rolling average of 154 square miles.

The health and functionality of the sea
grass beds in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
(FKNMS) were maintained above 2006 baseline levels in
2013. Water quality of the near shore and coastal waters
of the FKNMS showed some improvement in 2013, with
positive results for chlorophyll a, light clarity, and total
phosphorus. Elevated dissolved inorganic nitrogen levels
due to polluted runoff into waterways, however, continue
to be a subject of concern.

More than 30,000 acres of tidally
and seasonally influenced estuarine wetlands have been
restored in the Puget Sound Basin since FY 2006. The
program fell short of its 2013 goal (31,818 acres) due to
a delay in the anticipated restoration in a key habitat. The
Puget Sound program improved water quality and lifted
harvest restrictions for 714 additional acres (cumulative
total of 3,203) of shellfish bed growing areas. Unfortu-
nately, this was far short of the program’s cumulative goal
of 7,758 acres of unrestrictive commercial and recreational
harvesting area in the Sound.

The Columbia River Program
has cleaned up a total of 79 acres of contaminated
sediment in the Lower Columbia River in as of FY 2013.
These cleanups provide a significant contribution to
reducing toxics in the Columbia River. EPA measured a
95% reduction in contaminants of concern in the water
and fish at several key sites on the Columbia River.

' The dead zone is an area of oxygen-starved water, also known as hypoxia. It is fueled by nitrogen and phosphorus runoff, principally from agricultural activity
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Introduction

The FY 2013 National Water Program Best Practices and End-of-Year Performance Overview Report describes the progress

made in fiscal year 2013 by EPA, states, tribes, and others toward the objectives and subobjectives described in the FY 2013
National Water Program Guidance (NWPG) and the FY 20112015 EPA Strategic Plan (Table 1, “National Water Program—Key
Subobjectives”). The Strategic Plan and the FY 2013 NIWPG are available on the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/water/waterplan.

The Strategic Plan is divided into five goals. The National Water Program is addressed in Goal 2, “Clean and Safe Water.” Each
goal is divided into objectives and subobjectives, which include a limited number of targeted areas, or “strategic measures,”
where the Agency believes new or significant changes in strategies or performance measurement are most critical to helping
EPA better achieve and measure environmental and human health. Each strategic measure includes a long-range quantitative
goal (see highlighted measures in Appendix A).

In April 2012, the National Water Program published guidance that described the program strategies to be used to implement
Goal 2 of the EPA Strategic Plan in FY 2013, including specific measures to be used to assess program implementation. The
FY 2013 NWPG is divided into 15 subobjectives and includes strategic measures and national Program Activity Measures
(PAMs) to assess progress toward the goals in the Strategic Plan:

e Strategic measures: Measures of environmental or public health changes (i.e., outcomes) that include long-range and, in
most cases, annual commitments in the FY 2013 NIWPG.

e National PAMs: Core water PAMs (i.e., output measures) address activities implemented by EPA, states, and tribes
that administer national programs. They are the basis for monitoring progress in implementing programs to accomplish
the environmental goals in the Agency's Strategic Plan. Most of these measures had national and many had regional
commitments for FY 2013.

Performance Measure Architecture

EPA Strategic Plan
(four years)

\

National Water
Program Guidance
(annual)
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The FY 2013 NWPG included a number of changes in performance measures from the FY 2012 Best Practices and End-of-Year
Performance Report. Most of these changes were due to a major streamlining effort by EPA in FY 2012 to reduce the number
of performance measures that are required to be reported at the national level. The purpose of the streamlining effort was to
reduce the reporting burden on EPA regions, states, and tribes, and to better focus EPA’s oversight responsibilities on the most
important National Water Program priorities. Some of the key changes to performance measures were:

EPA deleted four indicator measures concerning small public drinking water systems—that is, those serving less than 500,
between 501 and 3,300, and between 3,301 and 10,000 consumers (SDW-12, SDW-13, SDW-14, SDW-16).). The data that
supported these measures will continue to be tracked in the Drinking Water National Information Management System.

EPA replaced its two tribal drinking water and wastewater sanitation measures. The new measures focus on the number of
American Indian and Alaska Native homes that have access to safe drinking water and sanitation as opposed to measuring
a reduction in the number of homes lacking access (SDW-SP5: SCD-18.N11; WQ-SP15.WQ-24.N11).

EPA deleted seven measures under the Water Quality subobjective pertaining to numeric water quality standards (WQ-

b and WQ-1c), state monitoring strategies (WQ-05), access to electronic data (WQ-07), water quality trading (WQ-20),
watershed restoration plans (WQ-21) and healthy watershed protection (WQ-22b). EPA determined that most of these
measures had outlived their usefulness and were providing limited value. The agency created a new measure that tracks
states” and territories’ implementation of nutrient reduction strategies (WQ-26). This measure will be more effective in
tracking implementation of the policy outlined in Assistant Administrator of the Office of Water Nancy Stoner’s March 2011
memo on the agency’s nutrient reduction framework for states.?

Among EPA's place-based?® programs, the agency deleted its forest buffer planning goal for the Chesapeake Bay (CB-2)
since it was inconsistent with the current forested buffer measure under the federal Chesapeake Bay Protection Strategy. In
addition, the agency eliminated two measures tracking beach water quality and Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW)
compliance in the Pacific Islands (PI-SP27 and PI-SP28). EPA considered both of these measures to be ineffective in measur-
ing the impact of agency compliance efforts and programmatic activities.

Overall, the Office of Water added one new measure, deleted 21 measures, and modified 2 measures in its FY 2013 NWPG.
As a result, the number of commitment measures decreased from 96 in FY 2012 to 85 in FY 2013. More information about
measure changes can be found in Appendix B of this report.

2 http:/lwww2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/memo_nitrogen_framework.pdf.

3 EPA defines “place-based programs” in this report as those programs that may not include an ecosystem focus. For example, U.S.—Mexico Border and the Pacific
Islands programs may be considered place-based.
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Overview of Performance Results and Recent Trends
Total Measures by Subobjectives

Among the 15 subobjectives outlined in the FY 2013 NIWPG, Water Quality had the largest share of performance measures at
34%; Drinking Water was next with 16%; and the Great Lakes was third with 13%. The remaining 37% of the measures were
spread among the other 12 subobjectives (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Total FY 2012 Measures by Subobjective

Water Quality 39 measures

Drinking Water 19 measures

Great Lakes 15 measures

Coastal and Ocean 6 measures

South Florida 6 measures
Wetlands 5measures
Chesapeake Bay 5 measures
Gulf of Mexico 4 measures
Longlsland Sound 4 measures
Safe Swimming 3 measures
Mexico Border 3 measures . National
Fish and Shellfish 3 measures . Place-based
PugetSound 2 measures
Columbia River 2 measures
Pacific Islands 1 measure
; T T T !
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Total Commitment Measures

Overall, the National Water Program’s performance was less successful in FY 2013 than the previous year. Of 85 performance
measures with commitments, over two-thirds (68.6%) met their commitments. About twenty-nine percent (29.1%) were not
met, and for 2.3%, either not enough data were available to assess progress or no reporting was expected for 2013 (Figure
2).* Long-term trend data show that the percentage of commitment measures met has remained fairly consistent over the past
six years, averaging about 72% (with a range between 69% and 80%). The average of commitments not met is 24% (range
of 18% to 29%), and data unavailability/nonreporting is at 4% (range of 2% to 7%, not counting FY 2013) (Figure 3).

4 Data for FY 2013 are what has been reported as of March 2014. Due to a lag in reporting, several measures will not have FY 2013 end-of-year data until later in
FY 2014. Note that when reviewing trend data for previous years in this report, the results will include data for measures that routinely report late. As a result,
this year's trend charts may not reflect the same results as shown in previous end-of-year reports.

6
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Figure 2: FY 2013 Commitment Measures Met and Not Met

M Met 1 Data Not Available mNot Met

Figure 3: FY 2008—FY 2013 Commitment Measure Performance Trend
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Commitment Measures by Subobjectives

When the FY 2013 results are presented by subobjective, four of 15 subobjectives (Fish and Shellfish, Wetlands, Mexico Bor-
der, and Chesapeake Bay) were successful in meeting 100% of their commitments. This is down from eight subobjectives with
a similar status in FY 2012. Six subobjectives fell below the FY 2013 national average of commitments met (61%): Water Qual-
ity (57%), Columbia River (50%), Gulf of Mexico (33%), South Florida (33%), Long Island Sound (33%), Pacific Islands (0%),
and Puget Sound (0%). Note, however, that some subobjectives have more commitment measures than others. The dark blue
line in Figure 4 represents the percentage of the total number of commitment measures that each subobjective encompasses.
As was noted earlier, the Water Quality subobjective has the most measures, representing about 36% of all commitment
measures.

Figure 4: FY 2013 Commitment Measures Met and Not Met by Subobjective

Fish and Shellfish
Chesapeake Bay
Mexico Border
Wetlands

Great Lakes
Drinking Water
Water Quality
Coastal and Ocean
Gulf of Mexico
Safe Swimming
Columbia River
South Florida
Long Island Sound
Pacific Islands
Puget Sound A

L —

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
H Met 1 Data Not Available m Not Met == Percent of Total Commitments

When comparing the FY 2013 results from Figure 4 with the long-term averages of commitments met for each subobjective
(Figure 5), six subobjectives did better in FY 2013 compared with their long-term average. This was down from 11 subobjec-
tives with a similar status in FY 2012. The Water Quality, Oceans and Coastal, Long Island Sound, and Puget Sound subob-

jectives fell below their long-term averages in FY 2013. The Fish and Shellfish subobjective has consistently had the greatest
problems with data availability.
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Figure 5: FY 2008—FY 2013 Average Commitments Met and Not Met by Subobjective

Fish and Shellfish 75%
Columbia River
Wetlands 14% B10%™
Coastal and Ocean
Mexico Border 1% 7Y
Gulf of Mexico 14% 7Y%
Safe Swimming 10% F19%ny
Great Lakes 3% 21%
Drinking Water
Water Quality %  26%
Chesapeake Bay 16%  IN26%
Long Island Sound
Pacific Islands S 31%
Puget Sound 3%

South Florida
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B Met Data Not Available M Not Met
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Commitments by National Core Water Program vs. Geographic Programs

The National Water Program comprises core drinking water and water quality programs and LAEs or place-based programs.
Sixty percent (60%) of all commitment measures pertain to core water programs, and 40% track progress in LAE or place-
based programs. Performance for the LAEs and place-based programs declined significantly in FY 2013, with 65% of commit-
ments met (down from 87% in FY 2012). National core programs declined from 76% of commitments met in FY 2012 to 71%
in FY 2013. This was the reverse of the previous year, with core programs at 76% commitments met and LAE and place-based
programs at 87% (Figure 6).

Figure 6: FY 2008—FY 2013 National and Place-Based Programs Trend

100%
1%
9 9 20%
90% beon]21% ' 2% .
0|
80%
70% g
60%
50%
87%
40% 0 79% 9
o i 71%
30% 57% 65%
20%
10%
0%
2008 2008 2009 2009 2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013
National Place- National Place- National Place- National Place- National Place- National Place-
Based Based Based Based Based Based

National Water Program Long-Term Performance Trends

One way to capture long-term performance trends for individual measures is through a “heat map.” The charts in Figure 7 be-
low represent a history of the status of annual results of all the core drinking water and water quality program measures over
a seven-year period (FY 2007 to FY 2013). The colors on the map represent the status (green for commitments met, orange for
not met, gray for data unavailable or not reporting, and white for measures not in existence in a given year). Although the sta-
tus of the results does not take into account the level of ambitiousness or “stretch goals” of the commitments from measure
to measure, there are some interesting patterns in the trends. For example, 43% of all core program measures have met their
commitments every year for the past six to seven years.
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Figure 7: FY 2007-FY 2013 Core Water Program End-of-Year Status History

Commitment Status
.  Measure Did Not Exist
Or Not Applicable

= Met

. o = Not Met
Abbreviated Measure Description
= Data Not Available

Percent population served by CWSs

SDW-SP1.N11 | Percent CWSs meeting safe standards
SDW-SP2 Percent “person months” with CWSs safe standards
SDW-SP3.N11 | Percent population served by CWSs Indian country
SDW-SP4a Percent CWSs and source water protection
SDW-SP4b Percent Population and source water protection
Drinking Water SDW-18.N11 y#r?;%(gwgtlgp & Alaska Native homes provided safe
SDW-01a Percent CWSs with sanitary survey
SDW-01b Number Tribal CWSs with sanitary survey
SDW-04 DWSRF fund utilization rate
SDW-05 Number DWSRF projects initiated (cumulative)
SDW-07 Percent Class I, Il, or Il wells with mechanical integrity
SDW-08 E\c‘;ﬂmz?;titl/ig)h Priority Class V wells closed/permitted
Fish and Shellfish FS-SP6.N11 Percent Women and mercury blood levels
SS-SP9.N11 | Percent beach days safe for swimming
saoswinming | 51| N eloeate e S0 ool v
SS-2 Percent significant public beaches monitored
C0-222.N11 | Improve coastal aquatic system health (index)
Coastal and Ocean | CO-SP20.N11 | Percent ocean dumping sites acceptable conditions
CO-432.N11 yrupgst%rr ggditional NEP acres habitat protected
WT-SP21.N11 | Netincrease wetlands achieved (acres)
Wetlands WT-SP22 No net loss of wetlands
WT-01 Number wetland acres restored and enhanced

(cumulative)

1



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

Figure 7: FY 2007-FY 2013 Core Water Program End-of-Year Status History (contd)

Subobjective

Water Quality

ACS Code

Commitment Status

. - Measure Did Not Exist
Or Not Applicable

= Met

H ] = Not Met
Abbreviated Measure Description
. = Data Not Available

Number formerly impaired waterbodies now meeting

WQ-SP10.N11 standards (cumulative)
WQ-SP11 E\lumb(lertpal;ses of waterbody impairment removed
cumulative
WQ-SP12.N11 E\lumbclertim;;aired watersheds improved water quality
: cumulative
Number of monitoring stations in tribal waters with
WQ-SP13.N11 improved water quality (cumulative)
Identify number monitoring stations in tribal waters
WQ-SP14aN11 | yith no degradation in water quality (cumulative)
WQ-24.N11 t,\(‘JuSn;?]iet; tlir;c::an & Alaska Native homes with access
Number of numeric nutrient water quality standards
WQ-01a approved or promulgated by EPA
Number states/territories implementing nutrient
WQ-26 reduction strategcies
WQ-02 Number Tribes with approved water quality standards
Number/Percent states/territories with updated water
WQ-03a ity criteri
quality criteria
Number/Percent Tribes with updated water quality
WQ-03b
3 criteria
Percent states/territorial water quality standards
WQ-04a revisions approved
WQ-06a Number Tribes implementing monitoring strategies
WQ-06b Number Tribes providing water quality data
WQ-08a r;l ;g:g\%/dPErF?Knt total TMDLs established/
Number/Percent TMDLs developed by states/
WQ-08b approved by EPA
WQ-09a ’s\tﬂ?cb;sr (prgilljl?gnssglitrogen reduced from non-point
WQ-09b glgl?:é):sr anilljlri]gr?s’))hosphorus reduced from non-pount
Number tons sediment reduction reduced from
WQ-09c non-point sources (thousands)
Number NPS-impaired waterbodies restored
WQ-10 (cumulative)
WQ-12a Number/Percent Nontribal NPDES permits current
WQ-12b Number/Percent Tribal permits current
WQ-14a Number/Percent POTWs SIUs control mechanisms
3 in place
WQ-15a Percent major dischargers in SNC
Number/Percent POTWs comply wastewater
WQ-16 discharge standards
WQ-17 CWSRF Fund utilization rate
WQ-19a Number high priority state NPDES permits
WQ-19b Number high priority state & EPA NPDES permits
Percent Alaska homes access to drinking water
WQ-23 & sanitation
Number urban water projects initiated addressing
WQ-25a water quality issues in the community
WQ-25b Number urban water projects completed addressing

water quality issues in the community
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Figure 8 shows that 17% of all place-based program measures have met commitments every year for six to seven years.

Figure 8: FY 2007-FY 2012 LAE and Place-Based Programs End of Year Status History

Commitment Status

. — Measure Did Not Exist
Or Not Applicable

= Met

=NotM
Subobjective  ACS Code  Abbreviated Measure Description eiet

= Data Not Available

GL-433.N11
GL-SP29 Reduce PCBs in Great Lakes fish (cumulative)

Improve health-Great Lakes ecosystem (index)

Number Areas of Concern (AOCs) with all
GL-SP31 management actions implemented (cumulative)
Number cubic yards (millions) of contaminated
GL-SP32.N11 sediment remediated (cumulative)

GL-05 Number Beneficial Use Impairments (BUIs) removed
Rate of invasive species newly detected in the
GL-06 Great Lakes (avg. since 2010)
GL-07 Response plans established, response exercises,
3 and/or response actions (cumulative)
Percent of days of the beach season that monitored
Great Lakes GL-08 Great Lakes beaches are open and safe for swimming
GL-09 Number acres managed for populations of invasive

species controlled to a target level. (cumulative)
Percent of populations of native aquatic non-
GL-10 threatened and endangered species self-sustaining
in the wild. (cumulative)

Number of acres of wetlands and wetland-associated
GL-11 uplands protected, restored and enhanced.
(cumulative)

Number of acres of coastal, upland, and island
GL-12 habitats protected, restored and enhanced.
(cumulative)

GL-13 Number of species delisted due to recovery

GL-15 Five-year average annual loadings of soluble reactive
3 phosphorus draining from targeted watersheds

GL-16 Percent increase in acres in Great Lakes watershed

with USDA conservation practices implemented

CB-SP35 Percent Bay nitrogen reduction practices implemented

CB-SP36 Percent Bay phosphorus reduction practices

Chesapeake Bay implemented

Percent Bay sediment reduction practices
CB-SP37 implemented

GM-435 Improve health-Gulf of Mexico ecosystem (index)

. Number of impaired Gulf water segments and habitat
Gulf of Mexico GM-SP38 restored (cumulative)

GM-SP39 Percent reduction Long Island Sound nitrogen
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Subobjective

ACS Code

LI-SP41

Figure 8: FY 2007-FY 2012 LAE and Place-Based Programs End of Year Status History (cont'd)

Commitment Status
.  Measure Did Not Exist
Or Not Applicable

.=Met

. . e = Not Met
Abbreviated Measure Description
= Data Not Available

Percent reduction Long Island Sound nitrogen

Number acres Long Island Sound coastal habitat

Long Island Sound LI-SP43 restored
Number miles river and streams for fish passage
LI-SP44 reopened
Number acres of Puget Sound shellfish areas
Puget Sound PS-SP49.N11 improved (cumulative)
9 Number acres of Puget Sound estuarine wetlands
PS-SP51 restored (cumulative)
Number million pounds BOD loadings removed
MB-SP23 Mexico Border (cumulative)
Mexico Border MB-SP24.N11 r;l;fgz% ﬁ%(i}lt\l;gngexmo Border homes access to
Number additional Mexico Border homes access to
MB-SP25.N11 adequate sanitation
Pacific Islands PI-SP26 Percent Pacific Islands population served by CWS
Percent South Florida monitoring stations maintain
SFL-SP47a coastal water quality for chlorophyll a & light clarity
. Percent South Florida monitoring stations maintain
South Florida SFL-SPA47b | coastal water quality for nitrogen and phosphorous
Maintain Everglades water quality measured by
SFL-SP48 total phosphorus
Number acres Columbia River contaminated
Columbia Ri CR-SP54 sediments cleaned up (cumulative)
olumbia River Percent reducuction Columbia River contaminants
CR-SP53

in water & fish
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The performance status of 18 of the 85 commitment measures changed between FY 2012 and FY 2013. Three measures
switched from not meeting to meeting their annual commitments, whereas 15 previously met measures did not meet their
commitments in the past year. This is a significant reversal in performance from the previous year, where 15 measures
switched from “not met” to “met” status and six changed from met to not met. Core water programs and LAEs or place-
based programs were almost evenly split, with the number of measures changing status from commitments met to not met in
FY 2013 (7 and 8, respectively). Forty percent (40%) of all measures changing from met to not met were in the Water Quality
subobjective (Table 1).

Table 1: Measures With Changes in Performance Status

Performance Status

Subobjective ACS Code Abbreviated Measure Description
2.1.1 Water Safe to Drink | SDW-SP4b | Percent CWSs and source water protection Not Met | Met
2.1.1 Water Safe to Drink | SDW-07 Percent Class I, Il, or Il wells with mechanical integrity Not Met | Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-3a Number/percent states/territories with updated water quality criteria | Met Not Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-3b Number/percent tribes with updated water quality criteria Met Not Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-4a Percent states/territorial water quality standards revisions approved | Met Not Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-12b Number/percent tribal permits current Met Not Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-19a Number high-priority state NPDES permits Met Not Met
2.2.1 Water Quality WQ-25a Number urban water projects initiated addressing water quality Met Not Met
issues in the community

2.2.2 Coastal and Ocean | CO-SP20 Percent ocean dumping sites acceptable conditions Met Not Met
Waters

2.2.4 Great Lakes GL-13 Number of species delisted due to recovery Met Not Met
2.2.6 Gulf of Mexico GM-SP39 | Number of Gulf Acres restored or enhanced (cumulative) Met Not Met
2.2.7 Long Island Sound | LI-SP43 Number acres Long Island Sound coastal habitat restored Met Not Met
2.2.7 Long Island Sound | LI-SP44 Number miles river and streams for fish passage reopened Met Not Met
2.2.8 Puget Sound PS-SP51 Number acres of Puget Sound estuarine wetlands restored (cumulative) | Met Not Met
2.2.10 Pacific islands PI-SP-26 Percent Pacific Islands population served by CWS Met Not Met
2.2.11 South Florida SFL-47a Maintain South Florida coastal water quality—chlorophyll a Not Met | Met
2.2.11 South Florida SFL-47b Maintain South Florida coastal water quality—nitrogen/phosphorous | Met Not Met
2.2.10 Pacific Islands PI-SP28 Pacific Islands beach days open for swimming Not Met | Met
2.2.11 South Florida SFL-SP47a | Maintain South Florida coastal water quality—chlorophyll a Met Not Met
2.2.11 South Florida SFL-SP47b | Maintain South Florida coastal water quality—nitrogen/phosphorus Not Met | Met
2.2.12 Columbia River CR-SP53 Number acres Columbia River contaminated sediments cleaned up Met Not Met

(cumulative)
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Commitment Measures by EPA Regions

The 10 EPA regional offices, the states, and tribes are primarily responsible for implementing the programs under the Clean
Water and Safe Drinking Water Acts. On average, 79% of performance commitments set by the EPA regional offices for
activities in their geographic areas were met in 2013, while an average of 20% of commitments were missed. This was an
8% decline from the FY 2012 average of 87% of commitments met. Eight out of 10 regions saw a decline in commitments
met in 2013. The biggest declines were in Region 2 (-27%) and Region 10 (-16%). Only Region 3 (+5%) and Region 7 (+2%)
saw increases in their performance in 2013 compared to 2012. Regions 1 (91%) and 3 (88%) had the highest percentage of
measures met in FY 2013, and Regions 2 and 10 had the lowest (66%) (Figure 9).

Figure 9: FY 2013 Commitments Met and Not Met by Region
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Over the past six years, Regions 1, 2, 6, and 9 have had the highest percentages of commitments met. Regions 7, 8, and 10
have had the highest percentages of commitments not met (Figure 10).

Figure 10: FY 2008—FY 2013 Average Commitments Met and Not Met by Region

1 95% 4%
6 89% 11%
2 88%
9 88% 12%
= 5 86%
g 4 85% 15%
3 83% . 15%
10 80% 20%
8 79% - 20%
7 76% 24%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B Met Data Not Available M Not Met

A trend analysis of individual regional performance over the past six years reveals that EPA Regions 7 and 3 have exhibited the
most improvement in meeting their annual commitments between FY 2008 and FY 2013. Region 7 increased its performance
by 13% (64% to 77% commitments met), and Region 3 raised its performance by 22% (66% to 88%). EPA Regions 2 and 5
showed the most decline in commitments met between FY 2012 and FY 2013. Region 2 declined by 20% (86% to 66%), and
Region 5 dropped by 5% (84% to 78%). Region 2 exhibited the greatest variability in percent commitments met over the past
six years, with a range of 32%. Regions 3, 5, and 7 had ranges of 24%, 20%, and 22%, respectively, in commitments met.
The region with the least variability in performance over the past six years was Region 4, with a range of only 8%. (Figure 11)
Note that these regional trend analyses do not factor in the level of ambitiousness of individual regional
commitments or stretch goals, which may or may not contribute to performance status.

Another way to look at the EPA regions’ FY 2013 performance is to focus on the status of end-of-year results of individual mea-
sures. This works best when the focus is on the core drinking water and water quality measures, as almost all regions set annual
commitments and report on these measures. Figure 12 displays the end-of-year performance status for core program measures in
each region for FY 2013. As the chart shows, almost 22% (7/32) of all core program measures met commitments by all regions

in FY 2013 (SDW-SP1.N11, SDW-SP4a, SDW-01b, SDW-05, WQ-06a, WQ-06b, SP-14a). Some measures are problematic, with
three or more regions not meeting annual commitments (SP-3, WQ-3a, WQ-4a, WQ-10, WQ-12a, WQ-12b, WQ-14a, WQ-17,
WQ-193a, and WQ-19b). For several measures, such as the national numeric nutrient measure \WQ-1a, a few regions do not set
commitments or report annual results. Also, because Region 3 has a limited tribal population, it does not report on national tribal
measures (SDW-SP-3, SDW-01b, WQ-SP-14a, WQ-02, WQ-03b, WQ-06b, and WQ-12b). More information about these measures
can be found in the subobjective chapters and Appendix D on the Office of Water performance website.
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Figure 11: FY 2008-FY 2013 Regional Performance Trends
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Subobjective

ACS Code

SDW-211

Figure 12: FY 2013 Regional Commitment Performance Status

FY2013 Commitment Status
. = Data Not Available

Abbreviated Measure Description = Met

. - Measure Did Not Exist
Or Not Applicable

R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10

= Not Met

Percent population served by CWSs

SDW-SP1.N11

Percent CWSs meeting safe standards

SDW-SP2 Percent “person months” with CWSs safe standards
SDW-SP3.N11 | Percent population served by CWSs Indian country
SDW-SP4a Percent CWSs and source water protection
Drinking Water SDW-SP4b Percent Population and source water protection
SDW-01a Percent CWSs with sanitary survey
SDW-01b Number Tribal CWSs with sanitary survey
SDW-04 DWSRF fund utilization rate
SDW-05 Number DWSRF projects initiated (cumulative)
SDW-07 Percent Class |, II, or Il wells with mechanical integrity -
SDW-08 ziﬂnn:lzlleartil-\!ieg;)h Priority Class V wells closed/permitted
WQ-SP10.N11 gtla"r?(?aerzi ?E%enrlllyjlgaeg)ired waterbodies now meeting
WQ-SP11 zicﬂmgﬁr;asses of waterbody impairment removed
WQ-SP12.N11 (b::lljjnr;laleart:cwer;aired watersheds improved water quality
WQSP14aN 1 | ot By o
WQ-01a | opiovesor pomigateooy Ep
WQ-02 Number Tribes with approved water quality standards
WQ-03a Iq\l:anl}?ye::lrﬁgi?m states/territories with updated water
WQ-03b ?rﬂgwrti)aer/Percent Tribes with updated water quality
WQ-04a r’eevrigieonr: s;a;gfét\zgtorial water quality standards
Water Quality WQ-06a Number Tribes implementing monitoring strategies
WQ-06b Number Tribes providing water quality data
WQ-08a zl;[r)r;g‘?er/dPErPcsnt total TMDLs established/
WQ-08b glgé?gser/dPg;cggk TMDLs developed by states/
WQ-10 ?::ﬂmz?;m)s-impaired waterbodies restored
WQ-12a Number/Percent Nontribal NPDES permits current
WQ-12b Number/Percent Tribal permits current
WQ-14a mu;\abcir/Percent POTWs SIUs control mechanisms
WQ-17 CWSRF Fund utilization rate
WQ-19a Number high priority state NPDES permits
WQ-19b Number high priority state & EPA NPDES permits
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For many years, EPA has published the percentage of commitments met and not met nationally and by region in its annual
National Water Program Best Practices and End-of-Year Performance Overview Report. Although this information can be
useful in determining to what extent regions are setting and meeting realistic goals, it is limited in that it does not account for
the level of ambitiousness or number of stretch goals a specific region attempts to undertake in a given year. In an effort to
provide some context to the measure results, the Office of Water has developed a method that attempts to assess the ambi-
tiousness of regional commitments, regardless of whether those commitments were met or not met.

EPA used three methods to evaluate the relative ambitiousness of regional commitments for a set of 28 performance measures.®
The method or methods used depended on whether the commitment is expressed as a percentage or as a numeric value.
For each commitment expressed as a percentage, EPA computed both:

The difference between FY 2013 regional commitments and FY 2013 national commitments, and
The difference between FY 2013 regional commitments and FY 2012 regional end-of-year results.

For each commitment expressed in numeric units, EPA computed:

FY 2013 regional commitments as a percentage of FY 2013 regional universes.

For each measure, within each of the analyses above, each region was assigned a rank based on its result relative to other
regions (1= most ambitious, 10= least ambitious). For instance, for a particular numeric measure, the region committing to the
greatest share of its universe would be ranked #1 for that measure. These measure-level rankings were combined to generate
an average weighted rank per region. (The underlying methodology is described in more detail in Appendix C.)

The average weighted ranks for each region are shown in Figure 13, with regions sorted from high to low rank. Regions 5, 2,
8, and 9 appear to have developed the most ambitious commitments or stretch goals based on this analysis.

> The Office of Water focused only on those measures with eight or more regions setting commitments and reporting results, so that the meaning of different
ranks would remain fairly constant across measures. This choice excluded measures for LAEs and place-based programs, which are often reported by only one
or two regions.
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Figure 13: Regional Commitment Ambitiousness: Average Weighted Rank (FY 2013)
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To compare the regions' level of ambitiousness in setting commitments between FY 2012 and FY 2013, the Office of Water
developed a trend chart comparing the average weighted ranking for each region for the past two years (see Figure 14). Three
regions dropped in rank (Regions 1, 6, 9), four regions increased their rank (Regions 3, 7, 8, 10) and three regions stayed in
the same rank (Regions 2, 4, 5).

Figure 14: Change in Regional Ambitiousness Rank FY 2012 to FY 2013

19 R5

2 A R2

R5

R2

N i ><R8
4 - R8 R9

R10

R3

R7

R6

R4

R1

5 - R6
-~
o
&
6 R10
7 - R3
8 R1
9 - R4
10 - R7
2012

2013

21




U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

EPA also explored the relationship between each region'’s level of ambitiousness for commitments and the degree to which
commitments are met. To do so, EPA gave each region two overall rankings: one based upon its overall ambitiousness, using the
average weighted rank discussed above, and one based upon its rate of commitments met for the same set of measures. EPA
then compared the rankings for ambitiousness and commitments met across all 10 regions for FY 2013 (Figure 15).¢ As the figure
illustrates, two of the three regions with the highest ranking for ambitiousness, Regions 5, 2, and 8, tended to rank lower than
average in the percentage of annual commitments met in FY 2013. The regions ranked in the middle on ambitiousness gener-
ally ranked about the same in commitments met. The regions ranked eighth, ninth, and tenth in ambitiousness are ranked third,
second, and first in commitments met.

Figure 15: FY 2013 Regional Ranks of Ambitiousness vs. Commitment Met
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Another way to examine the impact of ambitiousness on the ability to meet commitments is to compare changes in regional
rank between FY 2012 and FY 2013 (Figure 16).” In terms of ranking on commitments met, one region declined (Region 2),
four regions increased (Regions 6, 8, 9, and 10), and five regions stayed the same in their rank in commitments met (Regions
5,3,7 4, and 1). For commitment ambitiousness, three regions dropped in rank (9, 6, 1), four regions increased in rank, (8,
10, 3, 7) and three regions stayed in the same rank (5, 2, 4). Of the four regions that increased in commitment ambitiousness
(Regions 8, 10, 3, and 7), two regions increased and two remained the same in commitment met rankings. Alternately, of the
three regions that showed declines in relative ambitiousness between 2012 and 2013, regions' rankings on commitments met
went up or stayed the same (Regions 9, 6, and 1).

® Because this ambitiousness analysis focused only on a subset of the Office of Water's measures, the rankings for commitments met may be different than those
presented earlier in this document (Figure 9). This approach helps ensure appropriate comparability, in this analysis, between the ambitiousness ranks and
commitments-met ranks.

" The FY 2012 rankings for ambitiousness and commitments met were calculated in the same manner as described earlier for the FY 2013 rankings.
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Figure 16: Change in Regional Rank in Ambitiousness and Commitments Met
Regions Sorted by FY 2013 Ambitiousness Rank
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The analysis suggests a relationship between the level of ambitiousness in setting commitments and the percentages of com-
mitments met at end of year. Note, however, that there are several key caveats in interpreting the results of this analysis. It is
based on a relatively small set of measures (23 to 28) and focuses on only two years of data. Other methodological approach-
es probably could be used and might produce different results. And, finally, a multitude of factors influence regions in terms
of setting commitments for individual measures (e.g., resource availability, size of measure universe, region-specific priorities,
region-state oversight relationships). All of these factors are important in the ultimate outcome of negotiations among head-
quarters, regions, and states in setting annual commitments. The purpose of EPA's analysis in assessing ambitiousness is not
to punish or embarrass any region whose rankings might be lower than other regions'. The goal is simply to provide additional
benchmarking information for headquarters and regions to use during commitment negotiations.
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Tribal Commitment Measures

Ten of the National Water Program measures focus specifically on drinking water and water quality on American Indian lands.
There was a decrease in the number of commitments met in 2013 over the results in 2012 (Figure 17). End of the year results
indicate that compliance with safe drinking water standards for CWS on tribal lands continues to be a serious challenge, as
does access to safe drinking water for tribal populations. Although access to wastewater sanitation on tribal lands continues
to improve, EPA failed to meet its commitment for the percent of tribal facilities covered by NPDES permits that are considered
current over the past year. For more information on tribal performance results, see the “American Indian Drinking Water and
Water Quality FY 2013 Performance” chapter on EPA’'s Water Program Performance Page (http://water.epa.gov/resource_
performance/performance/index.cfm).

Figure 17: FY 2008—-FY 2013 Tribal Commitments Met and Not Met
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights

The National Water Program tracks the results of 115 commitment and non-commitment (indicators) performance measures
for a diverse set of individual programs. Programs can be national or regional in scale and produce a multitude of outputs and
outcomes. The following section provides historical trend data of many of the key performance measures in the national pro-
gram. For more in-depth information about any of the measures or charts in this section, please refer to the specific subobjec-
tive chapter contained in the comprehensive Best Practices and End-of-Year Performance Report on EPA's website
(http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/performance/index.cfm).

Water Safe to Drink

Ninety-two percent (92%) of the population was served by CWSs with drinking water that met all applicable health-
based drinking water standards. This was above the annual commitment of 92%.

Figure 18: Percent Population with Drinking Water Meeting Standards
by Fiscal Year (SDW-211)
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Improve Water Quality on a Watershed Basis

Close to 3,700 of the waters listed as impaired in 2002 met water quality standards for all the identified impairments
(commitment 3,

608).

Figure 19: Formerly Impaired Waterbodies Meeting Water Quality Standards
by Fiscal Year (WQ-SP10.N11)
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EPA established and approved 15,476 TMDLs. More than 60,000 TMDLs have been completed since 1996.°

Figure 20: TMDLs Established or Approved on a Schedule Consistent with
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¢ ATMDL is a technical plan for reducing pollutants in order to attain water quality standards. The terms “approved” and “established”
refer to the completion and approval of the TMDL itself.
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Improve Water Quality on a Watershed Basis (continued)

For the sixth consecutive year, EPA and states achieved the national goal of having current NPDES permits in place for
88% of non-tribal facilities.

Figure 21: Non-Tribal NPDES Permits Considered Current by Fiscal Year (WQ-12a)
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Improve Coastal and Ocean Waters

The 28 NEPs and their partners protected or restored over 127,000 acres of habitat within the NEP study areas—
exceeding EPA's goal of 100,000 acres. Since 2002, the NEPs and their partners have protected or restored more than
1.3 million habitat acres within the NEP study areas.

Figure 22: NEP Acres Protected or Restored (CO-432.N11) by Fiscal Year
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Increase Wetlands

EPA continues to exceed expectations in wetlands restoration with 207,000 acres restored and enhanced since

2002 (WT-1).

Figure 23: Wetland Acres Restored and Enhanced by Fiscal Year (WT-01)
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Improve the Health of the Great Lakes

EPA, states, and other partners remediated 11.5 million cubic yards of contaminated sediments in the Great Lakes
through 2012, including more than 1.8 million cubic yards for the most recent year reported.

Figure 24: Cubic Yards of Remediated Sediment by Fiscal Year (GL-SP32.N11)
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The Great Lakes Program met its commitment to reduce eight additional Beneficial Use Impairments (BUIls) at Great
Lakes Areas of Concern (AOCs). Examples of impairments removed include restrictions on fish and wildlife consump-
tion at Muskegon Lake AOC and White Lake AOC; restrictions on drinking water at Muskegon Lake AOG; fish tumors
and other deformities at Presque Isle Bay AOC; loss of fish and wildlife habitat at Waukegan Harbor AOC; tainting of
fish and wildlife at Detroit River AOC; beach closing at River Raisin; and eutrophication at River Raisin.

Figure 25: Beneficial Use Impairments Restored by Fiscal Year (GL-05)

45

a1
40 -
354
30
25 iy
20
21
154 12 12
10 -
5 J
0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
mm Result 12 12 26 33 41
=@— Commitment 21 26 26 33 41

29



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

Improve the Health of the Chesapeake Bay

Based on annual monitoring from the prior year, the Chesapeake Bay Program reported 48,195 acres of underwater
grasses in the bay. This represents approximately 26% of the program's long-term goal of 185,000 acres.

Figure 26: Chesapeake Bay Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Restored by Fiscal Year
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Restore and Protect the Gulf of Mexico

The size of the hypoxic, or “dead,” zone in the Gulf of Mexico increased from 7,483 square kilometers in 2012 to
15,120 square kilometers in 2013. A number of hydrological, climate, and monitoring factors lead to variability in the
size of the hypoxic zone from year to year.

Figure 27: Gulf of Mexico Hypoxic Zone 5-Year Average Size (Square Kilometers)
by Fiscal Year (GM-SP40.N11)
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Restore and Protect the Long Island Sound

The maximum area of hypoxia in Long Island Sound measured 80 square miles. Ambient environmental conditions in
the summer of 2013 led to the second lowest (tied) maximum area of hypoxia in the Sound since 1992.

Figure 28: Reduction in Size (Square Miles) of Long Island Sound Hypoxic Zone
by Calendar Year (LI-SP42.N11)
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Sustain and Restore the U.S.—Mexico Border Environmental Health

EPA provided adequate wastewater sanitation to an additional 25,695 homes over the past year, achieving its annual
commitment (24,000 additional homes).

Figure 29: Homes Provided Adequate Wastewater Sanitation in the U.S.-Mexico Border
Area by Fiscal Year (MB-SP24.N11)
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Restore and Protect the Puget Sound Basin

The Puget Sound program improved water quality and lifted harvest restrictions for 714 additional acres of shellfish
bed growing areas. Unfortunately, this was not enough to reach the program'’s cumulative goal of 7,758 acres of
unrestrictive commercial and recreational harvesting area in the Sound.

Figure 30: Increased Acres of Puget Sound Shellfish Areas

by Fiscal Year (PS-SP49.N11)
9,000 -

8,000 -
7,000 -
6,000 -
5,000 1
4,000 -
3,000
2,000
1,000 -

0-

7,758

I Result

2008
1,566

2009
1,730

2010
4,453

2011
1,525

2012
2,489

2013
3,203

=@= Commitment

450

600

1.800

4,953

3.878

7,758

Restore and Protect the South Florida Ecosystem

Due to the implementation of upgraded wastewater management, water quality in the Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary
showed mixed progress in FY 2013, as measured by the percent of monitoring stations with dissolved nitrogen and
total phosphorus at or below unhealthy levels. Dissolved nitrogen levels were at healthy levels at less than 75% of
monitoring stations (60%) in near shore and coastal waters of the Marine Sanctuary.

Figure 31: Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen (DIN)
and Total Phosphorus (TP) Levels by Fiscal Year (SFL-SP47hb)
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Ensure Safe Drinking Water and Protect Water Quality on Tribal Lands

EPA set an ambitious commitment of 87% of the population in Indian Country served by CWSs that receive drinking
water meeting all applicable health-based standards. The Agency fell short of this goal, mostly due to violations result-
ing from the Total Coliform, Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts, and Nitrates Rules.

Figure 32: Population Served by CWSs In Indian Country by Fiscal Year (SDW-SP3.N11)
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The Agency and its partners provided access to basic sanitation to 69,783 American Indian or Alaskan Native

homes.
Figure 33: Number of American Indian and Alaska Native Homes
with Access to Basic Sanitation by Fiscal Year (WQ-24.N11)
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National Water Program FY 2013 Best Practices

Introduction

The most effective governmental programs are those that
can swiftly adapt to changing circumstances and adopt fresh
approaches to difficult problems. This section highlights a
number of practices undertaken by EPA regions and states
that have proven successful in applying novel approaches

to drinking water and water quality programs. To propa-
gate their impact widely and encourage their adoption, it is
important to identify and transfer these approaches to those
individuals and functions within programs who will receive
the greatest benefit.

A best practice is defined as a process or methodology that
consistently produces superior or innovative results. EPA
selected the 11 best practices highlighted in this section from
proposals submitted by the water divisions in EPA's regional
offices. The proposals were evaluated based on the following
criteria:

* Success Within the Program: How has the activity
resulted in improvements? Are the activity results clear?
Does the activity have a direct or catalytic impact on
program success?

* Innovation: How does the activity differ from existing
approaches?

Replicability: Can the activity be adopted by other
regions/offices/states? Does it have the potential for
expansion?

Direct Relation to the Administrator’s
Priorities

The selected best practices do not represent a comprehensive
list of the innovative activities that are being implemented.
Rather, the selection is intended to provide examples of
different types of activities occurring in different regions
addressing different subobjectives. In selecting these best
practices, EPA placed special emphasis on identifying activi-
ties or approaches that have produced measurable successful
outcomes and have the greatest potential for transferability.
These best practices are in addition to a number of activities
identified in the FY 2013 End-of-Year Report.

The vision for this report is to promote the widespread use of
these successful activities and scale up the benefits of their
implementation by sharing information on them among the
program and regional offices. This is part of a continuous
learning process that is expected to yield even more innova-
tion and successful outcomes.
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Brief Description:

Approximately 25% of all U.S. homes have onsite septic
systems. An estimated 10% to 20% of these systems malfunc-
tion each year, releasing pollution to the environment and
creating a risk to public health. Many states have numerous
failing individual septic systems contributing to contaminated
ground water. Repairing, replacing, and/or rehabilitating these
systems is a high-priority nonpoint source problem. The CWSRF
programs in Pennsylvania and West Virginia are addressing this
water quality problem through innovative partnerships.

The Pennsylvania CWSRF program provides funding to the
Pennsylvania Housing Financing Agency. The Housing Agency
in turn provides low-interest (1%) loans to qualifying individu-
al home owners to finance the needed repairs to their failing
septic systems. The monthly loan payment also includes a
.75% servicing and insurance fee. Loans are secured by a
mortgage on the borrower’s home. The maximum term of a
loan is 20 years and loan repayment commences within 60
days after the date of loan disbursement. A loan must be im-
mediately repaid in full if the property on which the project is
located is either sold or transferred.

The West Virginia CWSRF program adopted Pennsylva-

nia's example, then went beyond. In addition to the state’s
housing agency, the West Virginia Housing Development
Fund, West Virginia also partners with the Safe Housing and
Economic Development, Inc., a nonprofit organization that
provides financial assistance directly to individual home own-
ers. Beginning in 2013, West Virginia began offering prin-
ciple forgiveness on the loans to some of the disadvantaged
homeowners who would not have otherwise been able to
afford even a very low interest loan.

Current Status:

This Best Practice is in support of President Obama’s Executive
Order (EO) on Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration,
issued on May 12, 2009, along with the Chesapeake Bay Total
Maximum Daily Load issued by EPA requiring Bay states,
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CWSRF Financing Septic System Repairs By
Partnering With State Housing Agencies

Water Quality

Financing

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF)
programs in Pennsylvania and West Virginia established
innovative partnerships with their respective state hous-
ing agencies to provide low-interest loans to financially
disadvantaged homeowners to repair or replace over
625 failing septic systems.

EPA Region 3, Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection, West Virginia Department of
Environmental Protection, Pennsylvania Housing Financ-
ing Agency, West Virginia Housing Department Fund,
Safe Housing and Economic Development, Inc. of West
Virginia.

Failing septic systems significantly contribute to
water pollution in the mid-Atlantic region. They contrib-
ute approximately 8 million pounds annually or 3.4%
of the overall nitrogen load to the Chesapeake Bay. The
state CWSRF programs do not have the staff to manage
small loans but were established to provide multimillion
dollar loans to wastewater treatment plants. On the
other hand, state housing authorities have experience in
working with low-income homeowners.

which include Pennsylvania and West Virginia, to accelerate ac-
tions needed to limit pollution (nutrients consisting primarily of
nitrogen) inputs and restore the Bay. Onsite systems (or septic
systems) contribute approximately 8 million pounds annually

or 3.4% of the overall nitrogen load to the Bay. Approximately
1.7 million onsite systems were in operation in the Bay water-
shed in 2012, and this number is expected to increase to 19
million—a 13.5% increase—by 2015.
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As of June 30, 2013, Pennsylvania has financed the repair
and/or replacement of 422 septic systems totaling over $7.2
million. West Virginia has financed the repair and/or replace-
ment of 203 septic systems totaling over $3.8 million. For
FY2014 and forward, both states plan to continue the septic
loan programs as established.

Outcomes:

Partnerships between the CWSRF programs and their respec-
tive state housing agencies resulted in financing the repair
and replacement of many failing individual septic systems that
might not have been addressed otherwise. As a result, this
Best Practice partnership established in Pennsylvania and West
Virginia has significantly reduced ground water contamination
and improved water quality throughout their states. Any state
identifying failing individual septic systems as a priority non-
point source water quality problem should consider following
Pennsylvania’s and West Virginia's examples. For more infor-
mation on septic tank issues: http//www.epa.gov/septicsmart.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

Homeowners who can afford to do so take out a home
equity loan to address their failing system without CWSRF
financing. However, many homeowners need the special
low-interest rate financing available only through the CWSRF
program to afford the repairs. The CWSRF program can meet
this financing need more easily through a partnership with
another state organization that already targets low-income
home ownership. Other regions interested in more informa-
tion can contact Magdalene Cunningham and check out the
Pennsylvania PennVest website: http://www.phfa.org/
consumers/homeowners/pennvest.aspx.

Contact Information:
Magdalene Cunningham, Region Ill, 215-814-2338

http://water.epa.gov/grants_funding/cwsrf/cwsrf_index.cfm
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Brief Description:

EPA's SDWIS databases store information about drinking
water. The federal version (SDWIS/FED) stores the information
EPA needs to monitor approximately 156,000 public water
systems. The state version (SDWIS/STATE) stores information
the states need to help run their drinking water programs.
Under this best practice, states in EPA's Region 6 voluntarily
upload quarterly, or more often if needed, their state SDWIS/
STATE data to Region 6's servers. Region 6 then runs a set of
queries that have been developed nationally for SDWIS-state
programs to assess the completeness of the states' data.
Region 6 has modified these to run against our copies of the
states’ data. These queries identify 26 basic inventory param-
eters that the primacy agency should report for each public
water supply system. These parameters can cover basic grant
eligibility requirements (minimum data sets) to data necessary
for supporting successful compliance decisions.

Building and maintaining a collaborative relationship with state
partners facilitates states sharing their data with EPA Region
6. This Best Practice provides a win-win scenario, where states
receive technical support to improve data quality, and EPA re-
ceives more timely and accurate SDWIS reports. Region 6 may
be unique in getting this level of access to the states’ database
of record. There are no formal agreements between EPA and
the states regarding receiving data uploads. Although states
may discontinue sharing their SDWIS-STATE data at any time,
they have continued to share their data every quarter. This is
primarily because the practice is not seen as another reporting
requirement by the states but rather as a way to collaborate
with EPA to improve drinking water compliance.

Current Status:

EPA Region 6 continues to conduct quality assurance (QA)
queries on the completeness of the states’ SDWIS/STATE
data. These queries may assess whether all sources have
location data or check to see that all applicable entry points
to a drinking water distribution system have appropriate
chemical and radionuclide monitoring schedules.

EPA-State Sharing of Drinking Water Data to
Improve Compliance

Safe Drinking Water

Data Sharing/Compliance Improvement

EPA Region 6's State Drinking Water Programs
not only report drinking water compliance and inven-
tory data to the federal Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS), but also provide on a quarterly basis a
full replica of the SDWIS-STATE database.

EPA Region 6 Drinking Water Section has been
maintaining each of the SDWIS-STATE bases on Region
6 servers.

This approach not only provides more compre-
hensive data to respond to citizen and congressional
inquiries, but also provides a mechanism for EPA drinking
water program and data managers to address data qual-
ity issues and assist Region 6 states in improving drinking
water program data quality.

Outcomes:

EPA Region 6 uses the results of these queries, both to
identify any of the 26 basic inventory parameters that need
to be corrected and to assess the completeness and accuracy
of drinking water program data. Ensuring that the states have
complete and robust inventory and scheduling data for their
Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program allows for
timely and correct determination of systems’ compliance with
SDWA regulations, materially affecting the national perfor-
mance metrics for the PWSS program. In Region 6 this results
in perhaps more systems being in violation of different rules,
but the transparency of the compliance determination process
and the underlying data makes it easier for state staff to
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defend unpopular compliance determinations. For example,
fewer violations are being rejected because they lack identi-
fication information (who committed the violation and why).
In another example, a state used the results of a query on
timeliness of compliance determination to identify staff who
were routinely late in completing their determinations.

Performing these oversight tasks and working with the states
to address any issues help the states improve the quality of
their data and keeps Region 6 abreast of issues in the state
drinking water programs. The region has found the data shar-
ing helpful in determining the level of consistency in violation
determinations between the federal database and a particu-
lar state’s SDWIS/STATE system. For example, EPA's query of
one state’s data determined that it did not have full sample
schedules for five entry points to a facility’s drinking water
distribution systems. Other examples include drinking water
treatment plants that do not show treatment processes and
facilities that have no or wrong flow information.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

Other regions’ drinking water programs should acquire or
develop in-house the SDWIS/STATE and the Oracle database
administrator technical expertise to support state SDWIS/
STATE programs. Regions can start by using the QA tools
posted on the Association of State Drinking Water Adminis-
trator website (both the New York and the North Dakota QA
tools are good places to start), then work with their states
to modify the queries for each state. Regions can then work
with the state, using these tools, to develop solutions to
issues as they are found and to maintain a nonadversarial
rapport in correcting data quality issues. Only after a level
of trust is developed and a region has the necessary skills to
support copies of states" SDWIS/STATE databases should the
region request these databases. Such support will build trust
between states and EPA regions, fostering collaboration on
data and improving the completeness and accuracy of state
drinking water compliance data.

Contact Information:
Andy Waite, 214-665-7332
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Brief Description:

Tidal marshes are among the most susceptible ecosystems

to climate change, especially accelerated sea level rise (SLR).
Changes in tidal marsh area and habitat type in response to ris-
ing sea levels may be modeled using SLAMM, which simulates
the dominant processes involved in wetland conversion and
shoreline modifications during long-term sea level rise. It
creates maps showing the predicted distributions of wetlands
under conditions of accelerated SLR and summarizes results in
tabular and graphical form. SLAMM can be run to a sequence
of future dates and using varying rates of SLR. The tool is run
on a desktop PC, which makes it accessible to a broad range of
users. Within the contiguous United States, most required data
for the model (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration (NOAA) tidal data, Fish & Wildlife Service National
Wetland Inventory data, and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Digital Elevation Model (DEM) data) are readily available for
download from the Web. The model can also use LiDAR (Light
Detection and Ranging) elevation data, if available, and such
high-quality elevation data are highly recommended to reduce
model uncertainty. SLAMM results provide communities and
natural resource managers with the information needed to take
appropriate action and minimize the consequences from SLR.
SLAMM is the most widely used model for this purpose.

Building on work funded by EPA since the 1980s to create and
improve SLAMM and its use, this project improves the under-
standing of the vulnerability of natural and human communi-
ties to SLR in the Gulf of Mexico. At each of the five estuaries
modeled in the Gulf (Corpus Christi Bay, Mobile Bay, Pensacola
Bay, Southern Big Bend, and Tampa Bay), TNC held workshops
with the resource managers and stakeholders of National
Estuary Programs (NEPs) and National Estuarine Research
Reserves (NERRs) to gather and deliver significant information
on potential adaptation strategies and to share the results of
SLAMM with federal, state, and community resource manag-
ers and planners. These resource managers and planners could
then incorporate the information into future projects, policies,
and related activities. Taking actions and conducting planning

Modeling and Abating the Impacts of Sea
Level Rise on Five Estuaries in the Gulf of

Gulf of Mexico

Climate Change Modeling

Five important Gulf Coastal estuaries were
able to plan for future impacts from sea level rise using
the Sea Level Affecting Marshes Model (SLAMM).
SLAMM is a tool that assesses which geographic
areas are the most vulnerable to the impacts of sea
level rise and which areas are important for future
habitat and protection planning. Such knowledge can
allow agencies and organizations to take steps to help
reduce the impacts of sea level rise on endangered and
threatened habitats and species.

The Florida Chapter of the Nature Conservancy
(TNC), Gulf of Mexico Alliance (GOMA), Gulf of Mexico
Foundation, National Estuary Programs, and resource
management agencies.

Coastal wetland systems and human
communities along the Gulf of Mexico will be
substantially affected by sea level rise in future years
due to climate change.

now using SLAMM results can minimize the hazards to human
and natural communities and allow for cost-effective solutions
in a planned way rather than a reactionary one.

TNC has been working with the Gulf of Mexico Alliance’s
Habitat Restoration and Conservation Team with the support
of the EPA Gulf of Mexico Program Office (GMPO) to keep the
Gulf Coastal Community informed and to obtain feedback on
the progress of the modeling, assessment, planning, and imple-
mentation efforts. This collaboration has resulted in a number
of beneficial outcomes as discussed below.
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Current Status:

The Gulf Coast Prairie Landscape Conservation Cooperative is
using data generated by this five-estuary SLR planning project
to apply SLR scenarios to forecast habitat shifts and impacts
along coastal prairies and marshes and project their impact
on carrying capacity of several different shore-dependent bird
species.

NOAA is undertaking an SLR modeling effort in the north-
ern Gulf of Mexico using mainframe computers and more
complex models. When finished, the results of this effort will
be compared to results obtained via SLAMM for validity and
economic efficiency. This effort will help validate it as a tool
that is accessible to a wider user audience who could not
afford the use of mainframe models.

Outcomes:

SLAMM s actively being used by community decision makers
around the Gulf in planning efforts to alleviate impacts of SLR
over the coming decades. The tool has already helped coastal
planning in several states to identify high-priority conservation
areas that allow for wetland migration planning, future wildlife

habitat locations, inundation area identification, and priority
land conservation, especially in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Refuges
and for species of concern (see visual diagram below).

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

By working with a number of agencies and organizations, this
project has effectively conveyed essential information regard-
ing the impacts of, and options for addressing, SLR. This
same cooperative approach has ensured that this information
is being shared with other agencies and organizations that
are carrying out similar projects. Finally, by using the net-
working capacity of the Gulf of Mexico Alliance and the Gulf
of Mexico Foundation, agencies and institutions in Mexico
are now being assisted and are gaining more knowledge
about SLR modeling approaches, the impacts of SLR, and
options for addressing those impacts.

Contact Information:
Laura Geselbracht, TNC, 954-383-3085,

Drew Puffer, EPA Gulf of Mexico Program, http://www.
nature.org and http://maps.coastalresilience.org/network

Pensacola Bay Study Area Simulated Loss/Gain in Coastal Ecosystems from initial Condition
through the year 2100 under 3 Sea Level Rise Scenarios
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Brief Description:

Cash flow modeling is a tool that calculates future fund bal-
ances based on anticipated cash inflows and outflows for a
revolving loan fund. The financial aspects of SRF programs
are highly complex with funds entering and leaving the
program in multiple ways and at different times. Cash flow
modeling allows fund managers to assess the future financial
implications of current policy choices. For example, a fund
manager can use a cash flow model to identify the maximum
amount they can commit to new loan agreements in a given
year without risking default when the loans are paid out.
Without a cash flow model, the manager may decide to keep
a large pool of funds idle as a hedge against uncertainties.
Improved decision making based on cash flow modeling can
reduce ULOs while maximizing the SRF's ability to create
environmental benefits and positive impacts on water quality
and human health. Some state SRF programs already use this
approach (e.g., Arizona and Minnesota), but others do not.

In 2013, EPA Region 9 issued a notice of noncompliance to
CDPH because of deficiencies in financial management and
fund performance. The California DWSRF had $450 million
in ULOs, while at the same time California had $39 billion in
drinking water infrastructure needs. Through the notice of
noncompliance, Region 9 required CDPH to adopt cash flow
modeling.

Current Status:

Region 9 developed a cash flow model for CDPH and trained
the staff on its use. Using the cash flow model, CDPH has
increased loan commitments with the expectation of reducing
ULOs to below $160 million in three years.

Outcomes:

The outcome of responsible cash flow modeling is informed
decision making in the SRF programs. It is a feedback process
that, if done correctly, continually becomes more accurate
and offers continuous input for decision makers.

41

Cash Flow Modeling in Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund Programs

Safe Drinking Water

Financing

EPA is promoting the use of a financial
modeling tool—cash flow modeling—that assists State
Revolving Fund (SRF) loan programs in anticipating cash
inflow and outflows for the program and reducing the
amount of unliquidated obligations (ULOs).

Region 9 helped the California Department of
Public Health (CDPH) develop and implement a cash
flow model for its DWSRF program.

A number of SRF loan programs suffer from
deficiencies in financial management and fund perfor-
mance, particularly ULOs. Cash flow modeling helps en-
sure the maximum use of SRFs to build urgently needed
infrastructure projects to improve water quality.

Region 9's development of a cash flow model for California
has drawn interest from other regions and states. As a result,
Region 9 is currently participating in cash flow modeling
training for all state DWSRF programs on a national basis.
This is the first in a series of webinars on strengthening DWS-
RF financial integrity sponsored by EPA's Office of Ground
Water and Drinking Water. The purpose of the training is to
familiarize states with the cash flow modeling process and

to encourage states to adopt the modeling to improve fund
management.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

1. Cash flow modeling is a valuable tool for improving finan-
cial performance of SRF programs and should be consid-
ered by all states.
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2. EPA regions partnering with states must ensure that SRF
management within each state understands the impor-
tance of financial management and the benefits of cash
flow modeling to ensure successful implementation of cash
flow modeling.

3. Building and utilizing a cash flow model requires a sus-
tained partnership. The model must be tailored to a state’s
specific procedures and based on accurate information.
Refinements will be necessary as the state gains experi-
ence using the model.

Visual Diagram:

Below is a visual representation of the simplest incarnation

an SRF can take. The diagram shows all the cash flows asso-
ciated with the fund and how often the flow can happen. A
cash flow model accounts for all of these flows and calculates
future fund balances, so that a fund manager can make
informed decisions about appropriate loan commitment levels
while in an environment that changes daily.

Contact Information:

Doug Eberhardt, Chief, Infrastructure Office,
Eberhardt.Doug@epa.gov, 415-972-3420

Josh Amaris, Infrastructure Office, Amaris.Josh@epa.gov,
415-972-3597

Revolving Loan Fund: Simplest Form

Federal Capitalization Grants (Quarterly)

State Match Contribution
(Quarterly)

When does it
all happen?

Interest Earnings ‘

(Quarterly)

Disbursements
(Daily)

Principal Repayments,
Interest Repayments
(Quarterly)

Additional Subsidization (Daily)
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Brief Description:

Too often, energy management is not a priority for municipal
officials whose primary concern is how water and wastewater
treatment costs fit within a larger fiscal picture. Neither is it a
priority for operators who are primarily responsible for ensur-
ing that the treated water meets requlatory standards. As
such, energy management at the facilities often falls between
the cracks. Many municipalities may not notice that they are
using more energy than necessary, typically accounting for
30% to 40% of the total energy budget. By making energy
efficiency an established priority, facilities can reduce GHG
emissions as well as the cost of energy to the municipality.

In 2008, with financial support from EPA’s Office of Waste-
water Management, Region 4 hosted a workshop in Nashville
that presented energy efficiency as a management concept.
In 2011, a formal partnership began with a proposal from
Region 4 to TDEC for a joint Region 4-TDEC Energy Manage-
ment Initiative (EMI) in Tennessee. The EMI would focus on

a select group of water/wastewater utilities and assist them
in identifying and implementing energy conservation mea-
sures. During the subsequent months, seven municipalities in
Tennessee demonstrated significant interest and joined the
EMI partnership. EPA and TDEC successfully obtained critical
support from other key partners including the Tennessee
Valley Authority, the University of Memphis, the University
of Tennessee, the University of North Carolina Environmental
Finance Center, Schneider Electric, Inc., and the Tennessee
Department of Economic and Community Development.

EPA, TDEC, and the other partners visited the participating
facilities to identify initial opportunities to save energy. EPA
worked with the partners to develop Preliminary Energy As-
sessment reports that analyzed the process energy data and
presented the partnership’s recommendations. The munici-
palities were then invited to participate in four workshops
to assist them with developing energy management plans
that included their overall energy efficiency goals, specific
projects, and potential opportunities to fund implementation
of the projects.

Advancing Energy Efficiency at Water and
Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Water Safe to Drink and Water Quality

Energy Efficiency

EPA Region 4 is promoting energy efficiency
at water and wastewater treatment facilities through
a three-pronged approach: (1) developing the capacity
of state and tribal water regulatory programs,
municipalities, and other stakeholders to act on the
opportunities for reducing energy use and cost at
facilities; (2) establishing relationships with potential
collaborators and stakeholders to advance energy
efficiency at facilities in certain geographic areas in the
Southeast; and (3) targeting low- or no-cost strategies
as developed by energy efficiency partnerships to
achieve significant reductions in energy use, cost, and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

EPA Region 4 Grants and Infrastructure Branch
and the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC).

The costs of energy use for water and
wastewater treatment facilities can represent a
significant share of most city government budgets.
High energy costs reduce funds available for important
upgrades for treatment technologies and compliance
attainment.

Current Status:

EPA Region 4 has expanded its efforts to educate state
agencies, municipalities, and other key stakeholders regard-
ing the significant energy efficiency opportunities available.
The success of the Tennessee EMI is being promoted by the
municipalities and other stakeholders that participated in
this effort. TDEC is leading a second initiative focused on a
new group of utilities in Tennessee. Region 4 is supporting
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the effort as it works to replicate the success of this initiative
throughout the region.

The Alabama Department of Environmental Management has
also partnered with Region 4 to conduct a similar initiative
with selected utilities in Alabama. The utility selection process
is underway, and site visits and workshops will occur over the
rest of 2014. Region 4 has developed a simplified Energy As-
sessment Tool (R4 EAT) to help the EMI team and the utilities
assess and track energy usage and prioritize processes/equip-
ment for further analysis. The R4 EAT is being used in Alabama
and will be made available for other states and utilities to help
identify potential energy saving opportunities.

Region 4 is also collaborating with United South and Eastern
Tribes, Inc. (USET), which provides assistance to tribal gov-
ernments to enhance their capability to meet the needs of

the Indian population. USET serves 26 tribes from Texas to
Maine and is headquartered in Nashville, Tennessee. Region

4 is working with USET to build its capacity to provide energy
management assistance to tribal utilities and will serve as a re-
source to provide onsite tribal assistance with USET as needed.

Outcomes:

Region 4 staff have measured and verified reductions of
over 5 million kilowatt-hours per year in energy consump-
tion, $400,000 in energy costs, and 4,800 tons of GHG
emissions achieved by four of the seven municipal water and
wastewater utilities that participated in the EMI partnership
in Tennessee. Pending further verification, Region 4 projects
that the seven utilities will reduce their energy consumption
overall by 16%. This translates to saving a total of 7 million
kilowatt-hours per year, reducing annual GHG emissions by
6,600 tons, and saving nearly $600,000 per year.

These results underscore the significant energy saving op-
portunities available through operational modifications of
water and wastewater treatment facilities that the utilities
can implement at minimal cost. These modifications can also
reduce GHG emissions and provide municipalities with a cash
flow to fund additional energy conservation measures, water/
wastewater treatment upgrades, or other important needs.
Region 4's effort builds on the work initiated by EPA's Office
of Wastewater Management through the Plan-Do-Check-Act
framework outlined in its Energy Management Guidebook for
Water and Wastewater Utilities issued in 2008. Other EPA
regions have undertaken similar efforts.
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Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

The most important lessons learned through the EMI
partnership were:

The opportunity to save energy exists at almost all public
water and wastewater systems, often through operational
changes the utility can implement for little to no cost.

Disconnects often exist between those who use the
energy and those who pay for the energy.

The success of an energy management effort depends
upon the involvement of people with good relationships
with the utilities.

A more intensive engagement with the utilities helps
develop a long-term focus on energy as a management
concept, rather than a one-time problem with a one-time
solution.

EPA expects that the results of these efforts will continue

to encourage other states to seek similar success, directly
advancing the Agency's priorities to make visible differences
in communities, take action on climate change, and advance
sustainability.

Contact Information:
Bob Freeman, Freeman.Bob@epa.gov, 404-562-9244

Brendan Held, Held.Brendan@epa.gov, 404-562-8018

Columbia TN Total Energy Use By Year

5,852,400 kWh

7,866,000 kWh

7,610,400 kWh
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New York State’s
Program (GIGP)

Brief Description:

In 2009, Congress introduced new requirements for projects
that receive funds through the Clean Water State Revolving
Fund (CWSRF). One of these requirements is that a percent-
age of the CWSRF should be utilized in projects that meet the
requirements of Green Project Reserve (GPR). EPA describes
GPR requirements as projects that use green practices to
complement or augment gray infrastructure; adopt prac-

tices that reduce the environmental footprint of water and
wastewater treatment, collection, and distribution; help
communities adapt to climate change; enhance water and
energy conservation; adopt more sustainable solutions to wet
weather flows; and promote innovative approaches to water
management problems. NYS meets this requirement through
the GIGP and traditional CWSRF projects that meet the
definition of GPR. The GIGP reserves a portion of the CWSRF
specifically to support projects across NYS that utilize unique
stormwater infrastructure design and create cutting-edge
green technologies. NYS is the first state to create this type
of set-aside. All GIGP applications must be submitted through
the Consolidated Funding Application, which allows proj-
ects to be considered for funding by various NYS programs,
thereby increasing the likelihood of funding.

Eligible applicants include municipalities, state agencies, public
authorities, not-for-profit corporations, for-profit corporations,
individuals, firms, partnerships, and associations. Applicants
must provide a minimum of 10% nonfederal matching funds.
All GIGP projects must meet or exceed the standards set forth
in the New York State Department of Environmental Conserva-
tion's (NYSDEC's) 2010 New York State Stormwater Manage-
ment Design Manual. Projects must include at least one of the
eight acceptable green infrastructure practices to be considered
eligible for GIGP funding. Project selection is based on criteria
such as a measurable improvement in water quality, innova-
tion in the area of green infrastructure, and plans for long-
term maintenance and monitoring. Additional criteria include
alignment with economic goals, likelihood of project success,
stakeholder involvement, educational opportunities workforce
development, and community revitalization.

Green Innovation Grant

Water Quality

Green Infrastructure

The Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP)
supports projects across New York State (NYS) that
utilize unique stormwater infrastructure design and
create cutting-edge green technologies.

The New York State Environmental Facilities
Corporation developed and implemented this Best
Practice.

The program was developed to protect
and improve water quality and spur innovation in
stormwater management.

Current Status:

Projects that have been funded in previous years continue to
be constructed, and a similar round of funding opportunities
is expected to be available in 2014. Funded projects include
the installation of permeable pavements and bioretention

practices, green roofs, green streets, and stream daylighting.

QOutcome:

Since its inception, GIGP has funded 138 innovative green
infrastructure projects, awarding over $102.7 million in grants
and, ultimately, leveraging more than $162 million in funding
from additional resources. Calendar year 2014 will be the sixth
year that this program is being implemented. The base funding
for this program is the CWSRF, which is available to all states.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

Funds dedicated for green infrastructure projects has
greatly increased the use of green practices for stormwater
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management. The high visibility of these projects facilitates
the acceptance of green practices throughout NYS.

It is particularly valuable to have a balance of projects that
demonstrate green infrastructure as specified by NYSDEC and
projects that push the envelope. Projects at the most chal-
lenging sites allow designers, owners, and maintenance staff
the opportunity to really understand how to use and improve
green infrastructure practices.
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A mistake in many funding proposals is when the applicant
relies solely on professional engineers and does not engage
the expertise of landscape architects. . Implementing success-
ful green infrastructure projects requires a multidisciplinary
team. This is a lesson learned that is continually shared across
the state. Unlike grey infrastructure where green components
might serve only an aesthetic function, green infrastructure
relies on the soils and plant palettes as critical elements of
the treatment process.

Contact Information:

Suzanna Randall, 518-402-7461, http://www.efc.ny.gov/
Default.aspx?tabid=461
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Brief Description:

EPA must approve or disapprove state lists of impaired waters
every two years, based on input from the states. Historically,
regional staff followed several EPA guidance documents to
determine whether state submittals met applicable regulatory
requirements and the efforts to verify the accuracy and com-
pleteness of state lists varied. After completing reviews, staff
used word processing software to generate all of the individ-
ual supporting documents described below. This process for
generating the documentation was inefficient, error-prone,
and subject to the creativity of staff who sometimes crafted
unique language to describe a finite number of outcomes.

To implement process improvements, EPA Region 6 de-
veloped a complex spreadsheet template that includes a
checklist to prompt reviewers to check for compliance with all
applicable regulatory requirements. The checklist is integrated
with a “listing reconciler” that compares the state’s current
and previous lists and automatically verifies the accuracy of
the state submittal and appropriateness of the state’s clas-
sification of waters. Ultimately, the checklist options selected
by the reviewer determine which prevetted text and reviewer
notes will be automatically and simultaneously compiled into
(1) letters to the state, (2) records of decisions for proposed
and final actions, (3) tables of proposed and final established
listings, (4) supporting technical documentation, and (5)
Federal Register notices about proposed and final actions.

Current Status:

EPA Region 6 staff used a beta-test version to expedite
EPA's action on the state of Oklahoma’s 2012 Section 303(d)
list and distributed a modified version for use by other EPA
regions. To date, Region 6 has conducted webinars for other
regions to facilitate their evaluation of the tool.

Outcomes:

Using the tool, Region 6 reviewed and validated 100% of
1,199 Oklahoma listings within about three weeks, whereas,
a less comprehensive review in the past would have re-
quired more than two months. The integration of prevetted

Using Software Automation to Improve EPA's
Review of State Clean Water Act Section
303(d) Lists of Impaired Waters

Water Quality

Data Assessment

EPA Region 6 has created a spreadsheet
template for reviewing state Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 303(d) lists, called “ListROD,"” that includes
a checklist to determine compliance with regulatory
requirements, a listing reconciler and counter, and an
automatic generator of prevetted text for supporting
decision documents.

EPA Region 6 Water Quality Protection Division

Modernize business practices to ensure
comprehensive EPA reviews, generate consistent high-
quality records of decisions, and meet 30-day statutory
deadlines for EPA actions.

language reduced the time required for management review
of the supporting documentation from about 12 hours to 1
hour, as the final review was limited to one unique paragraph
to be inserted into the standard letter and three unique para-
graphs to be included in the record of decision. Greater time
savings will be realized for disapproval actions that require
extensive reviews by counsel.

The document auto-generator can save considerable time
and manpower when new information becomes available
that results in a change in the direction of EPA's action on

a Section 303(d) list. Staff can “re-write” all supporting
documents in a matter of seconds to reflect new information
without concern about the potential for any inconsistencies
between the documents. Previously, it would have taken
several days to rewrite and review all supporting documents
in response to new information.

47



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

The template also facilitates completing much of the review
prior to the states’ official submittals, helping to expedite
EPA's final actions. Reviewers can fully document the adequa-
cy of the states’ assessment methods and public participation
process by completing parts of the checklist before receiving
final lists. Reviewers can also populate the “listing reconciler”
with listings identified in draft lists, so that minimal data
entry is required upon receiving final lists.

A significant benefit comes from having new or less expe-
rienced staff use the tool, as the integrated reminders and
prompts incorporate the “institutional knowledge” of more

experienced staff. The tool helps staff get the job done right in
an efficient, consistent, and expeditious way, and it will provide
a useful mechanism for on-the-job training for new staff.
Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

We can become more efficient by identifying repetitive and
inefficient manual work processes that can be expedited us-
ing software automation.

Contact Information:

Philip Hutchison, 214-665-6723
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Tracking Tool

Brief Description:

State nonpoint source programs are required to develop

and implement WBPs to be eligible for CWA Section 319(h)
funding. Region 6 states have numerous WBPs in various
stages of development. As such, keeping track of WBPs

can use valuable staff time to track down information. T
efficiently monitor WBPs in Region 6, the nonpoint source
(NPS) program staff developed a tracking tool in 2013 that
allows them to input information about the authors, loca-
tion, completion status, and implementation progress of all
of the WBPs in a given state. The tracking tool functions as a
shared network database that allows both staff and manage-
ment to view and search for all WBPs from each state that
are under development, completed in draft form, accepted
by the region, and/or in active implementation phases. This
tool saves valuable time for EPA staff and managers mak-
ing evaluations about eligibility for CWA Section 319 funds
in watersheds by quickly determining whether or not an
accepted WBP exists for a given watershed. Additionally, the
tool is useful for evaluating the extent of implementation
that has been carried out for the watersheds with WBPs. The
Excel-based WBP tracking tool can be continually updated
with new information as new WBPs are received, reviewed,
revised, and accepted. The categories included in the WBP
tracking tool are:

State and state agency responsible for plan
Watershed/WBP name

Segment(s) ID

Water quality impairment/concerns

WBP area size

Number of HUC-12 units included

WBP status (in progress, draft, revisions, final)
Date received by EPA

EPA reviewer

Nonpoint Source Watershed-Based Plan

Water Quality

Planning/Assessment

EPA Region 6 developed a watershed-based
plan (WBP) tracking tool to create a database of
information regarding the status of all watershed-based
plans developed by its states.

EPA Region 6 Water Quality Protection Division

To be eligible for Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 319 funding, state nonpoint source programs
are required to develop and implement WBPs. As a
result, state nonpoint source programs have a large
number of WBPs in multiple stages of development,
from conceptualization to implementation. EPA Region
6 needed an effective tracking tool to allow staff and
management to quickly determine status and obtain
other information on WBPs in Region 6.

Review status
Is WBP accepted?

Location of WBP and correspondence letters on network
drives

Comments and remarks

Current Status:

The WBP tracking tool is currently used routinely by Region
6 NPS Program Managers and supervisors. For example,
NPS Program Managers and Project Officers use the tracking
tool during work plan evaluations to assess whether or not a
given watershed has an accepted WBP to determine eligibil-
ity for CWA Section 319(h) funding for implementation. The
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tracking tool has reduced the time it takes to query the status
of a given WBP from a few hours in some cases to just a few
seconds. It has also provided a foundation to evaluate the
effectiveness of older WBPs that have been in their imple-
mentation phases for several years.

Outcomes:

The WBP tracking tool has allowed NPS staff to streamline
the process of inventorying and tracking the growing number
of WBPs in Region 6. It has also improved staff reviews of
state water quality agency activities by providing an efficient
means of determining the status of WBPs for each state.
Prior to the implementation of the WBP tracking tool, a query
about the status of a given WBP usually involved multiple
phone calls or emails to state water quality agency counter-
parts as well as coordination among Region 6 Program Man-
agers and Project Officers. After the WBP tracking tool was
implemented, these queries can now be efficiently answered
by one individual in a matter of minutes, saving valuable
staff time and allowing supervisors to quickly understand the
scope and progress of WBPs in a given state. The tracking
tool is also easily adaptable for use by other regions.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

EPA Region 6 has learned that the tracking tool is most effec-
tive when the categories included are tailored to a region’s
specific informational needs. For example, if the tracking

tool is to be used for financial tracking, then funds spent

on WBPs should be included in the tracking tool categories.
Staff do not need to be highly skilled using Microsoft Excel
software to create and implement a WBP tracking tool. There
is a slight time investment to initially populate the tracking
tool with information, and NPS Program Managers will need
to coordinate with their state counterparts to ensure that

all of the active and inactive WBPs in a state are included.
This time investment varies by the size of the state and the
number of past and present WBPs, but the Region 6 tracking
tool was populated within a time frame of about two weeks.
Once the initial setup is completed, the ongoing maintenance
to revise and update the tracking tool is minimal.

Contact Information:
Brian Fontenot, 214-665-7286
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Program

Brief Description:

Coastal Stewards program began in 2009 as a natural out-
growth of the Upward Bound Marine and Estuarine Program
conducted by the MCBP. The Upward Bound Program serves
area high school students in grades 9-12 and those students
learn about issues affecting the coastal bays watershed,
careers in science, and natural resource conservation and
stewardship. Now in its fourth year, the Coastal Stewards
program provides opportunities for youth in high school and
college to develop personal and professional skills; experienc-
es in education, interpretation, restoration, conservation, and
stewardship; opportunities to network with local, state, and
national leaders in government, nonprofits, and the private
sector to foster relationships with agencies and organizations
that have hiring power; and green jobs in their community.

The Coastal Stewards program is advertised on the MCBP
website, social media, job fairs, mass emails, and other recruit-
ing events. Students are sent applications when they submit
an online interest form; MCBP and its partner organizations
then review, score, and rank the submitted applications and
subsequently conduct interviews and select candidates.

This program fulfills one of the action items in the Memoran-
dum of Understanding (MOU) that the EPA Region 3 Water
Protection Division has with the MCBP, the University of
Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES), Maryland Department of
Environment (MDE), and the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) under the Linking Environmental Aca-
demic Programs (LEAP). The MOU is part of a series of MOUs
representing partnerships that Region 3 has with historically
black colleges and universities and other state partners in the
Mid-Atlantic Region. Funding for the program comes from
EPA, National Park Service (NPS), Maryland Park Service, and
MDNR. All other resources provided are in kind. The partners
are involved on a voluntary basis.
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The Coastal Stewards Youth Development

Oceans and Coastal Protection

Environmental Education

The Coastal Stewards Program provides high
school and college students with experiences in
education, interpretation, restoration, conservation, and
environmental stewardship.

The Maryland Coastal Bays Program (MCBP)
developed this program. The partners involved are EPA
Region 3, EPA Headquarters, MCBP, the Maryland State
Park Service, and Maryland National Park Service.

This program was created to expand upon
the MCBP's Upward Bound Marine and Estuarine
Program to provide opportunities for green jobs
for those students who have matriculated from the
Upward Bound Program and have a strong interest in
environmental stewardship.

Current Status:

The Coastal Stewards Program is going into its fifth year and
surveys have demonstrated an increase in environmental
literacy and connection to land and water in the Coastal Bays
Watershed among the participating student population.

EPA's Office of Water at the Agency's headquarters has
awarded the MCBP approximately $969,000 in grant funding
since 2010. This funding was added to the Section 320 grant
funds that the MCBP receives from EPA yearly. Funds are used
to bolster the MCBP's outreach and education programming
with minority communities, which includes the Upward Bound
Marine and Estuarine Program and the Coastal Stewards
Program.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

Outcomes:

The MCBP has been able to hire a Coastal Steward to work
year-round at the MCBP Office with partners from MCBP,
Assateague State Park, and Assateague Island National Sea-
shore to plan, coordinate, and supervise Coastal Stewards’
training, projects, and programs. Other Coastal Stewards
have gone on to work full-time and temporary positions with
the NPS where they are stationed at the Assateague Island
National Seashore. The Coastal Stewards have constructed
and installed rain gardens and rain barrels, enhanced shore-
lines, monitored sensitive habitats and wildlife populations
in the coastal bays, and conducted education and outreach
activities designed to reach over 10,000 residents of and visi-
tors to the coastal bays watershed.

Throughout the duration of the program, the MCBP has
implemented a number of evaluative measures to monitor the
success of the program. Though this was never a stated goal
of the program, some students have changed their focus in
school, changed majors at the college level, and are exploring
new career paths as a result of their experiences as a Coastal
Steward. Environmental literacy is increasing as is care for
the environment. Behavior change has been documented as
has the influence Coastal Stewards are having on their peers,
in their families, and in their communities. Because of the
success of the Coastal Stewards Program, EPA has provided
funding for the MCBP to document the program’s impact so
that it can be used as a template for other National Estuary
Programs to follow to increase diversity and inclusion in their
watersheds and in their programs.
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Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

The Coastal Stewards Program is an excellent vehicle to
mimic if programs are interested in building support, creating
the next generation of environmental stewards, and fostering
an environment of diversity and inclusion in their workforce
and programming. What makes the MCBP successful in
outreach efforts and programs like the Coastal Stewards is

its focus on building relationships and genuine connections
to the community, and ensuring that the programming is
conducted in a mutually beneficial way. For other regions that
may be interested in developing a similar program, MCBP rec-
ommends researching other agencies, universities, nonprofit
organizations, and secondary and elementary schools that
may already have student-based after-school or summer pro-
grams (like an Upward Bound). Regions may offer to provide
environmental education or stewardship programming into
their curriculum.

Contact Information:
David Greaves, 215-814-5729

Coastal
Stewards
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Brief Description:

The MTWG was established in 2008 to support OEl and
OCDWEP's efforts to identify and monitor potential bacterial
sources and spatial and seasonal variability in Harbor Brook
and Onondaga Creek in the Onondaga Lake Watershed in
New York. The purpose of the MTWG was to provide techni-
cal guidance, comment on action items and deliverables,
project oversight, and field assistance. OEl and OCDWEP
worked closely together implementing field activities, while
the City of Syracuse and Onondaga County assisted in iden-
tifying and mapping the sewer system. All parties, including
EPA Region 2, NYSDEC, ASLF, NYS Department of Law, and
representatives of the Onondaga Nation provided project
oversight and technical guidance during work plan develop-
ment, field implementation, data analysis and interpretation,
and recommended strategies going forward. Field work on
Phase 1 of the microbial trackdown study was completed in
November 2009; sampling results suggested that, despite the
identification and correction of several dry-weather sources,
follow-up sampling was needed, and MTWG recommended a
Phase 2 microbial tracking study.

The MTWG used the sampling results from the Phase 1 study
to target “Priority Point Sources” for initial sampling during
Phase 2 to obtain more specific information on the dura-

tion and location of bacterial loadings. Five field tests were
completed under the Phase 2 work plan for monitoring fecal
coliform, suspended solids, and water quality (e.g., tempera-
ture, dissolved oxygen) during dry weather conditions in several
streams in the watershed. Regular meetings were held with the
MTWG throughout the duration of the project to update mem-
bers on the progress of the study, as well as present sample
results as they became available. Sampling in 2012 found
several of the priority point sources to be corrected, while
others remained problematic. At the conclusion of the 2012
field season, the MTWG met and developed a more targeted
sampling strategy for the 2013 season for identifying bacte-
rial sources. This adaptive strategy carried through the 2013
sampling season, and in August 2013 the MTWG revised the
sampling strategy for the remaining Phase 2 sampling period
and completed all field efforts in October 2013.

« Using a Collaborative, Adaptive Approach to
Identify Sources of Bacteria Loadings in the
Onondaga Lake Watershed

Water Quality

Partnership/Monitoring

Federal, state, local, and tribal partners in the
Onondaga Lake Watershed in New York State (NYS)
formed a working group to assess, oversee, and provide
technical assistance to local efforts to identify and
monitor potential bacterial sources. The working group
adopted a collaborative, adaptive-management-based
approach that allowed for a more streamlined approach
to addressing sampling results and adapting field
methods to address the concerns and priorities.

The Microbial Trackdown Working Group
(MTWG) included the Onondaga Environmental
Institute (OEI), Onondaga County Department of
Water Environment Protection (OCDWEP), EPA Region
2, NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC), Atlantic States Legal Foundation (ASLF), City
of Syracuse Department of Public Works, Onondaga
County Office of Environment, NYS Department of Law,
and the Onondaga Nation.

A study of pathogens in Onondaga Creek in the
Onondaga Lake Watershed in NYS in 2007 indicated
that fecal coliform concentrations were above the
state standard on an annual average basis of 16%
and 75% of dry weather days at several rural and
urban locations. These results suggested that wet
weather combined sewer overflow (CSO) discharge
was not solely responsible for bacterial release to
Onondaga Creek and that there were unidentified and
unmonitored sources of persistent bacterial discharges.

An integral component of the Phase 2 work plan was conven-
ing regularly scheduled meetings to update MTWG members
on the progress of the study, as well as present sample
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results as they became available. During these meetings, the
MTWG adopted a collaborative, adaptive-management-based
approach that allowed for a more streamlined approach to
addressing sampling results and adapting field methods to
address the concerns and priorities identified by the MTWG.
The collaborative effort during ongoing field efforts has al-
lowed work group members to address identified sites and
areas of concern, identify areas where corrective action(s)
appeared successful, and then direct sampling efforts and
resources towards identifying bacterial sources. This adaptive
management approach has been an invaluable component to
the study design and has allowed all partners to devote more
time and resources towards corrective actions on the prob-
lematic bacterial sources in the system.

Current Status:

With the Phase 2 field sampling completed, MTWG members
are compiling and synthesizing all the collected data from
the field efforts. OEl is preparing a draft Phase 2 Final Report
and a draft is tentatively scheduled to be distributed to the
MTWG by March 31, 2014,

Outcomes:

At the conclusion of Phase 2 sampling (October 2013), over
a dozen corrections had been made in the Onondaga Creek,
Harbor Brook, and Ley Creek systems due to the Microbial
Trackdown Studies and the efforts of the MTWG. Sources of
bacteria have included collapsed pipes, cross connections,
and illicit discharges and connections. Over 50 point sources
were identified in Ley Creek for the first time during Phase

2 sampling, with only one point source identified as having
severely high bacteria levels. Collaboration with Onondaga
County and the Town of Dewitt allowed EPA to identify the
source of the discharge and eliminate the discharge. Ad-
ditional work in the Upper Onondaga Creek Watershed,

in conjunction with the Microbial Trackdown Studies, has
identified and corrected several bacterial sources, including
a collapsed septic system and a horse barn adjacent to an
unnamed tributary.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

A collaborative effort among several groups and agencies
allowed for open channels of communication during and
subsequent to field efforts. This process allowed for:

A more comprehensive understanding of the sewer and
storm systems in the City of Syracuse and Town of Dewitt.
During this study, EPA and the state observed first-hand

the complexity of the aging storm and sewer systems and
the need for a comprehensive and integrated database to
better understand and map these systems. This would al-
low for more easily establishing efficient and cost-effective
track-down strategies, as well as allowing the municipalities
to more quickly identify and remedy failures in the systems.

Easier data-sharing between all MTWG parties. To truly
understand the dynamic nature of the streams in the
watershed and the effects of bacterial discharges on
stream quality, assimilating data from multiple studies has
become an major part of better understanding the inte-
grated and potentially compounding effects on bacterial
levels. EPA and the state have also learned how invalu-
able a comprehensive database is for comparing spatial
and temporal trends in bacteria levels and how they relate
to ongoing, concurrent work in the system that may have
important implications.

Collaboration among the different municipalities to identify
and eliminate problematic bacterial discharges. This col-
laborative process has allowed EPA and its partners to
identify existing data gaps and better incorporate the work
performed by each municipality, which is not only beneficial
for the purpose of this study, but for work performed by the
city and county outside the scope of this study.

Adapting field efforts to maximize field time and costs
and more efficiently track down sources of bacteria. EPA
and its partners learned that, to successfully address the
concerns and priorities identified by the MTWG, an adap-
tive management approach was an invaluable component
to addressing those issues, while at the same time fulfill-
ing the objectives of the Phase 2 study.

Contact Information:
Chris Dere, dere.christopher@epa.gov, 212-637-3828
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4

Affordable Green

Brief Description:

According to the Maryland Department of the Environment,
95% of Maryland’s land area and its stormwater drain into
the Chesapeake Bay, and all of Maryland's streams, rivers,
reservoirs, and drinking water are impacted by stormwater
pollution. The estimated cost for retrofitting existing munici-
pal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) in the Chesapeake
Bay is more than $7.8 billion per year for the next15 years.
Because traditional approaches to treating stormwater runoff
have had insufficient results, coupled by mandates requiring
local governments to accelerate implementation of stormwa-
ter control measures, many communities are opting for more
affordable green infrastructure practices, which are designed
to prevent runoff pollution, assist with flood management
and water demand, and provide multiple community benefits.

This reliance on green infrastructure is expected to sig-
nificantly increase as the economic, environmental, and

social benefits of green infrastructure over traditional gray
infrastructure practices become more widely known. Local
governments need affordable solutions—cost-effective,
higher-performing, innovative technologies for greater
environmental results and faster procurement to build, oper-
ate, and maintain extensive green infrastructure networks.
Moreover, public funding sources are increasingly limited and
insufficient to meet the escalated needs. EPA estimates that,
over the next 20 years, over $600 billion is needed to address
water and wastewater infrastructure and $ 100 billion is nec-
essary to address stormwater issues.

To provide some relief and assistance to its jurisdictions, EPA
Region 3 worked with national leaders and practitioners in
both the green infrastructure and public-private partnership
(P3) national financing communities to identify the types of
P3 models that would best assist regulated communities in
financing their green infrastructure-driven urban stormwater
retrofits. A CBP3 model for green stormwater retrofits was
developed by an EPA Region 3 team through partnering with
experts in the green infrastructure and financing fields, based
upon a P3 military approach previously utilized for housing.

Demonstrating Successful Community-
Based Public-Private Partnerships (CBP3) for

Infrastructure

Water Quality

Partnership/Green Infrastructure

EPA used a Community-Based Public-
Private Partnership (CBP3) model in working with
local organizations to develop financing for green
infrastructure stormwater retrofits. The effort is
expected to retrofit an initial 2,000 acres by leveraging
private sector resources, including alternative financing
to treat, operate and maintain 90% and one-inch
retention of runoff for purposes of achieving significant
pollution reductions of nitrogen, phosphorus, and
sediment.

EPA Region 3, Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE), and Prince George's County,
Maryland, in addition to the county’s private partner
and local nonprofit organizations.

This pilot is helping to demonstrate alternative
funding strategies to meet obligations under the
Chesapeake Bay TMDL.

The CBP3 model (see diagram below) can leverage public
investment with private equity at an estimated rate of 10:1
(10 dollars of private equity per 1 public dollar) or higher. The
CBP3 model develops a strong, long-term partnership be-
tween the municipality and the private equity group, creating
shared risk burden and greater accountability, by reinvest-
ing cost savings and revenues to create a pool of funds for
reinvestment in additional and future projects.

The team's research, collaboration, and facilitation led to a
partnering effort between EPA, MDE, and Prince Georges
County to support developing and launching the Prince
Georges County Urban Stormwater Retrofit Public Private
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Partnership pilot. The project is a $100-200 million pilot to
accelerate the retrofit (including operation and maintenance)
of 2,000 impervious acres over the next few years, which
will create over 5,000 local jobs and eventually revenues to
support additional retrofits in the county. Driven by the MS4
permit requirements and the county’s stormwater utility fee,
the pilot will also create a Partnership Agreement between
the public and private partner to ensure the following: total
funds raised up front are protected for stormwater retrofit
use—design-build-operate-maintain; MS4 permit require-
ments are met and accounted for in a more timely fashion;
implementation is fee-driven (i.e., the greater the degree of
savings by the private partner, the more additional dollars to
reinvest in additional retrofits/implementation); local jobs and
economic redevelopment are supported through the effort.

Current Status:

Prince George's County has selected a private partner and
is currently applying the CBP3 model developed by Region 3
and partners.

Outcomes:

The performance goal of the pilot is to treat at least 90% of
annual runoff, retain 1 inch of runoff, and achieve effective an-
nual load reductions of 50% nitrogen, 40% phosphorus, and
80% sediment to meet requirements related to the Chesa-
peake Bay total maximum daily loads and local water quality.
This CBP3 model will leverage the county’s funds from local
stormwater utility fees with private equity. Prince George's
County Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is
expected to benefit from the pilot partnership by reducing the
administrative and procurement costs of green infrastructure

practices (est. 60% to 80%) and creating efficiencies only
available through private business and market forces. By
reinvesting the cost savings, the county expects to retrofit more
of the 6,000 acres remaining to be converted, thereby increas-
ing the environmental benefits. The county is also expecting to
create an estimated 5,000 jobs as part of this pilot effort.

Lessons Learned/Recommendations:

Lessons learned from the Prince George Urban Stormwater
Public-Private Partnership Demonstration Pilot are being
captured and transferred by the regional CBP3 team and
partners to educate counties, municipalities, states, regulators,
engineering, financial, and legal professionals and academics
through workshops, webcasts, newsletters, and other social
networks. Some of these lessons learned include the following:
(1) early outreach and education to key local decision makers,
particularly legal and financing officials is important, given this
presents a major shift in financing stormwater infrastructure;
(2) an MS4 permit and dedicated fee source create certainty
and surety for lending institutions, thereby attracting afford-
able, private financing; (3) highlighting economic development
and local business and jobs creation is an effective incentive
to attract investment in greener stormwater retrofits; and 4)
variations of alternative funding approaches (e.g., may use
public funds for design and build, with transition to private

for operation and maintenance—or vice-versa) are to be
expected. The model is intended to be flexible (not a one-size-
fits-all approach), which is why the Region 3 team continues to
support additional green infrastructure CBP3 demonstrations
for different types of communities and needs.

Contact Information:
Dominique Lueckenhoff, 215-814-5810

Private Developer
Managing Member

Community Based

Advisory Board funding

CB3P

- Upfront private capital that leverages public

Financing

- Aligned goals and common purpose
- Long-term commitment to maintenance and

sustainability

- Driver of small business and economic

development

LOCAL COMMUNITY

Construction
Maintenance
Safety

Design
Inspection
Materials
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Appendix A: National Water Program FY 2013 End-of-
Year Performance Measure Commitments, Results, and
Status

[ IStrategic Measures in FY 2011-FY 2015 Strategic Plan

FY12 ACS FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2013 EOY

Code EOQY Result NEHTH

FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures National
Commitment

Subobjective 2.1.1: Water Safe to Drink

Percentage of population served by community water systems
(CWSs) that will receive drinking water that meets all applicable
health-based drinking water standards through approaches
including effective treatment & source water protection.

SDW-211 92% 92% Met

Percentage of community water systems that meet all applicable
SDW-SP1.N11 | health-based standards through approaches that include 90% 91.4% Met
effective treatment and source water protection.

Percentage of person months during which community water
SDW-SP2 | systems provide drinking water that meets all applicable health- 95% 96.9% Met
based standards.

Percentage of the population in Indian Country served by
SDW-SP3.N11 [ community water systems that receive drinking water that meets 87% 77% Not Met
all applicable health-based drinking water standards.

Percentage of community water systems where risk to public

0, 0,
health is minimized through source water protection. 45% 48.3% Met

SDW-SP4a

Percentage of the population served by community water
SDW-SP4b | systems where risk to public health is minimized through source 57% 59.1% Met
water protection.

Number of American Indian and Alaska Native homes provided
SDW-18.N11 | access to safe drinking water in coordination with other federal 119,000 108,881 Not Met
agencies.

Percentage of community water systems that have undergone
SDW-01a | a sanitary survey within the past three years (five years for 95% 92.6% Not Met
outstanding performance).

Number of tribal CWSs that have undergone a sanitary
survey within the past three years (five years for outstanding

SDW-01b performers) as required under the Interim Enhanced and Long- 79 84 Met
Term 1 Surface Water Treatment Rule.
SDW-04 Fund utilization rate for the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 89% 91.4% Met

(DWSREF).

57



FY12 ACS
Code

SDW-05

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures

Number of DWSRF projects that have initiated operations.

FY 2013
National

Commitment

6,976

FY 2013

EOQY Result

1,474

FY 2013 EQY
Status

Met

SDW-07

Percentage of Classes I, I, and Class Il salt solution mining
wells that have lost mechanical integrity and are returned to
compliance within 180 days, thereby reducing the potential to
endanger underground sources of drinking water.

85%

89%

Met

SDW-08

Number of Class V motor vehicle waste disposal wells (MVWDW)
and large capacity cesspools (LCC) (approximately 23,640 in FY
10) that are closed or permitted (cumulative).

25,225

26,027

Met

SDW-11

Percentage of DWSRF projects awarded to small public water
systems (PWS) serving <500, 501-2,200, and 2,201-10,000
consumers.

Indicator

71%

Indicator

SDW-15

Number and percentage of small CWS and non-transient non-

community water systems (NTNCWS)(<500, 501-3,300, 3,301-
10,000) with repeat health based nitrate/nitrite, stage 1D/DBP,
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR), and Total Coliform Rule
(TCR) violations.

Indicator

1,263

Indicator

SDW-17

Number and percent of schools and childcare centers that meet
all health-based drinking water standards.

Indicator

7,068

Indicator

SDW-19a

Volume of CO2 sequestered through injection as defined by
Underground Injection Control (UIC) Final Rule.

Indicator

47,781.14

Indicator

SDW-19b

Number of permit decisions during the reporting period that
result in CO2 sequestered through injection as defined by the
UIC Final Rule.

Indicator

Indicator

Subobjective 2.1.2: Fish and Shellfish Safe to Eat

FS-SP6.N11

Percentage of women of childbearing age having mercury levels
in blood above the level of concern.

2.5%

2.3%

Met

FS-1a

Percentage of river miles where fish tissue will be assessed to
support waterbody-specific or regional consumption advisories or
a determination that no consumption advice is necessary (Great
Lakes measured separately; Alaska not included).

Indicator

36%

Indicator

FS-1b

Percentage of lake acres where fish tissue will be assessed to
support waterbody-specific or regional consumption advisories or
a determination that no consumption advice is necessary (Great
Lakes measured separately; Alaska not included).

Indicator

42%

Indicator

Subobjective 2.1.3 Water Safe for Swimming

SS-SPO.NT1

Percentage of days of beach season that coastal and Great Lakes
beaches monitored by state beach safety programs are open and
safe for swimming.

95%

96%

Met
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FY12 ACS
Code

5S-1

FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures

Number and national percentage, using a constant denominator,
of combined sewer overflow (CSO) permits with a schedule
incorporated into an appropriate enforceable mechanism, including
a permit or enforcement order, with specific dates and milestones,
including a completion date consistent with Agency guidance,
which requires: 1) implementation of a Long Term Control Plan
(LTCP) that will result in compliance with the technology and
water-quality-based requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA);
or 2) implementation of any other acceptable CSO control
measures consistent with the 1994 CSO Control Policy; or 3)
completion of separation after the baseline date, cumulative.

FY 2013
National

Commitment

785

FY 2013
EOQY Result

758

FY 2013 EOY

Status

Not Met

55-2

Percentage of all Tier | (Significant) public beaches that are
monitored and managed under the Beaches Environmental and
Coastal Health (BEACH) Act program.

96.8%

98%

Met

Subobjective 2.2.1 Improve Water Quality on a Watershed Basis

WQ-SP10.
N1

Number of water body segments identified by states in 2002 as
not attaining standards, where water quality standards are now
fully attained (cumulative).

3,608

3,679

Met

WQ-SP1

Remove the specific causes of water body impairment identified
by states in 2002 (cumulative).

1,473

11,754

Met

WQ-SP12.N11

Improve water quality conditions in impaired watersheds
nationwide using the watershed approach (cumulative).

370

376

Met

WQ-SP13.
N1

Ensure that the condition of the Nation's streams does not
degrade (i.e., there is no statistically significant decrease in the
streams rated “good”).

Long-term

Long-term

WQ-SP14a.
N11

Improve water quality in Indian Country at baseline monitoring
stations in tribal waters (i.e., show improvement in one or
more of seven key parameters: dissolved oxygen, pH, water
temperature, total nitrogen, total phosphorous, pathogen
indicators and turbidity) (cumulative).

20

20

Met

WQ-SP14b.
N11

Identify monitoring stations on tribal lands that are showing no
degradation in water quality (meaning the waters are meeting
uses) (cumulative).

Indicator

Indicator

WQ-24.N1

Number of American Indian and Alaska Native homes provided
access to basic sanitation in coordination with other federal
agencies.

67,600

69,783

Met

WQ-01a

Number of numeric water quality standards for total nitrogen
and for total phosphorus adopted by states and territories and
approved by EPA, or promulgated by EPA, for all waters within
the state or territory for each of the following water body types:
lakes/reservoirs, rivers/streams, and estuaries (cumulative, out of
a universe of 280).

42

44

Met
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FY 2013
FY12 ACS . . . FY 2013 FY 2013 EOY
Code FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures National EOY Result Status

Commitment

Number of states and territories implementing nutrient reduction
strategies by (1) setting priorities on a watershed or state-
wide basis, (2) establishing nutrient reduction targets, and (3)
WQ-26 - . ;
continuing to make progress (and provide performance milestone
information to EPA) on adopting numeric nutrient criteria for at
least one class of water by no later than 2016 (cumulative).

22.66 22.99 Met

WQ-02 Number of tribes that have water quality standards approved by

EPA (cumulative). 40 40 Met

Number and percentage of states and territories that, within the
WQ-03a pr.ece.ding 3-year period, submitted new or re_zvise_q water quglity

criteria acceptable to EPA that reflect new scientific information
from EPA or sources not considered in previous standards.

36 32 Not Met

Number and national percentage of tribes that, within the
preceding three-year period, submitted new or revised water
WQ-03b | quality criteria acceptable to EPA that reflect new scientific 13 9 Not Met
information from EPA or other resources not considered in the
previous standards.

WQ-04a Percentage of submissions of new or revised water quality

0, 0,
standards from states and territories that are approved by EPA. 87% 59.5% Not Met

Number of tribes that currently receive funding under Section
106 of the CWA that have developed and begun implementing
WQ-06a . . ; . ;
monitoring strategies that are appropriate to their water quality
program consistent with EPA guidance (cumulative).

222 224 Met

WQ-06b Number of tribes that are providing water quality data in a

format accessible for storage in EPA's data system (cumulative). 183 193 Met

Number of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) that are
established or approved by EPA [total TMDL] on a schedule
WQ-08a consistent with national policy (cumulative). [A TMDL is a

technical plan for reducing pollutants to meet water quality
standards. The terms "approved" and "established" refer to the
completion and approval of the TMDL itself.]

12,708 15,476 Met

Number of TMDLs that are established by states and approved
by EPA [state TMDL] on schedule consistent with national policy
WQ-08b (cumulative). [A TMDL is a technical plan for reducing pollutants

to meet water quality standards. The terms "approved" and
"established" refer to the completion and approval of the TMDL
itself ]

Estimated additional reduction in million pounds of nitrogen from
WQ-09a | nonpoint sources to water bodies (Section 319-funded projects 9.1 10.4 Met
only).

Estimated annual reduction in millions of pounds of phosphorus
WQ-09b | from nonpoint sources to water bodies (Section 319-funded 4.5 35 Not Met
projects only).

12,694 15,277 Met

Estimated additional reduction in millions of tons of sediment
WQ-09c from nonpoint sources to water bodies (Section 319-funded 1.1 1.2 Met
projects only).
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FY12 ACS
Code

WQ-10

FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures

Number of water bodies identified by states as being primarily
nonpoint source impaired that are partially or fully restored.

FY 2013
National
Commitment

468

FY 2013
EOQY Result

504

FY 2013 EOY
Status

Met

WQ-1

Number and national percentage, of follow-up actions that are
completed by assessed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) programs.

Indicator

364

Indicator

WQ-12a

Percentage of non-tribal facilities covered by NPDES permits
that are considered current. [Measure will still set targets and
commitments and report results in both % and #.]

88%

89.7%

Met

WQ-12b

Percentage of tribal facilities covered by NPDES permits that
are considered current. [Measure will still set targets and
commitments and report results in both % and #.

88%

83.4%

Not Met

WQ-13a

Number and national percentage of municipal separate storm
sewer systems (MS4s) covered under either an individual or
general permit.

Indicator

1,774

Indicator

WQ-13b

Number of facilities covered under either an individual or general
industrial stormwater permit.

Indicator

94,447

Indicator

WQ-13c

Number of sites covered under either an individual or general
construction stormwater site permit.

Indicator

158,525

Indicator

WQ-13d

Number of facilities covered under either an individual or general
confined animal feeding operation (CAFQO) permit.

Indicator

6,684

Indicator

WQ-14a

Number, and national percent, of Significant Industrial Users
(SIUs) that are discharging to publicly owned treatment works
(POTWSs) with pretreatment programs that have control
mechanisms in place that implement applicable pretreatment
standards and requirements.

20,711 98%

20,739: 98%

Met

WQ-14b

Number and national percentage of categorical industrial users
that are discharging to POTWSs without pretreatment programs
that have control mechanisms in place that implement applicable
pretreatment standards and requirements.

Indicator

1,629: 94%

Indicator

WQ-15a

Percentage of major dischargers in significant noncompliance
(SNC) at any time during the fiscal year.

<22.5%

21%

Met

WQ-16

Number and national percent of all major POTWs that comply
with their permitted wastewater discharge standards.

3,644: 86%

88.3%

Met

WQ-17

Fund utilization rate for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRE).

94.5%

97%

Met

WQ-19a

Number of high-priority state NPDES permits that are issued in
the fiscal year.

595

404

Not Met

WQ-19b

Number of high-priority EPA and state NPDES permits (including
tribal) that are issued in the fiscal year.

652

449

Not Met
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Code

WQ-22a

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water

FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures

Number of regions that have completed developing a Healthy
Watershed Initiative (HWI) strategy and have reached agreement
with at least one state to implement its portion of the region's
HWI strategy.

FY 2013
National
Commitment

Indicator

FY 2013
EOQY Result

FY 2013 EQY
Status

Indicator

WQ-23

Percentage of serviceable rural Alaska homes with access to
drinking water supply and wastewater disposal.

92.5%

90.5%

Not Met

WQ-25a

Number of urban water projects initiated addressing water
quality issues in the community.

Not Met

WQ-25b

Number of urban water projects completed addressing water
quality issues in the community.

N/A

Data Not
Available

Subobjective 2.2.2 Improve Coastal and Ocean Waters

C0-222.N1

Prevent water pollution and protect coastal and ocean systems
to improve national and regional coastal aquatic system health
on the “good/fair/poor” scale of the National Coastal Condition.

Met

CO-SP20.N11

Percentage of active dredged material ocean dumping sites that
will have achieved environmentally acceptable conditions (as
reflected in each site's management plan).

97%

96%

Not Met

C0-02

Total coastal and no coastal statutory square miles protected
from vessel sewage by "no discharge zone(s)" (cumulative).

Indicator

63,773

Indicator

C0-04

Dollar value of “primary” leveraged resources (cash or in-kind)
obtained by the National Estuary Program (NEP) Directors and/
or staff in millions of dollars rounded to the nearest tenth of a

percent.

Indicator

822

Indicator

C0-06

Number of active dredged material ocean dumping sites that are
monitored in the reporting year.

Indicator

40

Indicator

CO-432.NM

Acres protected or restored in NEP study areas.

100,000

127,594

Met

Subobjective 2.2.3 Increase Wetlands

WT-SP21.N11

Working with partners, achievement of a net increase of wet-
lands nationwide, with additional focus on coastal wetlands, and
biological and functional measures and assessment of wetland
condition.

Long-term

Long-term

WT-SP22

In partnership with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps),
states, and tribes, achievement of no net loss of wetlands each
year under the CWA Section 404 regulatory program.

No Net Loss

No Net Loss

Met

WT-01

Number of acres restored and improved under the 5-Star, NEP,
CWA Section 319, and great water body programs (cumulative).

190,000

207,000

Met

WT-02a

Number of states/tribes that have substantially built or increased
capacity in wetland regulation, monitoring and assessment,
water quality standards, and/or restoration and protection.

Indicator

37

Indicator
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FY 2013
National
Commitment

FY 2013 FY 2013 EQY
EOQY Result NEHTH

FY12 ACS

Code FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures

WT-03

Percentage of CWA Section 404 standard permits, upon which
EPA coordinated with the permitting authority (i.e., Corps or state),
where a final permit decision in FY 08 documents requirements for
greater environmental protection® than originally proposed.

Indicator

78%

Indicator

Subobjective 2.2.4 Improve the Health of the Great Lakes

GL-433.N11

Improvement in the overall ecosystem health of the Great Lakes
by preventing water pollution and protecting aquatic systems
(using a 40-point scale).

23.4

24.7

Met

GL-SP29

Cumulative percentage decline for the long-term trend in
concentrations of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in whole lake
trout and walleye samples.

43%

45.9%

Met

GL-SP31

Number of Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes where all man-
agement actions necessary for delisting have been implemented.

Not Met

GL-SP32.NT1

Cubic yards of contaminated sediment remediated (cumulative
from 1997) in the Great Lakes.

10.3

11.5

Met

GL-05

Number of Beneficial Use Impairments removed within Areas of
Concern.

41

41

Met

GL-06

Number of nonnative species newly detected in the Great Lakes
ecosystem.

0.8

0.7

Met

GL-07

Number of multiagency rapid response plans established, mock
exercises to practice responses carried out under those plans,
and/or actual response actions (cumulative).

30

Met

GL-08

Percentage of days of the beach season that the Great Lakes
beaches monitored by state beach safety programs are open and
safe for swimming.

90%

94%

Met

GL-09

Acres managed for populations of invasive species controlled to
a target level (cumulative).

34,000

35,924

Met

GL-10

Percentage of populations of native aquatic nonthreatened and
nonendangered species self-sustaining in the wild.

34%

34%

Met

GL-1

Number of acres of wetlands and wetland-associated uplands
protected, restored and enhanced (cumulative).

68,000

83,702

Met

GL12

Number of acres of coastal, upland, and island habitats
protected, restored and enhanced (cumulative).

20,000

33,250

Met

GL-13

Number of species delisted due to recovery.

Not Met

GL-15

Five-year average annual loadings of soluble reactive phosphorus
(metric tons per year) from tributaries draining targeted
watersheds.

Deferred

Deferred

Long-term
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FY 2013

FY12 ACS . . . FY 2013 FY 2013 EOY
Code FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures Natl_onal EOY Result Status
Commitment
Acres in Great Lakes watershed with U.S. Department of
GL-16 Agriculture (USDA) conservation practices implemented to reduce 198'900 263'f00 Met
. , L (20%) (60%)
erosion, nutrients, and/or pesticides.
Subobjective 2.2.5 Improve the Health of the Chesapeake Bay
Percentage achieved of the 185,000 acres of submerged aquatic
CB-SP33.N11 | vegetation necessary to achieve Chesapeake Bay water quality Long-term 26% Long-term
standards.
Percentage achieved of the long-term restoration goal of 100%
CB-SP34 | attainment of the dissolved oxygen water quality standards in all Long-term 35% Long-term
tidal waters of Chesapeake Bay.
Percentage of goal achieved for implementing nitrogen reduction
CB-SP35 | actions to achieve the final TMDL allocations, as measured 22.5% 25% Met
through the phase 5.3 watershed model.
Percentage of goal achieved for implementing phosphorus
CB-SP36 | reduction actions to achieve final TMDL allocations, as measured 22.5% 27% Met
through the phase 5.3 watershed model.
Percentage of goal achieved for implementing sediment
CB-SP37 | reduction actions to achieve final TMDL allocations, as measured 22.5% 32% Met
through the phase 5.3 watershed model.
Subobjective 2.2.6 Restore and Protect the Gulf of Mexico
Improvement in the overall health of coastal waters of the Gulf
GM-435 | of Mexico on the "good/fair/poor" scale of the National Coastal 24 24 Met
Condition Report.
Restoration of water and habitat quality to meet water quality Data Not
GM-SP38 | standards in impaired segments in CWA Section 13 priority 360 .
, D Available
coastal areas (cumulative starting in FY 07).
GM-SP39 Restoratlon., enhancement, or protection of a.cumula‘uve number 30,600 30,306 Not Met
of acres of important coastal and marine habitats.
GM-SP40 Reduction in releases of nutrients throughout the Mississippi River
NI Basin to reduce the size of the hypoxic zone in the Gulf of Mexico, Long-term 15,120 sq. km Long-term
as measured by the 5-year running average of the size of the zone.
Subobjective 2.2.7 Restore and Protect the Long Island Sound
Percentage of goal achieved in reducing trade-equalized (TE)
LI-SP41 point source nitrogen discharges to Long Island Sound from the 76% 88% Met
1999 baseline of 59,146 TE Ibs/day.
i Reduction in the size (square miles) of observed hypoxia Deferred for FY i
LFS sz (Dissolved Oxygen <3mg/l) in Long Island Sound. 2013 o e i
Restoration, protection, or enhancement of acres of coastal
L-5P43 habitat from the 2010 baseline of 2,975 acres. 420 336 Not Met
Miles of river and stream corridors reopened to diadromous fish
LI-SP44 passage from the 2010 baseline of 177 river miles by removing 75 56 Not Met
dams and barriers or by installing bypass structures.
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FY 2013
FY12 ACS . . . FY 2013 FY 2013 EQY
Code FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures National EOY Result Status

Commitment

Subobjective 2.2.8 Restore and Protect the Puget Sound

Improvement in water quality to enable lifting harvest restrictions
PS-SP49.N11 | in acres of shellfish bed growing areas impacted by degrading or 7,758 3,203 Not Met
declining water quality.

Restoration of the acres of tidally and seasonally influenced

PS-SP51 ; 31,818 30,128 Not Met
estuarine wetlands.
Subobjective 2.2.9 Sustain and Restore the U.S.-Mexico Border Environmental Health
MB-SP23 Loading of biochemical oxygen demand removed (million 1265 1283 Vet

pounds/year) from the U.S.-Mexico border area since 2003.

Number of additional homes provided safe drinking water in
MB-SP24.N11 | the U.S.-Mexico border area that lacked access to safe drinking 3,000 3,400 Met
water in 2003 (cumulative).

Number of additional homes provided adequate wastewater
MB-SP25.N11 | sanitation in the U.S.-Mexico border area that lacked access to 24,000 25,695 Met
wastewater sanitation in 2003 (cumulative).

Subobjective 2.2.10 Sustain and Restore the Pacific Island Territories

Percentage of population in each of the U.S. Pacific Island
Territories (served by community water systems) that meet all
applicable health-based drinking water standards, measured on
a four-quarter rolling average basis.

PI-SP26 82% 81% Not Met

Subobjective 2.2.11 Restore and Protect the South Florida Ecosystem

Achievement of “no net loss" of stony coral cover (mean percent
stony coral cover) in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
SFL-SP45 | (FKNMS) and in the coastal waters of Dade, Broward, and Palm Indicator 6.86% Indicator
Beach Counties, Florida, working with all stakeholders (federal,
state, regional, and local).

Annual maintenance of the overall health and functionality of
sea grass beds in the FKNMS as measured by the long-term
sea grass monitoring project that addresses composition and
abundance, productivity, and nutrient availability.

SFL-SP46 Indicator Maintained Indicator

Maintenance by at least 75% of the monitored stations in the
near shore and coastal waters of the FKNMS of chlorophyll a
levels at less than or equal to 0.35 ugl-1 and light clarify levels at
less than or equal to 0.20 m-1.

SFL-SP47a 0.75 84.5%; 80.4% Met

Maintenance by at least 75% of the monitored stations in
spL-spa7p | the near shore and coastal waters of the FKNMS of dissolved
inorganic nitrogen levels at less than or equal to 0.75 uM and
total phosphorus levels at less than or equal to 0.25 uM.

0.75 60%; 82.3% Not Met
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FY12 ACS FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2013 EOY

Code FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance Measures Natl.onal EOY Result Status
Commitment

Improvements in the water quality of the Everglades ecosystem

i as measured by total phosphorus, including meeting the 10 ppb I .
SFL-5p48 total phosphorus criterion throughout the Everglades Protection Maintain Not Maintained Not Met
Area marsh.
Two percent (1500 EDUs) increase annually of sewage treatment
SFL-1 facilities and onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems Indicator 5%; 52,209 Indicator

receiving advanced wastewater treatment or best available
technology as recorded by EDU in Florida Keys.

CIeap—up of acres of known contaminated sediments (cumulative 80 79 Not Met
starting in FY 06).

CR-SP53
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Appendix B: Performance Measurement Changes from
FY 2012 to FY 2013°

ACS Code Abbreviated Measure Description Change in FY 2013
Water Safe to Drink
Deleted measure replaced by SDW-18.N11
SDW-SP5 Tribal households safe drinking water (Indian & Alaska Native homes with access to
safe drinking water)
SDW-03 Lead/Copper Rule data in SDWIS-FED Deleted
YR ,
SDW-12 Yo Dnnkmg Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) dollars to Deleted
small public water systems (PWS)
SDW-13 % DWSRF loans to disadvantaged communities Deleted
SDW-14 #/% community water systems (CWS) serving < 500 people | Deleted
SDW-16 Average time small CWS returned to compliance Deleted
Improve Water Quality on a Watershed Basis
Deleted measure replaced by WQ-24.N11
WQ-SP15 % tribes lacking access to basic sanitation (Indian & Alaska Native homes with access to
sanitation)
WQ-1b Numeric nutrient water quality standards proposed Deleted measure replaced by WQ-26
WO-1c Stgtes/temtorles providing nutrient water quality standards Deleted measure replaced by WQ-26
milestones
WQ-26 States/territories implementing nutrient reduction strategies | New measure
WQ-05 States/territories adopted monitoring strategies Deleted
WQ-07 States/territories using Assessment Database Deleted
High priority state National Pollutant Discharge Elimination | Modified the background selection and
WQ-19a . .
System (NPDES) permits commitment process of methodology
: . . Modified the background selection and
WQ-190 High priority EPA NPDES permits commitment process of methodology
WQ-20 Facilities providing trading Deleted
WQ-21 Completion of impaired segments restoration planning Deleted
WQ-22b State Healthy Watershed Initiative Deleted

° Explanation of changes to performance measures from FY 2012 to FY 2013 can be found in Appendix C of the FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance, April
2012. http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/planning/upload/FY-2013-NWPG-4-20-2012_Appendix-C.pdf,
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ACS Code ‘ Abbreviated Measure Description Change in FY 2013

C0-05 Dredged material management plans in place Deleted

WT-04 Measurement of states’ wetland condition trend Deleted

GM-01 Warning system to manage algal blooms Deleted

(B-2 Achievement of Bay forest buffer planting goal Deleted

Pacific Islands treatment plans with biochemical oxygen

demand limits Deleted

PI-SP27

PI-SP28 Pacific Islands beach days open for swimming Deleted
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Appendix C: Methodology for Measuring Ambitiousness
of Regional Commitments

This methodological description supplements the description provided in the Overview chapter of the report. EPA used three
methods to evaluate the relative ambitiousness of regional commitments for a set of 28 performance measures.'® The method
or methods utilized depended on whether the commitment is expressed as a percentage or as a numeric value.

For each commitment expressed as a percentage, EPA computed both:
1) The difference between FY 2013 regional commitments and FY 2013 national commitments.
2) The difference between FY 2013 regional commitments and FY 2012 regional results.

For each commitment expressed in numeric units, EPA computed:

3) FY 2013 regional commitments as a percentage of FY 2013 regional universes for all measures with numeric
commitments and results.

Then, for each measure, within each of the analyses above, each region was assigned a rank based on its result relative

to other regions (1 = most ambitious, 10 = least ambitious). For instance, for a particular numeric measure, the region
committing to the greatest share of its universe would be ranked #1 for that measure, using analysis #3. On the other hand,
for a particular percentage measure, regions would each receive two different ranks—one each for analysis #1 and analysis
#2. Then, each region was given a weighted ambitiousness rank for each measure, as follows: for percentage measures, this
measure-level-weighted rank was the sum of ranks for analysis #1 and analysis #2, divided by 2; for numeric measures, this
measure-level-weighted rank was just the value of the rank for analysis #3. This weighting approach was taken in order to
avoid giving undue influence to the percentage measures in the overall comparison. EPA repeated this approach with FY 2012
data for the same set of measures.

Figure 1, below, shows the range and distribution of the FY 2013 measure-level-weighted ranks within each region. This type
of graphic is a variation on a traditional statistical box plot or “box and whiskers” plot, and is intended to help understand the
range and distribution of measure-level rankings within each region, as follows:

Each blue dot indicates that the particular region in question received a measure-level-weighted ranking of
that value for at least one measure. The size of each dot gives a rough indication of the number of measures within each
region at that particular rank, ranging from one to nine measures. The larger the dot, the greater the number of measures.

The gray boxes in the chart represent where the middle 50% of each region’s measures are ranked."" For
example, by examining the gray box at the far left, we see that the middle 50% of Region 5's measures had a ranking
between 2 and 6. On the other hand, at the far right, we see that Region 1's middle 50% is lower, ranging from 4 to 9.

The light gray lines represent the median rank within each region. Fifty percent of all measures rank at
or above the median.

19 The Office of Water focused only on those measures with eight or more regions setting commitments and reporting results, so that the meaning of different
ranks would remain fairly constant across measures. This choice excluded measures for LAEs and place-based programs that are often reported by only one or
two regions.

" This middle 50% of values is typically called the “interquartile range” in statistics.
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¢ Red dashed lines. Each dashed red line in the chart represents, for each region, the average of all its measure-level-
weighted ranks. This is referred to elsewhere in the report as the average weighted rank for each region. The regions in the

chart are sorted by this measure, which is the basis for Figure 13 in the Overview chapter.

* Orange dashed line. The orange dashed line indicates the average of all weighted ranks, across all regions and measures.

Figure 1: Weighted Ambitiousness Ranks, By Region and Measures (FY 2012 & FY 2013)
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In addition to the calculations described above, regions were rank-ordered by this average weighted rank, with the region
with the highest average weighted rank receiving a rank of 1, etc. Table 1, below, provides details on the number of measures
and average weighted rank, for each region. These average weighted ranks are the basis for the overall ambitiousness ranks,
displayed in the table and in Figures 14 and 15 in the Overview chapter.
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Figure 2: Number of Measures and Rankings By Region and Year
Regions Sorted by FY 2012 Ambitiousness Rank (Final Column)

2012 2013
_Average Overall _Average Overall

Region # OL Measures Weighted Rank Ambitiousness # of Measures Weighted Rank Ambitiousness

anked (Across Rank Ranked (Across Rank

Measures) Measures)

R5 28 3.46 1 28 3.70 1
R2 28 4.07 2 28 4.68 2
R8 26 4.80 4 26 4.75 3
R9 28 4.72 3 28 4.77 4
R10 28 5.43 6 28 4.93 5
R3 23 5.48 7 23 5.20 6
R7 26 6.38 10 26 5.25 7
R6 27 4.85 5 27 5.41 8
R4 28 5.74 9 28 5.68 9
R1 27 5.69 8 27 6.20 10

For the same set of measures used to assess commitment ambitiousness, EPA also developed regional rankings for the per-
centage of commitments met for FY 2012 and FY 2013. Because this ambitiousness analysis focused only on a subset of the
Office of Water's measures, the rankings for commitments met may be different than those presented elsewhere in this report
(for instance, see Figure 9 in the Overview chapter of the report). This approach helps ensure appropriate comparability, for
this analysis, between the ambitiousness ranks and commitments-met ranks. EPA compared the rankings for ambitiousness
and commitments met to understand whether ambitiousness in setting of commitments appears to be correlated with the
meeting of commitments. Figures 14 and 15 in the Overview chapter show comparisons of these ranks.

71



National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report

Subobjective Chapters

Table of Contents

INErOdUCHION ... —————— i

Water Safe to DrinK.........ccoviiiiiiiiiiirii i 1

Fish and Shellfish............cccooiiiiiiiiiii e e e s 13
Safe SWIMMING........ooiiiiiiiiiii i ——— 15
Water QUality..........cueeiiiiiiiii 19
Coastal and OCEANS...........ouvuirriiiiiiiiirr e 39
U.S.-MeXiCO BOIder........cceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 46
Pacific ISIands...........ccviiiiiiiiii i ———— 50
Wetlands...........ccuviiiiiiiiiii 52
L T 1 I 1T 55
Chesapeake Bay...........ccccuuiiiimiiiiiiiiiir e a e 63
GUIF Of MEXICO....eiiiuiriiiiriis s 67
Long ISIand SOUN.........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiciccccr e e 72
SOULh FIOFida.........cviiiiiiiiciiii i 75
Puget SOUNM..........ooo i aaa e 79
Columbia RIVEr.........eiiiiiiii it 83

American Indian Drinking Water and Water Quality............cccccooiiiiimiiinnnsseeee e 85



FY 2013 National Water Program End of Year

Performance by Subobjective

The following chapters provide a summary of the progress made toward accomplishing
environmental and program goals for each subobjective described in the FY 2013
National Water Program Guidance. Each subobjective chapter includes the following
information:

®* An overview of performance over the past six years for measures under each
subobjective.

® A description of performance highlights in FY 2013, including what
commitments were met and what factors contributed to success.

® A description of management challenges, if appropriate, identifying key
factors that led to measures not being met and next steps to improve
performance for the future.

Each subobjective section focuses primarily on measures with FY 2013 commitments.
Indicator measures are discussed where trends significantly differ from previous year's
results. Annual Commitment System (ACS) measure codes (e.g., SDW-SP-1.N11) are
provided in the text in parentheses.

Key for Reading Performance Measure Charts and Tables

For all charts with national trend results, commitments are reflected by blue trend lines
and results by vertical bars. For charts with regional FY 2013 results, a dotted line (in
orange) indicates the national FY 2013 commitment for that particular measure.
Although regions use the national commitment as a point of reference in setting their
annual commitments, regional commitments may vary based on specific conditions
within each region. Green bars in both national and regional charts identify
commitments met, and orange bars identify measures not met. A purple bar indicates
that the Agency did not set a commitment for that year.

For the measure summary tables in each subobjective chapter, a green colored box
means that a measure met its FY 2013 commitment, and an orange colored box
indicates that the annual commitment was not met. A blue colored box means that the
measure is an indicator measure and did not have an annual commitment for FY 2013
or has a long-term goal and does not have an annual commitment. Measures without
data or not reporting in FY 2013 are indicated by a gray colored box. And finally, the
appendix number represents the page in Appendix D (A-00) on the website where
additional details about the measure can be found, and the figure number is the number
of the chart in the chapter.
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I@ Subobjective: Water Safe to Drink

Seventy-seven percent (77%) (10 of 13) of all drinking water measures met their commitments in FY 2013. Twenty-three
percent (23%) (three of 13) of measures did not meet their commitments. EPA has maintained an average of 77% of
commitments met and reported on all measures over the past six years under the Water Safe to Drink subobjective (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Drinking Water Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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FY 2013

ACS Code

Results and Commitment Status
-= Indicator/Long-Term
(No Commitment)
- = Measure Did Not Exist

= Met Appendix
Page Number
(D-0)/
Figure
Number

Abbreviated Measure

g = Not Met
Description

- = Data Not Available

‘ 2007 ‘ 2008 ‘ 2009 ‘ 2010 ‘ 2011 ‘ 2012
Subobjective 2.1.1 Water Safe to Drink

Percent population served by

SDW-211 CWSs 92% 92% 92% | 9% | 93% ‘ 95% 92% D-1/Fig. 2
oy | ent LSS meeting safe 89% 89% 90% 91%  91%  91%
SDW-SP2 gs;%es”;a?:rsst‘;ﬁ(;g‘r’gghs with oT% 9% or% | 91%  98%  91% [P
Sgg\m 1 gf,{ﬁses”fn%‘i’gﬁ'ggjztfyewed by 87%  83%  81%  87%  81% ‘ 8% 1% BRI
SDW-SP4a Efortceirt‘itoﬁwss GURCUER U 230, 329 35%  37%  40% | 43%  48% [EDREE
SDW-SP4b 32'{‘;‘:?&2&‘;?;‘0“ and source 48% % 5% 5% 5% 5%
Number Indian & Alaska Native
SDW-18.N11 | homes provided safe drinking 97,311 | 104,266 108,881 D-4/Fig. 96
water
SDW-01a | Percent CWSs with sanitary survey [RePA/ R TA/E YRR A/ B P A 89% 93% D-4/Fig. 6
SDW-01b Number Tribal CWSs with sanitary 54 47 63 63
survey
SDW-04 DWSRF fund utilization rate 8% 90% 92% | 9% | 90% 91%
SDW-05 (“(‘:ﬂmf;tg‘é\)’sw RN 3526 4082 4576 5236 6237 6781 7,
Percent Class |, Il, or Il wells with
SDW-07" | echanical integrity
SDW-08 Number H|gh Priority Clags V wells
closed/permitted (cumulative)
sDw-p1 | Percent DISRF projects awarded % TM% | TM% D7
Number/Percent small CWS .
SDW-15 wihealth-based violations 1,337 | 1,230 1,230 D-8/Fig. 12
Number/Percent schools/childcare
SDW-17 meet safe standards 7,114 | 6,991 7,068 D-8
Volume of CO2 sequestered
SDW-19a through injection 40,380 | 47,781 D-9
Number of permit decisions that
SDW-19b | result in CO2 sequestered through 0 0 D-9
injection

Notes: CWS=community water system; SDWIS= Safe Drinking Water Information System; SDWIS-FED=Safe Drinking Water Information
System/Federal; DWSRF=Drinking Water State Revolving Fund.
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Compliance with Drinking Water Standards: The overall objective of EPA’s national drinking water program is to protect
public health by ensuring that public water systems (PWSs) deliver safe drinking water to their customers. The drinking water
program measures compliance with drinking water standards in three ways: 1) the percent of the population served by
community water systems® (CWSs) that meet drinking water standards, 2) the percent of CWSs meeting standards, and 3) the
length of time a given population is served by a water system that is in violation of drinking water standards. EPA, states, and
CWSs work together to increase the percentage of the population served by CWSs and the percentage of CWSs that meet all
health-based standards.

Despite a growing population and new regulations becoming effective, EPA met its FY 2013 commitment (92%) by providing
92% of the population that was served by CWSs with drinking water that met all applicable health-based drinking water
standards (Subobjective 2.1.1) (Figure 2). Nine of 10 EPA regional offices met their FY 2013 commitments (Figure 3).
Although regions use the national target of the population served by CWSs receiving safe drinking water as a point of
reference, regional commitments to this outcome goal might vary based on differing conditions in each EPA region.

In Region 2, the New York City Public Water System experienced a Surface Water Treatment Rule violation on October 29,
2012, during Superstorm Sandy. The high winds associated with the storm led to the rapidly escalating turbidity at Kensico
Reservoir. The population served by New York City’s system is 8.27 million people. The NYDEP acted quickly and placed the
Delaware Aqueduct on by-pass, which avoids using water from the Kensico Reservoir and provides an alternative source of
water to the Delaware Aqueduct. In an effort to prevent future violations, New York City has installed a turbidity curtain or
boom at the shoreline to mitigate potential future events.

Figure 2: Percent Population with Drinking Water Meeting Standards by Fiscal Year
(SDW-211)
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T A CWS is a public water system that provides water to the same population year-round. As of January 2012, there were 52,079 CWSs.
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Figure 3: Percent Population with Drinking Water Meeting Standards (SDW-211)

by Region for FY 2013
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EPA met its commitment for the percent of CWSs meeting all applicable health-based standards (91.4% versus 90%) (SP-1).
The success of this measure reflects the work by states and tribes to ensure that systems are in compliance with standards.
All 10 regions achieved their commitment for this measure, with six regions setting commitments below the national level.
EPA also measures the percent of “person months”? during which CWSs provide drinking water that meets all applicable
health-based drinking water standards. The purpose of this measure is to capture the length of time a given population is
served by a water system that is in violation of drinking water standards. In FY 2013, almost 97% of the population was served
by CWSs over a 12-month period that were in compliance with drinking water standards (SP-2) (Figure 4). Nine out of ten
EPA regions met their commitments for this goal (Figure 5). The reason Region 2 did not achieve its 2013 commitment is due
to the problems stated above in reference to Super Storm Sandy. If the Region 2 end of year result matched their historical
performance trend of 95% the national total would have increased from 96.9% to 97.5%.

2“Person-months” for each CWS is calculated as the number of months in the most recent four-quarter period in which health-based
violations overlap, multiplied by the retail population served.
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Figure 4: “Person Months” with CWSs Meeting Safe Standards by Fiscal Year (SDW-SP2)

100.0% -
90.0% -
80.0% -
70.0% -
60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -
10.0% A

0.0% -

I Result

97.0%

2008
97.0%

97.2%

97.3%

97.4%

2009
97.2%

2010
97.3%

2011
97.4%

97.8%

2012
97.8%

96.9%

2013
96.9%

=—®—Commitment

94.0%

95.0%

94.7%

95.0%

95.0%

95.0%

Figure 5: “Person Months” with CWSs Meeting Safe Standards (SDW-SP2)
by Region for FY 2013
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According to EPA regulations,® CWSs are required to undergo a sanitary survey within three years of their last survey (five
years for outstanding performers). Sanitary surveys are onsite reviews of the water sources, facilities, equipment, operation,
and maintenance of PWSs. EPA estimates that in 2013, approximately 93% of community systems underwent a survey
(SDW-1a). The Agency fell short of its commitment of 95%. (Figure 6). Eight of 10 regions met their annual targets (Figure 7).
State budget cuts, staff shortages, and furloughs have impacted the performance of this measure over the past few years.

Figure 6: CWSs with Sanitary Surveys by Fiscal Year (SDW-01a)
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Figure 7: CWSs with Sanitary Surveys (SDW-01a) by Region for FY 2013
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Source Water Protection: CWSs minimized the risk* to public health for more than 48% of the nation’s source water areas
(both surface and ground water) (SP-4a) (Figure 8). This was above the FY 2013 commitment of 45%. EPA met its
commitment for this measure for the sixth year in a row and has made significant progress against the FY 2005 baseline of
20%. All ten EPA regions met their commitments in FY 2013 (Figure 9). When looked at on a population basis, 59% of the
population was served by CWSs where risk to public health is minimized through source water protection (SDW-SP-4b). This
was an 11% increase over the FY 2008 baseline year result of 48%.

4 “Minimized risk” is achieved by the substantial implementation, as determined by the state of source water protection actions in a source
water protection strategy.
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Figure 8: CWSs and Source Water Protection by Fiscal Year (SDW-SP4a)
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Figure 9: CWSs and Water Protection (SDW-SP4a) by Region for FY 2013

100.0% -+
90.0% -
80.0% -
70.0% -
60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -

10.0% -

0.0% -

27.0%

85.5%

86.0%

34.2%

eee4Q.08p 0

35.4%

57.0%

.. IQLO%& e

36.4%

45.0%

9.0%

40.0%

0%

. (2]
I E R R N R R NN N R NN NN NN

10.0%

45.0%

66.0%

5.0%

R1

R6

R7

R8

R9

R10

I Result

85.5%

86.0%

40.0%

57.0%

41.0%

45.0%

9.0%

43.0%

10.0%

66.0%

= Commitment

66.0%

61.0%

37.0%

56.0%

39.0%

40.0%

8.0%

39.0%

10.0%

40.0%

=@=Nat'l| Commitment

45.0%

45.0%



National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report ® Fiscal Year 2013

Water System Financing: Financing is a key component of the national drinking water program. The Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund (DWSRF), in place since 1997, provides low-interest loans to communities for building and upgrading drinking
water facilities. The SRF fund utilization rate—the dollar amount of loan agreements per funds available for projects—is a
valuable way to measure states’ effectiveness in obligating grant funds for drinking water projects. EPA met its FY 2013 goal
by establishing loan agreements for 91.4% of the cumulative amount of funds available (commitment of 89%). EPA has met its
commitments for this measure for six consecutive years (SDW-4) (Figure 10). Nine of 10 regions met their commitments in FY
2013, with a range from 82.3% to 103% of funds obligated (Figure 11). More than 7,474 SRF projects have initiated
operations to date, up from 6,781 in FY 2012 (SDW-5).

Figure 10: Fund Utilization Rate for the DWSRF by Fiscal Year (SDW-04)
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Figure 11: Fund Utilization Rate for the DWSRF by Fiscal Year (SDW-04)
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Underground Injection Control: EPA works with states to monitor the injection of fluids—both hazardous and
nonhazardous—to prevent contamination of underground sources of drinking water. One way to prevent contamination is for
states to maintain the mechanical integrity of underground injection wells. EPA met its FY 2013 commitment (85%), with 89%
of Class |, Il, and Ill wells (SDW-7) that lost mechanical integrity returning to compliance within 180 days. Success in this
commitment is achieved through active engagement of primacy agencies in direct program management. For example, when
a well fails a mechanical integrity test, states help make sure that owner/operators return to compliance by taking actions such
as increased inspections, witnessing of MIT testing, or training.

EPA also works with states to monitor the number and percentage of high-priority Class V wells identified in ground water-
based CWS source water areas that are closed or permitted. High-priority Class V wells include motor vehicle waste disposal
wells, cesspools, industrial wells, and other wells so designated by the state or regional program. More than 26,000 high-
priority Class V wells were closed or permitted in 2013 (SDW-8). This was above the 2013 commitment of 25,225 wells.

Supporting Small CWSs: Small CWSs face many challenges in providing safe drinking water and in meeting the
requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Some of these challenges include lack of adequate revenue, aging
infrastructure, and difficulty understanding existing or new regulatory requirements. As a result, small systems may experience
frequent or long-term compliance challenges in providing safe water to their communities. In FY 2013, EPA continued its
efforts to enhance small system capacity through a comprehensive small system strategy.
http://water.epa.gov/type/drink/pws/smallsystems/basicinformation.cfm

To support implementation of the strategy, the Agency continues to track a several indicators on small CWSs serving fewer
than 10,000 people. These indicators correspond to the major components of the small system strategy: state DWSRF
projects targeting small systems and small system noncompliance and capacity to quickly return to compliance with health-
based standards. Schools and daycare centers are a critical subset of small systems for which EPA continues to provide
special emphasis to ensure that children receive water that is safe to drink.

10



The results in Table 1 provide a snapshot of these indicators regarding the level of support provided by the DWSRF program
to small systems and the violation rate of small systems with regard to health-based drinking water standards. Seventy-one
percent (71%) of the projects funded by the DWSRF went to small PWSs serving fewer than 10,000 people. This was almost
identical to the FY 2009 baseline of 72%. Two percent (2%) (1,263) of small systems had repeat health-based violations® in
FY 2013. Over ninety-three percent (7,068) of schools and childcare centers met all health-based drinking water standards in
FY 2013.

Table 1: FY 2013 Indicators of Small Public Water Systems

FY 2013 FY 2009
FY 13 ACS Code Abbreviated Measure Description Result Baseline Universe
SDW-11 DWSREF projects awarded to small PWS 1% 72% 698
SDW-15 #/% small CWS with health-based violations 1263 CWS 1,904¢ 66,165 CWS and
% 3% NTNCWS <10,000
SDW-17 #/% schools/childcare meet safe standards” 7,068 7,260 7,664
93.3% 94%

Trend data for repeat health-based violations at small CWS and NTNCWS reveal a slight drop in the number of violations over
the past three years, although 2013 saw a slight uptick from the previous year (Figure 12). EPA Region 6 had the highest
number of small systems with violations with almost all regions showing a decline from the previous year. Some reason for
Region 6”s performance include: (1) Texas has the most CWS in the country and many of them are small, so there will be a
greater likelihood of violations; and (2) Region 6 has been working with the Texas Center of Environmental Quality for the past
couple of years on better using SDWIS and improving both the completeness and accuracy of the data. This means that EPA
is getting a more accurate picture of the violations in the state than in the past, which could explain the increase in FY 2013.

5 Repeat violations are defined as repeats of the same combination of violation code (e.g., 21-Total Coliform Rule maximum contaminant
level) and contaminant type (e.g., Total Coliform Rule) occurring at a particular system more than once in a fiscal year.
6 CWSs and NTNCWS serving a population less than 10,000 with repeated health-based violations.

7 Schools are defined as CWS or NTNCWS with a primary service area equal to SC (school) or DC (daycare). Puerto Rico systems were
not included. California systems were based on a list of school systems provided by California.
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Figure 12: Small CWS and NTNCWS with Repeat Health-Based Violations
by Fiscal Year (SDW-15)
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Figure 13: Number of Small Public Water Systems with
Repeat Health Based Violations by EPA Region (SDW-15)
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6] subobjective: Fish and Shellfish

EPA has only one commitment measure under this subobjective and it is not reported on an annual basis. (Figure 14).

Figure 14: Fish and Shellfish Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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Subobjective 2.1.2 Fish and Shellfish Safe to Eat

Appendix Page
Number
(D-0)/
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Elevated blood mercury levels pose a significant neurodevelopmental risk, and consumption of mercury-contaminated fish is
the primary source of mercury exposure. Across the country, states and tribes have issued fish consumption advisories for a
range of contaminants, covering approximately 1.36 million river miles and more than 17.7 million lake acres. These data are
based on the National Listing of Fish Advisories, which was issued in 2013 and covered changes in advisories for 2011. EPA
is still reviewing states’ fish tissue assessment data for rivers and lakes in support of consumption advisories and is unable to
report a final result for 2013 at this time (FS-1a/b).

EPA was able to report on the percentage of women of childbearing age having mercury levels in blood above the level of
concern (SP-6). Based on the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's most recent report (with 2009-2010 data), 2.3%
of women of childbearing age had mercury levels in blood above the level of concern. This was below the 2012 commitment of
4.9%.
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Subobjective: Safe Swimming

EPA was successful in meeting two of its three commitments under the Water Safe for Swimming subobjective in FY 2013.
Performance under this subobjective has been fairly stable over the past three years (Figure 15).

Figure 15: Safe Swimming Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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Subobjective 2.1.3 Water Safe for Swimming
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Note: CSO=combined sewer overflow.
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

The nation’s waters, especially beaches in coastal areas and the Great Lakes, provide recreational opportunities for millions of
Americans. Swimming in some recreational waters, however, can pose a risk of iliness resulting from exposure to microbial
pathogens.*°

Beach Monitoring and Safety: For coastal and Great Lakes beaches monitored by state-based beach safety programs, EPA
found that 96% of beach season days were open and safe for swimming. This result met the FY 2013 target of 95%, and EPA
has consistently met its annual targets over the past six years. All EPA regions met their FY 2013 target (Regions 7 and 8 do
not have beaches under the program) (SP-9). States monitored and managed 98% of all Tier 1 (significant) public beaches
covered under the Beaches Environmental Assessment and Coastal Health (BEACH) Act program in 2013, which exceeded
the annual goal of 97% (SS-2). Nine out of ten regions met their commitments in 2013.

Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs): Overflows from combined storm and sanitary sewers in urban areas can result in high
levels of pathogens being released during storm events. Because urban areas are often upstream from recreational waters,
these overflows are a significant source of unsafe levels of pathogens. Over the past five years, EPA and the states have
made consistent progress in increasing the number of CSO permits or enforcement orders with compliance schedules in place
(Figure 16). As of 2013, approximately 88% (758 of 853) of the CSO permittees have approved or accepted CSO long-term
control plans (LTCPs) with enforceable compliance schedules in place, which is approximately a 33.5% improvement over the
2008 baseline (Figure 18). Each year, progress toward the ultimate goal of 100% of CSOs approved has become more
difficult because the remaining permits still needing LTCPs are often held up in various legal and political issues, even though
the overall universe of these permits has decreased. As the Agency moves forward, the Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance (OECA) and the Office of Water (OW) plan to work together to refine this measure to ensure
consistency and consider a possible evaluation of the effectiveness of plans already put into place.

Seven of nine EPA regions with CSOs (Region 6 does not have any CSOs) met their commitments for this measure in 2013
(Figure 17). Region 2 only missed the commitment by 1 permit due to longer than expected negotiations over the CSO permits
in the city of Albany, New York. EPA Region 5 had a very ambitious goal but missed this due to the state of lllinois’s delays in
issuing a number of municipal permits to implement wet weather controls and delays in settlement of some federal-led cases.

19 By “recreational waters,” EPA means waters officially designated by states, authorized tribes, and territories for primary contact
recreational use or similar full-body contact use.
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Figure 16: CSO Permit Schedules in Place by Fiscal Year (SS-1)
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Figure 18: CSO Permit Schedules as a Percent of Universe
and Percent Over Baseline (SS-1)
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[ 2

Subobijective: Water Quality

EPA and states met 67% of their commitments under the Water Quality subobjective in FY 2013 and fell short on 30%; data
were not available for 3%. The number of measures with commitments that were not met in FY 2013 was significantly higher
than 2012 (18%). The FY 2013 results were below the six-year average for the percent of commitments met (69%). (Figure
19)

Figure 19: Water Quality Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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FY 2013
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Results and Commitment Status
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SP13.N11 | conditions faintain

WQ- Number of monitoring stations in tribal
SP14aN1 | waters with improved water quality 20 D-15

1 (cumulative)
WQ- Identify number monitoring stations in
SP14bN1 | tribal waters with no degradation in 7 D-15
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Results and Commitment Status

= Met -= Indicator/Long-Term  Appendix
(No Commitment) Page

FY 2013 Abbreviated Measure
ACS Description = Not Met - = Measure Did Not Exist Number
D-0)/
Code - = Data Not Available F(iguze

Number

Number/Percent NPDES follow-up

WO | o tions completed
WQ-12a Numl_)er/Percent Nontribal NPDES w || e
permits current
WQ-12b | Number/Percent Tribal permits current 87% | 86% D’%‘B’g G-
WQ-13a s:r';?ter facilities covered by MS-4 6632 7080 6541 6919 | 6952 | 6888 7,774 D-25
wQ-13p | Number facilities covered by industrial | g o5 g 530 | g160 | 8788 | 84718 | 87060 | 94447 D25
storm water permit
WQ-13c | Number facilities covered by 242,80 | 204,34 20073 | 186,87 168,74 | 16603 15852 026
construction storm water permit 1 1 2 4 4 1 5
WQ-13d g‘:rmer faciliies covered by CAFO 8720 | 7,830 7900 @ 7,882 7994 | 7,587 6,684 D-26
WQ-14a Number{Percgnt POTWs SIUs control D27
mechanisms in place
1667 _
WQ-14b Number{Percgnt POTWs ClUs control 1547 | 21830 1338 1241 | 1220 (944 16!‘;0, D07
mechanisms in place 94%

WQ-15a | Percent major dischargers in SNC

’ %)
226%  24.0% | 23.0% | 24.0% | 23.0% | 21.0% 21.0%
WQ-16 Number/Percent POTWs comply

wastewater discharge standards 3645 | 3645 | 86% St L0 5% 5%
WQ-17 | CWSRF Fund utilization rate 97% | 98% | 98% | 100% | 98% | 98% = 97% |EELIINE

WQ-19a Numt_Jer high priority state NPDES 484 930 1,309 | 1,008 943 850 404
permits
Number high priority state & EPA

WQ-19b NPDES permits 1 61 1,118 | 1,063 | 1,005 | 925 449
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9

D-30/Fig.

Number urban water projects initiated
WQ-25a | addressing water quality issues in the 4
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Number urban water projects completed
WQ-25b | addressing water quality issues in the
community

Percent Alaska homes access to ) )
W23 drinking water & sanitation i
6

Notes: NPS=nonpoint source; CAFO=concentrated animal feeding operation; POTW=publicly owned treatment works; SIU=significant
industrial user; ClU=categorical industrial user; SNC=significant noncompliance; CWSRF=Clean Water State Revolving Fund.
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Attaining Water Quality Standards in Impaired Waters: The Agency continues to make progress in ensuring that water
quality standards are fully attained in water bodies listed as impaired. At the end of 2013, a cumulative 3,679 of the waters
listed as impaired in 2002 met standards for all the impairments identified, thus exceeding the FY 2013 commitment of 3,608™*
(SP-10) (Figure 20). Eight of the 10 EPA regions met their 2013 commitments (Figure 21). The Agency has already achieved
its FY 2015 goal of 3,360 water bodies. Of a universe of 39,503 impaired water bodies identified in 2002, about 9.3% were
attaining standards by the end of FY 2013 (Figure 22). For future reporting, EPA is evaluating a new approach for measuring
local improvements in water quality. The goal is to provide a consistent method for measuring progress. This new approach
will enable EPA to more effectively track water quality outcomes from investments in protection and restoration.

Figure 20: Formerly Impaired Water Bodies Meeting Water Quality Standards
by Fiscal Year (WQ-SP10.N11)
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11 Information for this commitment is based on CWA 305(b) reports submitted by states on a biannual basis. To some extent, EPA
exceeded its commitment for this measure due to receiving late FY 2008 and timely FY 2010 Integrated Reports (IRs).
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Figure 21: Formerly Impaired Water Bodies Meeting Water Quality Standards
(WQ-SP10.N11) by Region for FY 2013
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Figure 22: Formerly Impaired Water Bodies Meeting Water Quality Standards as a Percent of
Universe and Long-Term Goal (WQ-SP10.N11)
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By the end of 2013, EPA and states had removed 11,754 specific causes of water body impairments that states had identified
in 2002 (SP-11). Factors contributing to exceeding the commitment in FY 2013 included removal of causes of impairments
from impaired water lists that were submitted late in the biennial water quality assessment cycle. Some of the challenges EPA
faces include:

o Reduced state budgets are slowing implementation activities that are necessary to improve impaired water bodies.

e Meeting standards in a single water body segment impaired by multiple pollutants is more difficult than if just one or
two pollutants were impairing the segment.

In the future, EPA expects results to be lower because many of the impairments that remain in waters identified in 2002 will
require many years before restoration strategies result in full recovery of the water body segment. This is borne out by noting
the gradual leveling off of yearly results over the past few years (see Figure below).

Annual Results of Formerly Impaired Waterbodies
Meeting Water Quality Standards by Fiscal Year (WQ-
SP10.N11
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EPA and states were successful in improving water quality conditions in 376 impaired watersheds nationwide cumulatively
through 2013 using the watershed approach (SP-12) (Figure 23). This was a 13% increase over the 2012 result of 332
improved watersheds nationwide. Nine of 10 regions met their commitments last year (Figure 24).. In the future, EPA
anticipates that the results for this measure will be steady or lower.
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Figure 23: Impaired Watersheds Showing Improved WaterQuality Conditions
by Fiscal Year (WQ-SP12.N11)
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Figure 24: Impaired Watersheds Showing Improved Water Quality Conditions
(WQ-SP12.N11) by Region for FY 2013
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Water Quality Criteria and Standards: Water quality standards are the regulatory and scientific foundation of water quality
protection programs under the Clean Water Act (CWA). Under the CWA, states, territories, and authorized tribes establish
water quality standards that define the designated uses (and water quality criteria to protect those uses) for waters within their
jurisdictions. The standards are used to determine which waters must be cleaned up, how much may be discharged, and what
is needed for protection.

For the first time in 5 years, states and territories did not meet regional commitments for submitting new or revised water
quality criteria acceptable to EPA within the preceding three years that reflect new scientific information (WQ-3a) (Figure 25).
The FY 2013 result of 32 states and territories fell short of the national goal of 36 (Figure 26). Three Regions missed their
annual commitments. In Region 4, Kentucky and Kansas did not submit criteria for FY13 as anticipated. Additionally, the
workload related to promulgating nitrogen/phosphorus criteria prevented action on criteria submitted by Mississippi during
FY13. Complex science and policy issues—including those raised in litigation and difficult Endangered Species Act
consultations—will continue to pose challenges.

Figure 25: States/Territories with Updated Water Quality Criteria by Fiscal Year (WQ-03a)
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Figure 26: States/Territories with Updated Water Quality Criteria (WQ-03a)

by Region for FY 2013
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The proposal and adoption of numeric water quality standards for total nitrogen and phosphorus by states and territories
continues to be a top priority for the National Water Program. In FY 2013, the number of such standards approved by EPA for
all waters of a waterbody type within the state or territory increased by two (Figure 27). All EPA Regions met their
commitments in FY 2013 (Figure 28).

Figure 27: Number of Numeric Water Quality Standards for Nitrogen and Phosphorus
Adopted by States/Territories & Approved/Promulgated by EPA (WQ-01a)

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

0
2011 2012 2013
 Result 45 42 a4
=—@—Commitment 46 41 42

27




National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report ® Fiscal Year 2013

Figure 28: Number of Numeric Water Quality Standards for Nitrogen & Phosphorus Adopted
by States/Territories & Approved/Promulgated by EPA Region for FY 2013 (WQ-01a)
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For the first time in six years, EPA fell short of its annual national commitment for approving water quality standard revisions
submitted by states and territories (WQ-4a) (Figure 29). EPA approved approximately 82% of state revisions which was below
the agency commitment of 87%. Higher priority work and complex policy, technical, and litigation issues, particularly in Region
10, have caused several submissions to have an extended or delayed, lower priority review for approval. Three regions failed
to meet their commitments for this measure in FY 2013 (Figure 30).
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Figure 29: States/Territories with Water Quality

Standards Revisions Approved by Fiscal Year (WQ-04a)
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Figure 30: States/Territories with Water Quality Standards Revisions
Approved (WQ-04a) by Region for FY2012
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Water Quality Monitoring: Throughout FY 2013, EPA continued to work with states, tribes, interstate agencies, and
territories to strengthen their monitoring programs. Activities included technical support from EPA regions and the Office of
Water in monitoring, data management, assessment and reporting. To expand access to ambient water quality data, EPA
continues to support states and tribes in joining the Water Quality Exchange (WQX). In FY 2013, EPA, in partnership with
states and tribes continued to expand the data holdings available from the WQX/STORET data warehouse and the
EPA/USGS Water Quality Data Portal hosted by the National Water Quality Monitoring Council. In FY13, an additional 9
states began submitting data through WQX. This expanded data holdings to more than 140 million records from states, tribes,
EPA, and others housed in the WQX/STORET data warehouse.

One of the long-standing gaps in EPA and state monitoring is being addressed through the National Aquatic Resource
Surveys (NARS), an EPA, state, and tribal partnership to produce cross-jurisdictional, representative assessments of the
condition of the nation’s waters. These statistical surveys are a cost-effective and scientifically credible means for assessing
and reporting on the current status of a water resource and, over time, changes and trends for that water resource. Initiated in
2005, the NARS program relies on collective EPA, state, and tribal efforts to conduct annual surveys that rotate through each
water body type (streams, rivers, lakes, coasts/estuaries, or wetlands) and repeat on a five-year cycle. In FY 2013, EPA
sought public comment on the draft National Rivers and Streams Assessment which found that 20.7% of the nation’s rivers
and streams support healthy biological communities, as reflected by the index of benthic macroinvertebrate condition. It also
found nitrogen and phosphorus to be widespread stressors associated with degraded biological health. When comparing the
condition of streams in this survey to a previous survey of streams in 2004, the data show a 7% decrease in the amount of
stream miles with health biological communities. EPA, states, and tribes initiated sampling for the next National Rivers and
Streams Assessment in FY13. They also continued data processing for the surveys of lakes, wetlands and coastal waters..

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs): Developing TMDLs for an impaired water body is a critical step in meeting water
restoration goals. TMDLs establish a pollutant budget, which may be implemented via permit requirements or watershed plans
through local, state, and federal programs. In FY 2013, states developed and EPA approved or established 15,476 TMDLs
(WQ-8a) (Figure 33), of which 199 were established by EPA. Over 13,000 TMDLs were due to a State-wide mercury TMDL in
North Carolina.

EPA tracks the pace of TMDL development, which refers to the annual number of TMDLs approved or established consistent
with national policy. The national policy recommends that TMDLs be established and approved within eight to 13 years of the
water having been listed as impaired under CWA Section 303(d). The national 2013 end-of-year pace was 97%, which
significantly exceeded the commitment of 80% (WQ-8a).
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Figure 33: TMDLs Established or Approved on a Schedule
Consistent with National Policy by Fiscal Year (WQ-08a)
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Eight EPA regions met their annual commitments for this measure in FY 2013 (Figure 34). Due to continued budget cuts,
States continue to be impacted and have limited resources to solely focus on TMDL development, and as such States are
shifting their focus to prioritize how resources will be spent (e.g., implementation). The CWA 303(d) Listing and TMDL
Program has engaged with states to implement a new 10-year vision for the program. As part of this effort, the EPA will
continue to encourage states to identify priority waters for assessment, development of TMDLs and other restoration plans for
impaired segments, and pursuit of protection approaches for unimpaired waters. In FY15, we will shift from reporting on TMDL
development and begin reporting on a new TMDL prioritization measure which is consistent with states’ focus.
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Figure 34: TMDLs Established or Approved on a Schedule Consistent

with National Policy (WQ-08a) by Region for FY 2013
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Program: The NPDES program requires all point
sources discharging into U.S. water bodies to be covered by state or EPA NPDES permits. For the sixth year in a row, EPA
and states achieved the national goal of having current NPDES permits in place. In 2013, 89.7% of nontribal facilities (109,440
facilities) had current permits, exceeding the national commitment of 88% (106,221 facilities) (WQ-12a) (Figure 35). Despite
resource declines and various issues delaying permit issuance, such as litigation, complex permits, and difficult political
climates, EPA Regions and states were able to maintain a level of permit issuance high enough to meet this measure’s
national goal. Some Regions focused on increased efficiency, such as by developing templates to streamline the permit
issuance process. (Figure 36)
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Figure 35: Non-Tribal NPDES Permits Considered Current by Fiscal Year (WQ-12a)

100.0%
950.0% -
80.0% -
70.0% -
60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -
10.0%

0.0% -

I Result

90.0%

2008
90.0%

90.0%

89.4%

89.3%

2009
90.0%

2010
89.4%

2011
89.3%

90.4%

2012
90.4%

89.7%

2013
89.7%

=—®—Commitment

87.0%

89.5%

89.0%

88.4%

88.0%

88.0%

Figure 36: Non-Tribal NPDES Permits Considered Current (WQ-12a) by Region for FY 2013
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EPA has been working with states to structure the permit program to better support comprehensive protection of water quality.
A key strategy is to focus efforts on high-priority permits that need to be issued or reissued to help implement TMDLs,
watershed plans, effluent guidelines, or other environmental and programmatic actions. In FY 2013, both EPA and authorized
states issued 449 priority permits, failing to meet the national commitment of 752 permits (WQ-19b) (Figure 37). Seven of the
10 EPA regions did not their commitments in 2013 (Figure 38). This was the first time in 5 years that EPA and authorized
states have failed to meet their targets for issuing high-priority permits.*? This measure was revised for FY 2013 in an attempt
to focus more keenly on issuing the most environmentally and programmatically significant permits. Previously, a larger pool
of priority permits could be selected, with states and EPA committing to issue a smaller percentage, allowing for flexibility in
which permits could be issued and count toward this measure’s results. With the FY13 revision the expected commitment
percentage was increased, focusing more intensely on a smaller pool of priority permits. These priority permits are often the
hardest to issue due to a high level of interest from third parties. Resources are also diminished in many states. These factors
lead to the commitment being missed in FY13.

Figure 37: High-Priority EPA and State NPDES Permits by Fiscal Year (WQ-19b)
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12To simplify the process and be more transparent, EPA developed a new policy for FY 2010 for developing the priority permits universe.
In addition, EPA shifted the time period for locking down the priority permits universe to align with the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) commitment schedule. When states establish their lists each year, they designate priority permits and commit to a
certain number of these to be issued within the fiscal year. If a state is able to issue additional priority permits ahead of schedule, it
receives credit toward the current fiscal year target, which may result in more permits being issued than originally targeted. This measure
has been revised for FY 2013 so that results over 100% will no longer be possible.
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Figure 38: High-Priority EPA and State NPDES Permits (WQ-19b) by Region for FY 2013
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Clean Water Financing: The Clean Water State Revolving Funds (CWSRFs) provide low-interest loans to local governments
to help finance wastewater treatment facilities and other water quality projects. The CWSRF utilization rate hit 97% in 2013.
Six of the 10 regions met their commitments in FY 2013. Challenges to meeting the commitments included weaker than
expected loan demand due to very low market interest rates. Also, in several states, loan recipients unexpectedly repaid their
loans early, which left the CWSRFs with more funds than anticipated and little time to commit them toward new projects,
thereby negatively impacting their final fund utilization rates for 2013. Of the $103.1 billion in funds available for projects
through 2013, $100 billion has been committed to nearly 33,325 loans. In 2013, project assistance reached $4.6 billion, which
funded 1,477 loans in a single year. Nationally, since 2001, fund utilization has remained relatively stable and strong at
greater than 90% (WQ-17)
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Figure 39: Fund Utilization Rate for the CWSRF by Fiscal Year (WQ-17)
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Figure 40: Fund Utilization Rate for the CWSRF (WQ-17) by Region for FY 2013
(Numbers reflect both base program and ARRA funded projects)
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Control Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution: Polluted runoff from sources such as agricultural lands, forestry sites, and urban
areas is the largest single remaining cause of water pollution. EPA and states are working with local governments, watershed
groups, property owners, tribes, and others to implement programs and management practices to control polluted runoff
throughout the country. EPA and states made significant progress in FY 2013 in documenting the full or partial restoration of
water bodies that are impaired primarily by nonpoint source runoff. Nationally, EPA exceeded its FY 2013 commitment (468),
with 504 water bodies partially or fully restored. This was a 16% increase over the 2012 result of 433 improved water bodies
nationwide (WQ-10) (Figure 41).** Seven EPA regions met their annual commitments in FY 2013 with the remaining Regions
missing their annual targets by only one waterbody each (Figure 42).

One of the challenges of the measure is it can be difficult to anticipate in exactly what year projects will come to fruition
because each one consists of a different scale or scope, pollutant(s) type, and monitoring cycle. While these results accrued
in 2012-13, they are likely the outcome of program investments made several years ago, as the typical timeline for restoring
impaired waters is several-to-many years. In addition, factors helping or hindering water quality progress, such as other
projects currently underway or watershed development, often add more pollutants, thus making detecting change difficult.

Figure 41: NPS-Impaired Water Bodies Restored by Fiscal Year (WQ-10)
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BEPA continues to highlight NPS success stories on its website at http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/Success319/.
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Figure 42: NPS-Impaired Water Bodies Restored (WQ-10) by

Region for FY 2013
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g Subobjective: Coastal and Oceans

EPA’s Coastal and Ocean Protection program met 67% (two out of three measures) of its commitments in 2013. This was a
decline compared to the FY 2012 results (Figure 43). It should be noted that due to Agency streamlining efforts, the number of
commitment measures for the Coastal and Oceans program was reduced from nine to three in FY 2012.

Figure 43: Coastal and Ocean Subobjective Six-Year Trend'
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" The end-of-year result for CO-SP20.N11 (96% of active dredged material sites achieving environmentally acceptable conditions) missed
the FY13 national commitment by only 1%. It should be noted that due to variability in the universe of active ocean dredged material
disposal sites, results can vary from year to year (e.g., between 85 percent and 99 percent). While this much variability is not expected
every year, the results can fluctuate each year.
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Results and Commitment Status
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

In April 2012, the federal government released the fourth National Coastal Condition Report (NCCR V), which highlights
EPA’s National Coastal Assessment (NCA) data, collected primarily in 2003 and 2006. The findings from this report serve as a
foundation for EPA and its partners to meet their commitments to water quality and offer insights on what additional actions
are needed to better protect, manage, and restore coastal ecosystems. The NCCR provides a rating on the ecosystem health
of eight coastal regions and U.S. coastal waters overall.*® According to the NCCR IV, the overall condition of the nation’s
coastal waters is rated fair, or 3.0 on a scale of 1 to 5. EPA and its partners set a commitment for an overall score of 2.8 (fair)
for FY 2012. (Subobjective 2.2.2) (Figure 44). A score below the target reflects the need for continued work to improve the
condition of the nation's coastal waters. Because EPA is not collecting annual data on this measure, it is able to maintain the
same target for the period within which a particular NCCR is applicable.

The National Coastal Condition Assessment Score provides a consistent metric that allows comparisons of regional coastal
conditions and overall condition scores from one assessment period to the next. Comparison of the scores over time shows
that the overall condition of U.S. coastal waters has improved since the 1990s. Although the overall condition is rated as fair in
all four reports, the score supporting the rating has gradually increased from 2.0 in the NCCR | to 3.0 in the most recent report
(Figure 45). The NCCR IV includes for the first time the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa. If the national score

18 This rating is based on five indicators or indices of ecological condition: water quality index (including dissolved oxygen, chlorophyll-a
[Chla], nitrogen, phosphorus, and water clarity); sediment quality index (including sediment toxicity, sediment contaminants, and sediment
total organic carbon [TOC]); benthic index; coastal habitat index; and fish tissue contaminants index. Each index is given a score based on
a five-point system, where a score of less than 2.0 is rated poor, 2.0 to less 2.3 is rated poor to fair, greater than 2.3 to 3.7 is rated fair,
greater than 3.7 to 4 is rated good to fair, and greater than 4.0 is rated good.
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were recalculated without Alaska, Hawaii, and the island territories, however, the overall condition score would be 2.5 (rated

fair; only a slight improvement from the overall condition score of 2.3 in NCCR Il1).

The next NCCR, expected out in late fall 2014, will not include Alaska, Puerto Rico, and territories as they were not part of the

2010 coastal National Aquatic Resource Survey (NARS) upon which the report will be based.

Ecological Health

Figure 44: Overall Condition of U.S. Coastal Waters
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Figure 45: NCCR Scores

Category NCCRI | NCCRII NCCRIIl2 | NCCRIIIb NCCRIVe | NCCRIvd

Water Quality Index

Sediment Quality Index

2.3 2.1 1.6 2.8 1.8 2.6
Coastal Habitat Index 16 17 17 17 17 26
Benthic Index 15 2.0 2.1 2.1 24 24
Fish Tissue Contaminants 31 27 29 37 37 40
Index
Overall Condition 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.8 2.5 3.0

aNCCR Ill scores excluding Alaska and Hawaii

b NCCR Ill scores including Alaska and Hawaii (except for coastal habitat index)

¢ NCCR IV scores excluding Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, and U.S. Virgin Islands
dNCCR IV scores including Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, and U.S. Virgin Islands

National Estuary Program (NEP): The 28 NEPs and their partners protected or restored more than
127,594 acres of habitat within the NEP study areas—more than 27,000 acres above EPA's goal of
100,000 acres (Measure 4.3.2) (Figure 46). The target was exceeded due to the completion of several
large projects to protect habitat acres through conservation easements in Region 4. Also, it is often
difficult to predict the completion date of protection and restoration projects because of the many factors
or steps required for each project, such as coordinating with numerous partners, negotiating with
landowners, obtaining all the funding from multiple sources, having the necessary permits approved, and
variability in the weather. Many of the acres protected this year were by easements (restoration projects
have become more expensive and time consuming in recent years). Four of seven EPA Regions met
their 2013 commitments, the other three missed their targets by only a small number (about 1% of the
total). (Region 5, 7, and 8 do not have NEPS).
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Figure 46: NEP Acres Protected or Restored by Fiscal Year (CO-432.N11)
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Figure 47: NEP Acres Protected or Restored (CO-432.N11) by Region for FY 2012
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In FY 2013, the 28 NEPs played the primary role in directing $1.3 billion in additional funds—leveraged from approximately
$21 million in EPA Section 320 and earmark funds—toward Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP)
implementation. This represents a ratio of $39 raised for every $1 provided by EPA, which exceeds the historic ratio of $15:$1
measured over the 20032012 period (CO-4). The leveraged funds were primarily invested in sewage treatment plan
upgrades. Approximately 99% of these leveraged resources were invested in on-the-ground activities, such as waste water,

habitat restoration and stormwater management, rather than overhead or operations (Figure 48).
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Figure 48: NEP Primary Leveraging Investments (CO-4): 2013 ($801 million total)

$800
89%
$600
(V)]
[
2 $400
=
$200
1.1% 1.9% 3% 1.1% 0.9% 12% 1.1% 05%
$O ==== T T T . .
Q X Q X Q o ) NS X
& & & & F & & & &
N & 5 @ & ° X ~
R R R
(\b & &
N © éo‘\
&

Ocean Protection: Every year, several hundred million cubic yards of sediment are dredged from waterways, ports, and
harbors to maintain the nation’s navigation system. Some of this dredged material is disposed in the ocean. EPA and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) share responsibility for regulating the disposal of dredged material in ocean waters under the
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). The MPRSA prohibits the dumping of material into the ocean that
would unreasonably degrade or endanger human health or the marine environment. The decision to issue an MPRSA permit
for dredged material is made by the COE, using EPA’s environmental criteria for the evaluation of MPRSA permit applications
and subject to EPA concurrence. EPA is also responsible for designating and managing ocean disposal sites. All disposal
sites must have a site management and monitoring plan.

In FY 2013, 96% of active ocean dumping sites for dredged material achieved environmentally acceptable conditions, as
reflected in each site’s management plan and measured through onsite monitoring programs. The FY13 result was slightly
below the annual commitment of 97% and the FY 2012 result (SP-20) (Figure 49 ). The FY 2013 result showed a slight
decrease in the Region 4 result due to conditions at three of the Region’s active dredged material disposal sites (Figure 50).,
The Gulfport Western site exceeded its minimum depth limitation, the Miami site has elevated PCB levels, and dredged
material was found outside of the boundaries of the Jacksonville disposal site. The Gulfport Western and Miami sites were
previously reported as not meeting environmentally acceptable conditions, and the conditions at the Jacksonville site are new
for FY 2013.
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Figure 49: Ocean Dumping Sites with Acceptable Conditions by Fiscal Year (CO-SP20.N11)
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Figure 50: Ocean Dumping Sites with Acceptable Conditions by Region
for FY 2013 (CO-SP20.N11)
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The number of monitored active ocean disposal sites increased from 35 in 2012 to 40 in 2013 (CO-6). The number of disposal
sites monitored on an annual basis depends on a number of factors, including resources available for monitoring in a given
year, and will vary from year to year.
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Subobjective: U.S.-Mexico Border

For the third consecutive year, the U.S.—Mexico Border Program met all three of its commitment measures in FY 2013 (Figure
51). Setting commitments for infrastructure projects can be difficult as an unanticipated project delay or an expedited project
completion can affect end-of-year performance reporting.

Figure 51: U.S. Mexico Border Subobjective Five-Year Trend
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The United States and Mexico have a longstanding commitment to protecting the environment and public health in the U.S.—-
Mexico Border Region. EPA’s U.S.-Mexico Border Program will continue to implement this binational program by working with
the Mexican government, the Border Environment Cooperation Commission, the North American Development Bank, the 10
border states, and border communities to improve public health and the environment in the region.
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The U.S.—Mexico Border Water Infrastructure Program provides funding for the development and construction of wastewater
and drinking water infrastructure for border residents, often for first-time services. EPA establishes annual commitments for
the safe drinking water and wastewater sanitation measures using detailed project schedules to estimate project completions.
Many variables can impact the construction schedule of a large infrastructure project. These variables may include weather
delays, local economic conditions, or the unique challenges of binationally funded and managed projects, such as political
exigencies or the complications associated with multiple funding sources working on different schedules. In prior years, these
variables have impacted the end-of-year results, with some projects completed ahead of schedule and some experiencing
delays. In FY 2013, all expected project completions were accomplished, and the program met its commitment measures

FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

BOD (Biochemical Oxygen Demand) Loadings Removed: Under the U.S.—Mexico Border Program, EPA tracks the amount
of BOD—a measure of organic content and a standard metric of wastewater strength—removed from wastewater as a result
of EPA investments in wastewater infrastructure. Project completions through FY 2013 resulted in the removal of 128.3 million
pounds of BOD loadings per year from the U.S.—Mexico Border area, slightly more than its commitment of 126.5 million
pounds (based on a baseline of 0 pounds in 2003) (SP-23) (Figure 52). New project completions in FY 2013 contributed 9.4
million pounds to the cumulative number of pounds of BOD removed per year.

Figure 52: Loading of Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) Removed (cumulative million
pounds/year) from the U.S.-Mexico Border Area (MB-SP23)
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Safe Drinking Water to Homes in U.S.-Mexico Border Area: EPA provided 3,400 additional homes with access to safe

drinking water in FY 2013 (SP-24) (Figure 53). Two drinking water projects that were completed in FY 2013 serve an
additional 10,450 people. Since 2003, the Agency has provided 63,319 additional homes in the border region with access to
safe drinking water (Figure 54). As a result, the Agency has achieved 86% of its long-term FY 2015 target of 73,886 additional
homes having access to safe drinking water.
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Figure 53: Homes with Safe Drinking Water in the U.S.-Mexico Border
Area by Fiscal Year (MB-SP24.N11)
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Figure 54: Number of Cumulative Drinking Water Connections to Homes in the U.S. Mexico
Border Area by Fiscal Year
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Adequate Wastewater Sanitation to Homes in the U.S.-Mexico Border Area: EPA provided adequate wastewater
sanitation to an additional 25,695 homes representing 101,880 number of people over the past year, above the FY 2013
commitment of 24,000 homes Figure 55). Seven wastewater projects were completed in fiscal year 2013. Cumulative
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wastewater sanitation connections made through FY 2013 total 569,828 homes (SP-25) (Figure 56), exceeding the Agency’s
long-term commitment of connecting 518,042 homes by FY 2015.

Figure 55: Homes Provided Adequate Wastewater Sanitation in the U.S.-Mexico Border Area
by Fiscal Year (MB-SP25.N11)
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Figure 56: Number of Cumulative Wastewater Sanitation Connections to Homes in the U.S.
Mexico Border Region by Fiscal Year
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7% Subobjective: Pacific Islands

The Pacific Islands did not meet its only performance commitment in FY 2013. The agency reduced the number of
commitments from three to one for this subobjective as part of streamlining efforts in FY 2012. (Figure 57).

Figure 57: Pacific Islands Subobjective Five-Year Trend
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Subobijective 2.2.10 Sustain and Restore the Pacific Island Territories
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

The U.S. Pacific Island Territories of Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(CNMI) are responsible for providing safe drinking water and adequate sanitation service to the public. In 2013, 81% of the
population in the U.S. Pacific Island Territories was served by community drinking water systems that met all applicable
health-based drinking water standards throughout the year (SP-26), falling short of the FY 2013 commitment of 82% (Figure
58). A boil water alert for systems in American Samoa, in combination with the small universe, significantly impacted the
overall results. Improved reporting over the next year may impact future results as well.
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Figure 58: Pacific Islands Population Served by CWS by Fiscal Year (PI-SP26)
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Subobjective: Long Island Sound

EPA'’s performance declined in FY 2013 for measures under the Long Island Sound subobjective of the FY2011-FY2015
Strategic Plan. EPA missed 2 of 3 of its commitment in FY 2013. This is mostly due to the devastating impact of Super Storm
Sandy on Long Island Sound and its watersheds in the fall of 2012 and the ability of EPA and its partners to focus its
resources on restoring and protecting the Sound. (Figure 80).

Figure 80: Long Island Sound Subobjective Five-Year Trend
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More than 20 million people live within 50 miles of Long Island Sound’s shores, and more than 1 billion gallons per day of
treated effluent enter the Long Island Sound from 106 treatment plants. A study conducted in 1990 estimated that Long Island
Sound contributes more than $5.5 billion annually to the regional economy from clean water-related activities alone—
recreational and commercial fishing and shellfishing, beach-going, and swimming. In 2013 dollars, that equates to $9.5 billion.
Long Island Sound is a breeding ground, nursery, feeding ground, and habitat to more than 170 species of fish and 1,200
species of invertebrates that are under increasing stress from development and competing human uses.

FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Long Island Sound and its surrounding watersheds were significantly affected by the devastation caused by Superstorm
Sandy in the fall of 2012. The storm resulted in a number negative impacts on performance results. However, while EPA’s
partners fell short of the FY 2013 commitment to restore or protect 420 acres of key coastal habitat, partners did restore or
protect 336 acres (80% of commitment) of coastal habitat, including tidal wetlands, dunes, riparian buffers, and freshwater
wetlands (SP-43). Partner agencies invested their resources in protecting and restoring life and property rather than planned
restoration projects. For example, Sunken Meadow (New York) State Park was a planned restoration site of over 150 acres
that was restored to open water circulation by the storm, which destroyed a berm and culvert that had restricted flow. The fact
that the restoration was achieved naturally precluded EPA from counting the restoration as an accomplishment.

In 2013, while the Long Island Sound partners failed to achieve the annual goal of reopening 75 miles of rivers and streams to
diadromous fish passage, they did manage to reopen fifty-six (56) miles, which is 75% of the commitment to river and stream
corridors were reopened by the removal of dams and barriers or by installing bypass structures. Partners’ resources were
redirected to restoration and protection of life and property as priorities rather than planned projects. Coastal and inland areas
in New York and Connecticut were severely affected by the storm. In addition, ambient conditions were not suitable for
construction projects, i.e., downed trees, swollen and diverted streams and river banks and severe sedimentation. This
contributed to the result for the measure being less then planned.

The states of Connecticut and New York have listed Long Island Sound as impaired for DO under Section 303(d) and have
developed a TMDL to control nitrogen deposition to the Sound as a means of improving DO. The TMDL calls for a 58.5%
reduction in anthropogenic nitrogen deposition from baseline levels over a 15-year period commencing in 2000 and ending in
2014. Nitrogen from sewage treatment plants has been reduced by more than 76,000 pounds per day from baseline loads.
A key measure for assessing the states’ progress in restoring water quality standards for DO in the Sound is the annually
measured size of its maximum area of hypoxia. In 2013, the maximum area of hypoxia in Long Island Sound measured 80
square miles (SP-42) (Figure 81). Summer 2013 was one of the warmest for water temperatures in the Sound. The five-year
rolling average maximum area of hypoxia is 153.8 square miles, or a 26.1% percent reduction from the 208 square mile pre-
TMDL average maximum area of hypoxia, thereby exceeding the 15% target in the Strategic Plan for 2013. Figure 82 shows
the locations of dissolved oxygen levels in Long Island Sound bottom waters.?’

21 Data from the State of Connecticut water quality monitoring program.
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Figure 81: Reduction in Size (Square Miles) of Long Island
Sound Hypoxic Zone by Calendar Year (LI-SP42.N11)
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Figure 82: Dissolved Oxygen in Long Island Sound Bottom Water August 15-17, 2013
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Long Island Sound program’s measurement on reduction in nitrogen discharges (SP-41) from sewage treatment plants was
88 percent compared with the target of 76 percent in 2013. Data is collected on a calendar year basis. This ensures that the
full seasonal variation in biological treatment methods is accounted for in the results (e.g., colder winter temperatures slow
down biological nitrogen removal processes, wet spring weather can inhibit biological controls at treatment plants).

Figure 83: Percent of Goal to Reduce Long Island Sound Nitrogen by Fiscal Year (LI-SP41)
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\\f Subobjective: Wetlands

EPA’s Wetlands Program met both of their commitments in FY 2013. The Agency reported a no net loss of wetlands in the
U.S. and a 27,000 increase in the number of acres restored and improved under EPA-funded programs. (Figure 59).

Figure 59: Wetlands Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Wetlands are among our nation’s most critical and productive natural resources. They provide a variety of benefits, such as
water quality improvements, flood protection, shoreline erosion control, and ground water exchange. Wetlands are the primary
habitat for fish, waterfowl, and other wildlife, providing numerous opportunities for education, recreation, and research. EPA
recognizes that the challenges the nation faces in conserving our wetland heritage are daunting and that many partners must
work together for this effort to succeed.

No Net Loss and the Number of Wetland Acres Restored/Enhanced: In 2013, EPA, in partnership with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (COE), states, and tribes, achieved a “no net loss” of wetlands under the Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 404 regulatory program (SP-22). EPA continues to achieve this commitment through regional involvement and
coordination in reviewing 404 permits issued by the COE. With each permit review targeted, EPA 404 permit experts assess
whether their involvement resulted in a positive environmental outcome. It should be noted that achieving “no net loss” of
wetlands is based upon the assumption in the Clean Water Act 404 permit that wetland mitigation projects meet performance
standards.

EPA continues to exceed expectations in terms of the number of acres of wetlands restored and enhanced, with 207,000
acres restored and enhanced since 2002 (WT-1) (Figure 60). This was a 27,00 acre increased over the FY 2012 result. EPA
has exceeded its commitment under this measure every year since 2004, due mostly to the combined efforts of local groups to
restore wetlands under EPA funding programs. Although it is difficult to determine an accurate number of habitat acres that
will be improved and restored—because projects can sometimes take a number of years to design, fund, implement, and
complete—EPA has observed a long enough trend to be able to forecast improvements.

Figure 60: Wetland Acres Restored and Enhanced by Fiscal Year (WT-01)
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EPA and its partners fell shortin FY 2012 in achieving a net increase of wetlands on a nationwide basis. According to the
latest Status and Trends report, there are 110.1 million acres of wetlands in the conterminous United States, and 62,300
wetland acres were lost over five years. The report, which represents the most up-to-date, comprehensive assessment of
wetland habitats in the United States, documents substantial losses in forested and coastal wetlands. The rate of gains from
reestablishment of wetlands increased by 17 percent from the previous study period (1998-2004), but the wetland loss rate
increased 140 percent during the same time period. Although the losses of wetlands exceeded the gains, the net change was
not statistically significant. The next updated Status and Trends Report will be published in 2022. The Status and Trends
Reportis on a 10 year cycle

Section 404 Permit Reviews and State and Tribal Wetlands Program Capacity: Beginning in FY 2010, EPA began
tracking the number of Clean Water Act Section 404 standard permits that document requirements for greater environmental
protection as part of the final permit decision. In FY 2013, 78% of Section 404 permits contained recommendations for
improvement in the final permit.'® This was below the FY 2012 result of 85% and the FY 2011 result of 88%.

As of FY 2013, 37 states and tribes have built capacities in the core program elements of wetlands monitoring, regulation,
voluntary restoration and protection, and wetland water quality standards (WT-2a).*°

18 Tracking capabilities began in 1/2010. Tracking totals will appear in FY11. Reported on by Regions and HQ.
“Requirements for greater environmental protection” are counted under this measure when EPA can document that its recommendations
for improvement provided in one or more of the following issue areas were incorporated into the final permit decision:

1. Demonstration of adequate impact avoidance, including:
a) Determination of water dependency; b) Characterization of basic project purpose; ¢) Determination of range of practicable alternatives;
d) Evaluation of direct, secondary and cumulative impacts for practicable alternatives; e) Identification of Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative; f) Compliance with WQS, MPRSA, ESA and/or toxic effluent standards; g) Evaluation of potential for significant
degradation.

2. Demonstration of adequate impact minimization

3. Determination of adequate compensation
Note: The documented permit decision can be in the form of an issued, withdrawn, or denied permit. The universe is the number of
individual permits where EPA has the opportunity to comment (approximately 5,000/year). Regional priorities dictate the specific permits
for which EPA submits comments. This number is typically less than 5,000.
19 This measure was changed in 2010 to gauge the number of states and tribes that have built the core elements of their programs (WT-2a)
and have reached the point of managing fully functional wetland programs. The new measure tracks closely with EPA’s Core Elements
Framework for State and Tribal Wetlands Program, which provides a more objective basis for measurement.
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L4 Subobjective: Great Lakes

The Great Lakes National Program Office met 86% (12 of 14) of its performance commitments in 2013. Annual performance
for the Great Lakes National Program continues to exceed its 6 year average of 75% of commitments met. (Figure 61).
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Figure 61: Great Lakes Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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Results and Commitment Status Appendix

FY 2013 . = Met o Commitmen Page
ACS Abbreviated Measure = Not Met - M(:as:re DidtNot é)xist Number

o _ D-0)/
Code Descrlptlon - = Data Not Available F(Iguze

2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | Number
Subobjective 2.2.4 Improve the Health of the Great Lakes

Improve health-Great Lakes ecosystem

- _ Indicator/Long-Term

GL-433.N11 (index) 22.7 ‘ 23.7 ‘ 23.0 ‘ 22.7 ‘ D-38/Fig. 62
GL.sppg | Reduce PCBs in Great Lakes fish ‘ ‘
(cumulative)
Number Areas of Concern (AOCs) with all
GL-SP31 management actions implemented D-39/Fig. 65
(cumulative)
GL- Number cubic yards (millions) of
SP32.N11 contaminated sediment remediated D-39/Fig. 63
) (cumulative)
GL-05 Number Beneficial Use Impairments (BUls) ‘ D-40/Fig. 66
removed
GL-06 Rate of invasive species newly detected in ‘
the Great Lakes (avg. since 2010)
Response plans established, response
GL-07 exercises, and/or response actions 10 30
(cumulative)
Percent of days of the beach season that
GL-08 monitored Great Lakes beaches are open 62% 94%

and safe for swimming

Number acres managed for populations of

GL-09 invasive species controlled to a target level. 13,045 | 31,474 35,924 D-42/Fig. 67
(cumulative)
Percent of populations of native aquatic

GL-10 non-threatened and endangered species 31% 33% 34%
self-sustaining in the wild. (cumulative)
Number of acres of wetlands and wetland-

GL-11 associated uplands protected, restored and 9,624 65,639 83,702 D-43/Fig. 68
enhanced. (cumulative)

Number of acres of coastal, upland, and

GL-12 island habitats protected, restored and 12,103 | 28,034 33,250 R XISl ML)
enhanced. (cumulative)

GL-15 soluble reactive phosphorus draining from

GL-13 Number of species delisted due to recovery
-
targeted watersheds
Percent increase in acres in Great Lakes
GL-16 watershed with USDA conservation 62% 70% 60% D-45/Fig. 70
practices implemented

As the largest surface freshwater system on the face of the earth, the Great Lakes ecosystem holds the key to the quality of
life and economic prosperity for tens of millions of people. U.S. President Barack Obama and EPA Administrator Gina
McCarthy, in collaboration with 15 other federal agencies, have made restoring the Great Lakes a national priority. Congress
appropriated approximately $284 million for the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) for FY 2013.

Five-year average annual loadings of

FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

One of the Great Lakes National Program’s key strategic targets assesses the overall progress U.S. environmental programs
are making in protecting and restoring the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Great Lakes ecosystem. This is
measured using the Great Lakes Index, a tool for assessing the overall condition of the Great Lakes that is based on a set of
selected ecosystem indicators (i.e., coastal wetlands, phosphorus concentrations, Areas of Concern [AOCs], sediment
contamination, benthic health, fish tissue contamination, beach closures, drinking water quality, and air toxics deposition).
Improvements in the Great Lakes Index measures would indicate that fewer toxins are entering the food chain, ecosystem and
human health are better protected, fish are safer to eat, water is safer to drink, and beaches are safer for swimming.
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From a baseline score of 20 in 2002, the Great Lakes Index increased from a score of 23.9 in 2012 to 24.7 in 2013
(Subobijective 4.3.3) (Figure 62). Although trend data indicate that the index score decreased in 2010 and 2011, this was not
necessarily due to worsening environmental conditions over the long term, but rather an adjustment to one of eight index
components—beach closures.*

Figure 62: Improve the Health of the Great Lakes Ecosystem on a 40-Point Scale by
Fiscal Year (GL-433.N11)
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PCBs were banned in the 1970s and continue to degrade in the environment. Contaminated sediment remediation (under the
Legacy Act and Superfund) is removing additional PCBs from the Great Lakes environment. The results of analyses reported
in FY 2013 indicated that average long-term total PCB concentrations in whole Great Lakes top predator fish at sites in each
Great Lake declined by almost 46% between 2000 and 2010, meeting the target for declines in concentration trends (43%).
EPA base programs and GLRI projects, including Great Lakes Legacy Act sediment remediation, contribute to continued
progress under this long-term measure (SP-29).

.A prominent source of pollution in the Great Lakes is contaminated sediments. From 1997 through calendar year 2011, EPA
and its partners have remediated approximately 11.5 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment from the Great Lakes
basin. In calendar year 2012 (for FY 2013 reporting), approximately 1.8 million cubic yards were remediated through various
federal and state authorities, including the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (946,000 cubic yards); Superfund (72,000 cubic
yards); Superfund Natural Resource Damage Assessment (694,000 cubic yards); and RCRA (26,000 cubic yards). This is the

19 The reporting standard used in 2010 (when 62% of Great Lakes beaches were reported as open more than 95% of the swimming
season) was more rigorous than that used in 2009 (when 82% of beaches were reported open), which caused the beach closure
component of the index to drop. While this gave the appearance that beach conditions—and therefore the Great Lakes’ general health—
were deteriorating, approximately the same number of beaches did not meet the 95% threshold in 2010 as in 2009. Prior to 2010, states
had reported all nonmonitored beaches as open and safe for swimming for 100% of the beach season, thus raising the number of beaches
"open more than 95% of the swimming season" and increasing the percentage. Starting in FY 2012, the beach closure component of the
index only includes monitored beaches and is consistent with the national beach program measure.
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seventh consecutive year that the Great Lakes National Program Office has met its commitments for this measure (SP-32)
(Figure 63). GLRI has achieved approximately 113% of its 2015 goal of removing 10.2 million cubic yards of contaminated
sediments. The volume of sediments remediated to date represents about 25% of the estimated universe of contaminated
sediments in the Great Lakes basin (Figure 64).

Figure 63: Cubic Yards of Remediated Sediment by Fiscal Year (GL-SP32.N11)
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Figure 64: Cubic Yards of Remediated Sediment as a Percent of Universe, Baseline, and
Long-Term Goal (GL-SP32.N11)
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A key indicator for the Great Lakes National Program Office is to implement all management actions necessary for delisting
AOCs* within the Great Lakes basin. A delisting indicates that the AOC meets the public’s vision for that area and that it is no
longer among the most polluted areas in the Great Lakes. The first two AOCs for which all management actions were
completed were Oswego River/Harbor and Presque Isle Bay. The Presque Isle Bay AOC was formally delisted in February
2013. By the end of the year, EPA and its partners had completed all management actions at their third AOC (Sheboygan
River). Following a delay resulting from unexpected field conditions, management actions at the White Lake AOC (MI) were
completed by the end of calendar year 2013.

Figure 65: Management Actions Impacted

Great Lakes Areas of Concern

T Dsllabat Coratian A008
T Ol U5 &SN

UFDATED: FERALMARY 15, 2013

For the third consecutive year, the Great Lakes Program met its commitment to reduce the number Beneficial Use
Impairments (BUIs)?! at Great Lakes AOCs. Under the GLRI, EPA collaborated extensively with state and federal partners to
conduct projects supporting the removal of 41 impairments (Figure 66). From GLRI's inception through 2013, 29 Beneficial
Use Impairments (BUIs ) have been removed at 13 AOCs in lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, and
Wisconsin — more than tripling the total number of BUls removed in the preceding 22 years. Eight were removed in FY2013:
restrictions on fish and wildlife consumption at Muskegon Lake AOC and White Lake AOC; restrictions on drinking water at
Muskegon Lake AOC; fish tumors and other deformities at Presque Isle Bay AOC; loss of fish and wildlife habitat at
Waukegan Harbor AOC; tainting of fish and wildlife at Detroit River AOC; beach closing at River Raisin; and eutrophication at
River Raisin.

20 Definition of Area of Concern
21 BUls are indicators of poor environmental health such as restrictions on fish and wildlife consumption, fish tumors, and restrictions on
dredging.

59



National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report e Fiscal Year 2013

Figure 66: Beneficial Use Impairments Restored by Fiscal Year (GL-05)
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One of the key goals of the GLRI? s to reduce the number of invasive species entering the Great Lakes Basin. Although 10
new species were detected between 2000 and 2009, no new species have been detected since then (GL-6). The program
also measures the number of acres managed for populations of invasive species that are controlled to a specific target level. A
cumulative total of almost 36,000 acres has been managed through FY 2013, which is above the cumulative commitment of
34,000 acres (GL-9) (Figure 67). Scaled-up GLRI implementation activities continue to demonstrate significant results in
addressing a backlog of Great Lakes invasive species projects. The decreasing variance between targets and results over the
past three years indicates improvements in the program’s predictive capabilities.

EPA collaborated with and funded a number of other federal agencies? to protect, restore, and enhance more than 83,700
acres of wetlands and wetland-associated uplands across the Great Lakes Basin (GL-11) (Figure 68). This was well above the
FY 2013 commitment of 68,000 acres. Some of the most significant completions received funding from the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) for restoring wild rice and other cultural wetland resources across the basin. The unprecedented level of funding
capitalized on a backlog of projects and appears to have achieved economies of scale due to significantly larger projects. In
addition, the Great Lakes Program and its partners protected, restored, and enhanced 33,250 acres of coastal, upland, and
island habitats in FY 2013. These results were slightly above of the Agency’s commitment of 33,000 acres (GL-12) (Figure
69).

22 See http://greatlakesrestoration.us/pdfs/giri_actionplan.pdf).
23 Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Forest Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Agency, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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Figure 67: Acres Managed for Populations of Invasive Species Controlled to a Target Level
by Fiscal Year (GL-09)
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Figure 68: Wetland and Upland Acres Protected, Restored, and Enhanced
by Fiscal Year (GL-11)
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Figure 69: Coastal, Upland, and Island Acres Protected, Restored, and Enhanced
by Fiscal Year (GL-12)
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In FY 2013, approximately 263,000 acres in the Great Lakes watershed were put into U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
conservation practices to reduce erosion, nutrients, and/or pesticide loadings under Farm Bill programs. This represents a
60% increase over the baseline of 165,000 acres (based on FY 2008 data) (Figure 70). The significant increase in FY 2013 is
a combined result of greater funding (base USDA programs and GLRI) and increased participation in Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) programs. 2

Figure 70: Great Lakes Acres with USDA Conservation Practices by Fiscal Year (GL-16)
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2 The acres tracked in this measure are not cumulative but are for new conservation practices implemented in a given fiscal year. The
percent increase will vary considerably from year to year due to funding, the conservation universe, and the difficulty of conservation

practices.
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”| Subobjective: Chesapeake Bay

EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program was successful in meeting 100% of its annual commitments in FY 2013 (Figure 71).

Figure 71: Chesapeake Bay Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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FY 2013 : = Met - N commitment Page
ACS AbbreVIated Measure = Not Met - = Measure Did Not Exist Number

Code Description - = Data Not Available (D-O)/

Figure
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | Number

Subobjective 2.2.5 Improve the Health of the Chesapeake Bay
SP:%BI-\IH Percent Chesapeake Bay SAV restored 42% 46% 43% 34% 26% D-45/Fig. 72
CB-SP34 Pergent Chesapeake Bay dissolved oxygen D-46/Fig. 73
attained
CB-SP35 Percent Bay nitrogen reduction practices
implemented
CB-SP36 Percent Bay phosphorus reduction practices
implemented
CB-SP37 Percent Bay sediment reduction practices
implemented

Note: SAV=submerged aquatic vegetation.

The Bay Program adopted the current measure language for CB-SP35, CB-SP36, and CB-SP37 in FY 2011 to capture progress under the
Bay TMDL established in December FY 2010. This change occurred after the publication of the FY 2011 National Water Program
Guidance and Commitment Appendix. The program was unable to report results in FY 2011 National Water Program End of Year
Performance Report under the old measures but did report the following results in the Agency’s FY 2011 Annual Performance Report
based on targets in the FY 2013 budget: SP-35: 8%; SP-36: 1%, SP-37: 11%.
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) and Water Quality in the Bay: The overriding goal of EPA’s Chesapeake Bay
Program Office is to work with its federal, state, and local partners to improve the health of the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem.
Two of the most important indicators for measuring the health of the Chesapeake Bay are acres of submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) (SP-33) and levels of dissolved oxygen (DO) (SP-34). Based on annual monitoring from the prior year, the
Chesapeake Bay Program reported 48,100 acres of SAV in the bay. This represents approximately 26% of the program'’s
long-term goal of 185,000 acres, which is the amount necessary to achieve Chesapeake Bay water quality standards (Figure
72). The fiscal year data reported in Figure 72 are based on data from the previous calendar year. Experts agree that
Hurricane Irene and Tropical Storm Lee contributed strongly to the decline.

Monitoring data from the previous three calendar years indicate that about 35% of the combined volume of open-water, deep-
water, and deep-channel water of the bay and its tidal tributaries met DO standards during the summer months (Figure 73).
The goal is for 100% of the tidal tributaries and the Chesapeake Bay to meet Clean Water Act standards for DO. To achieve
SAV and DO goals, program partners are implementing pollution control measures throughout the bay watershed to reduce
nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment loads to the bay.

Figure 72: Chesapeake Bay Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Restored
by Fiscal Year (CB-SP33.N11)
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1 R.J. Orth, D. J. Wilcox, L. J. R. Whiting, L. Nagey, A. K Kenne and E.R. Smith, 2012 Distribution of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation in
Chesapeake Bay and Coastal Bays, October 2013, Virginia Institute of Marine Science. Special Scientific Report Number 154" available at
http://web.vims.edu/bio/sav/sav12/
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Figure 73: Chesapeake Bay Dissolved Oxygen Attained by Fiscal Year (CB-SP34)*
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* National Program Manager Comments: Historic data for measure changed due to new assessment method adopted during
development of the Bay TMDL. Results from FY11 EQY reflect new method, past results reported here reflect the old method.
The revised historic results are FY05: 42%; FY08: 40.5%; FY09: 42.1%; FY10: 39.4%.

Reducing Nitrogen, Phosphorus, and Sediment Runoff to the Bay: In December 2010, EPA established the Chesapeake
Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), a comprehensive “pollution diet” with rigorous accountability measures, to initiate
sweeping actions to restore clean water in the Chesapeake Bay and the region’s streams, creeks, and rivers. The District of
Columbia, Delaware, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia developed Phase | Watershed
Implementation Plans (WIPs) to identify how much pollution would need to be reduced from each source sector in order to
meet water quality standards in the Chesapeake Bay, and how these reductions would be achieved and maintained. In 2011
and 2012, jurisdictions working with their local stakeholders developed Phase Il WIPs that will help key partners better
understand what they need to do to improve water quality in the rivers and streams flowing to the Chesapeake Bay.

EPA strongly believes that local governments are critical partners in implementing the TMDL, and the Agency is working to
ensure that states provide necessary support to local governments as they take the on-the-ground actions necessary to
achieve the goals of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL. EPA will continue to implement key initiatives under Executive Order 13508.
For additional information, please refer to the most recent Action Plan, available at
http://lexecutiveorder.chesapeakebay.net/EO_13508_FY13_Action_Plan.pdf.

EPA expects enhanced implementation of nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment pollution control measures as a result of the
TMDL that was established in December 2010. Chesapeake Bay Program partners continue to implement pollution controls
necessary to restore Chesapeake Bay water quality. The program exceeded its FY 2013 targets for pollution controls (refer to
Table 1). By the end of 2017 (FY 2018), the program expects to achieve 60 percent of its goals for implementing nitrogen,
phosphorus, and sediment reduction actions necessary to achieve final TMDL allocations, as measured through the phase 5.3
watershed model. Given that the Chesapeake Bay Program created these measures in FY 2011 as a result of the TMDL and
a new watershed model, trend data does not exist prior to FY 2011.
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Table 1: Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Measures
Measure Language FY 2012 FY 2012 | FY 2013 FY

Commitment Results | Commitment | 2013
Result

SP- Percent of goal achieved for implementing 15% 21% 22.5% 25%
35 nitrogen pollution reduction actions to achieve
final TMDL allocations, as measured through
the phase 5.3 watershed model.

SP- Percent of goal achieved for implementing 15% 19% 22.5% 27%
36 phosphorus pollution reduction actions to
achieve final TMDL allocations, as measured
through the phase 5.3 watershed model.
SP- Percent of goal achieved for implementing 15% 30% 22.5% 32%
37 sediment pollution reduction actions to achieve
final TMDL allocations, as measured through
the phase 5.3 watershed model.
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L Subobjective: Gulf of Mexico

EPA saw a decline in performance in FY 2013 for measures under the Gulf of Mexico subobjective of its FY 2011-
FY 2015 Strategic Plan. The agency met only one of the three commitments under this subobjective. Results for
one measure were still unavailable (Figure 74).

Figure 74: Gulf of Mexico Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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Subobjective 2.2.6 Restore and Protect the Gulf of Mexico
GM-435 Improve health-Gulf of Mexico ecosystem 24 24 24
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

The Gulf of Mexico basin has been called “America’s Watershed.” Its U.S. coastline encompasses 1,630 miles; it is
fed by 33 major rivers; and it receives drainage from 31 states in addition to a similar drainage area from Mexico.
One-sixth of the U.S. population now lives in Gulf Coast states, and the region is experiencing remarkably rapid
population growth. In addition, the Gulf of Mexico yields approximately 40% of the nation’s commercial fishery
landings. Gulf Coast wetlands comprise about half the national total and provide critical habitat for 75% of the
migratory waterfowl traversing the United States.

The latest National Coastal Condition Report (NCCR V) (2012) indicates that the overall aquatic ecosystem health
of the coastal waters of the Gulf of Mexico is rated as fair, or 2.4 on a 5-point scale, in which 1 is poor and 5 is good
(Subobjective 4.3.2). The NCCR IV assessment is based on environmental stressor and response data collected by
the states of Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas from 2003 to 2006. The hurricanes of 2005
(Katrina and Rita) significantly affected the data collected; Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana did not collect data
in 2005, except for water quality indicators in Mississippi. These factors influenced the overall condition score,
which represents no significant change from the previous ratings in NCCR Il and II1.

The size of the hypoxic, or “dead,” zone?* in the Gulf of Mexico increased significantly from 7,483 km2 (2,889 mi2) in
2012 to 15,120 km? (5838 mi2) in FY 2013 (SP-40) (Figure 75). A number of hydrological, climate, and monitoring
factors impact the hypoxic zone from year to year (e.g., lower than average Mississippi River flow, timing of
monitoring during weather events).?> According to an academic research organization within the Gulf of Mexico
basin, “A near-record area was expected because of wet spring conditions in the Mississippi watershed and the
resulting high river flows which deliver large amounts of nutrients.”?® The five -year running average is currently at
13,625 km2 (5,261 mi2). The interagency Gulf of Mexico/Mississippi River Watershed Nutrient Task Force goal is to
reduce the dead zone to a size of 5,000 km2 (1,900 mi2) or less by 2015, based on a five-year running average.
Figure 76 provides dissolved oxygen levels by location in the Gulf of Mexico.

2 The dead zone is an area of oxygen-starved water, also known as hypoxia. It is fueled by nitrogen and phosphorus runoff, principally
consumes most of the life-giving oxygen supply in the water.

25 For more information on causes of the size of the hypoxic zone, visit:
http://www.gulfhypoxia.net/News/documents/PressReleaseVers27Jul12.pdf.

2% Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium, July 29, 2013, Press Release. Nancy Rabalais, Ph.D. executive director of the Louisiana
Universities Marine Consortium (LUMCON), who led the July 21-28 survey cruise. “But nature’s wind-mixing events and winds forcing
the mass of low oxygen water towards the east resulted in a slightly above average bottom footprint.”
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Figure 75a: Size of Hypoxic Zone in the Gulf of Mexico (in square kilometers)
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Figure 75b: Long Term Trend of Size of Hypoxic Zone in the Gulf of Mexico
(in square kilometers) (GM-SP40-N11)
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Figure 76: Dissolved Oxygen Levels in the Gulf of Mexico

Bottom-water dissolved oxygen across the Louisiana shelf from July 22-28,2013

§° ?5_ Data source: N.N. Rabalais, Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium, R.E. Turner, Louisiana State University
Funded by: NOAA, Center for Sponsored Coastal Ocean Research

Acres Habitat Restored: For the first time in six years, the Gulf of Mexico Program ended the year slightly below
its FY 2013 cumulative target to restore, protect, or enhance 30,600 acres of coastal and marine habitats.
Previously funded projects resulted in 57.36 restored, protected, or enhanced acres. Although the past three years
have seen significantly less than the approximately 4,000 acres restored in 2009, the program has restored,
enhanced, or protected a total of 30,796 acres in the states of Florida, Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas
since 2006 (SP-39) (Figure 77). This is a 92% improvement over the FY 2005 baseline of 16,000 acres. Slightly
less than 1% of the total universe of habitat acres, however, have been restored to date. (Figure 78)
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Figure 77: Gulf Acres Restored or Enhanced by Fiscal Year (GM-SP39)
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Figure 78: Gulf Acres Restored or Enhanced as a Percent of Universe and Percent Over
Baseline by (GM-SP39)
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A central pillar of the strategy to restore the health of the Gulf is restoring water quality and habitat in 13 priority
coastal watersheds. These 13 watersheds include 755 of the impaired segments identified by Gulf states that
receive targeted technical and financial assistance to restore impaired waters. The data for FY 2013 is unavailable
at this time. (Figure 79).
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Figure 79: Number of Impaired Gulf Water Segments and Habitat Restored to Meet Water
Quality Standards (GM-SP38)
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Subobjective: Long Island Sound

EPA'’s performance declined in FY 2013 for measures under the Long Island Sound subobjective of the FY2011-FY2015
Strategic Plan. EPA missed 2 of 3 of its commitment in FY 2013. This is mostly due to the devastating impact of Super Storm
Sandy on Long Island Sound and its watersheds in the fall of 2012 and the ability of EPA and its partners to focus its
resources on restoring and protecting the Sound. (Figure 80).

Figure 80: Long Island Sound Subobjective Five-Year Trend

100% -

90% -

80% - 33%

70% -

67%

60% -

50% - 100% 100%

40% - Not Met
30% 67% 67%

6 -

20% - B Met
10% -

0% -

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Results and Commitment Status Appendix
— _ Indicator/Long-Term Page
FY 2013 . Met - (No Commitment) 9
ACS AbbreVIated Measure = Not Met - = Measure Did Not Exist N(quot;/er

Description
COde p = Data Not Available Figure

2007 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 Number

Subobjective 2.2.7 Restore and Protect the Long Island Sound

Percent reduction Long Island Sound
nitrogen

LI-SP42 N11 Reduge Long Island Sound hypoxic zone D-50/Fig. 81
(sq miles)

Number acres Long Island Sound coastal
habitat restored

LI-SP41 40,440 | 39,011 70% 69% 83% 88% D-50/Fig. 83

LI-SP43 1,199 1,614 7 D-51

Number miles river and streams for fish

LI-SP44 passage reopened

124 147 72% 72% 72.3 56 D-51

72



More than 20 million people live within 50 miles of Long Island Sound’s shores, and more than 1 billion gallons per day of
treated effluent enter the Long Island Sound from 106 treatment plants. A study conducted in 1990 estimated that Long Island
Sound contributes more than $5.5 billion annually to the regional economy from clean water-related activities alone—
recreational and commercial fishing and shellfishing, beach-going, and swimming. In 2013 dollars, that equates to $9.5 billion.
Long Island Sound is a breeding ground, nursery, feeding ground, and habitat to more than 170 species of fish and 1,200
species of invertebrates that are under increasing stress from development and competing human uses.

FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

Long Island Sound and its surrounding watersheds were significantly affected by the devastation caused by Superstorm
Sandy in the fall of 2012. The storm resulted in a number negative impacts on performance results. However, while EPA’s
partners fell short of the FY 2013 commitment to restore or protect 420 acres of key coastal habitat, partners did restore or
protect 336 acres (80% of commitment) of coastal habitat, including tidal wetlands, dunes, riparian buffers, and freshwater
wetlands (SP-43). Partner agencies invested their resources in protecting and restoring life and property rather than planned
restoration projects. For example, Sunken Meadow (New York) State Park was a planned restoration site of over 150 acres
that was restored to open water circulation by the storm, which destroyed a berm and culvert that had restricted flow. The fact
that the restoration was achieved naturally precluded EPA from counting the restoration as an accomplishment.

In 2013, while the Long Island Sound partners failed to achieve the annual goal of reopening 75 miles of rivers and streams to
diadromous fish passage, they did manage to reopen fifty-six (56) miles, which is 75% of the commitment to river and stream
corridors were reopened by the removal of dams and barriers or by installing bypass structures. Partners’ resources were
redirected to restoration and protection of life and property as priorities rather than planned projects. Coastal and inland areas
in New York and Connecticut were severely affected by the storm. In addition, ambient conditions were not suitable for
construction projects, i.e., downed trees, swollen and diverted streams and river banks and severe sedimentation. This
contributed to the result for the measure being less then planned.

The states of Connecticut and New York have listed Long Island Sound as impaired for DO under Section 303(d) and have
developed a TMDL to control nitrogen deposition to the Sound as a means of improving DO. The TMDL calls for a 58.5%
reduction in anthropogenic nitrogen deposition from baseline levels over a 15-year period commencing in 2000 and ending in
2014. Nitrogen from sewage treatment plants has been reduced by more than 76,000 pounds per day from baseline loads.
A key measure for assessing the states’ progress in restoring water quality standards for DO in the Sound is the annually
measured size of its maximum area of hypoxia. In 2013, the maximum area of hypoxia in Long Island Sound measured 80
square miles (SP-42) (Figure 81). Summer 2013 was one of the warmest for water temperatures in the Sound. The five-year
rolling average maximum area of hypoxia is 153.8 square miles, or a 26.1% percent reduction from the 208 square mile pre-
TMDL average maximum area of hypoxia, thereby exceeding the 15% target in the Strategic Plan for 2013. Figure 82 shows
the locations of dissolved oxygen levels in Long Island Sound bottom waters.?’

21 Data from the State of Connecticut water quality monitoring program.
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Figure 81: Reduction in Size (Square Miles) of Long Island
Sound Hypoxic Zone by Calendar Year (LI-SP42.N11)
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Figure 82: Dissolved Oxygen in Long Island Sound Bottom Water August 15-17, 2013
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Long Island Sound program’s measurement on reduction in nitrogen discharges (SP-41) from sewage treatment plants was
88 percent compared with the target of 76 percent in 2013. Data is collected on a calendar year basis. This ensures that the
full seasonal variation in biological treatment methods is accounted for in the results (e.g., colder winter temperatures slow
down biological nitrogen removal processes, wet spring weather can inhibit biological controls at treatment plants).

Figure 83: Percent of Goal to Reduce Long Island Sound Nitrogen by Fiscal Year (LI-SP41)
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Subobjective: South Florida

EPA failed to meet two of its three commitments under the South Florida subobjective in FY 2013 (Figure 84).

Figure 84: South Florida Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

The South Florida ecosystem encompasses three national parks, more than 10 national wildlife refuges, a national preserve,
and a national marine sanctuary. Itis home to two Native American Nations, and it supports the largest wilderness area east
of the Mississippi River, the only living coral barrier reef adjacent to the United States, and the largest commercial and sport
fisheries in Florida. Rapid population growth, however, is threatening the health of this vital ecosystem. South Florida is home
to about 8 million people, greater than the population of 39 individual states.

EPA and its federal, state, regional, and local partners were able to achieve an increase in FY 2013 in stony coral cover
(6.86%) in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary (FKNMS) and in the coastal waters of Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach
Counties, Florida (SP-45). The Coral Reef Evaluation and Monitoring Program (CREMP), of the Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary Water Quality Protection Program (FKNMS WQPP), completed its 17t year of annual monitoring surveys in the
Florida Keys and documented a slight increase in stony coral cover from 6.63% in 2011 to 6.86% in 2012 - marking the 2"
consecutive year of increase since the unprecedented cold snap of 2010. Small increases in hard coral cover in 2011 and
2012 demonstrate that, less major disturbance events, the reef tract does show the potential to recover. 2

The overall health and functionality of the sea grass beds in the FKNMS were maintained above the baseline established in
2005 (SP-46). In FY 2013, the Species Composition Index (SCI) was 0.48 and the Elemental Indicator (El) was 9.0 — equal or
higher than the established 2005 baseline of 0.48 and 8.3, respectively. Larger values of the SCl indicate higher dominance of
the slowest growing plant while larger values of the El indicate nutrient-limited conditions, both indices indicating better water
quality.

EPA and its partners measure water quality of the near shore and coastal waters of the FKNMS in two different ways; one
indicator measures the levels of chlorophyll a (CHLA) and light clarity, and the other indicator tracks the amount of dissolved
inorganic nitrogen (DIN) and total phosphorus (TP) levels at monitoring stations throughout the sanctuary (SP-47). Eighty-five
percent (142 of 168) of monitoring stations saw CHLA concentrations maintained at healthy levels (less than or equal to 0.35
ugl-1). Light clarity (KD) levels were above FY 2012 levels, with 135 of 168 stations exhibiting KD levels appropriate (less than
or equal to 0.20 m-1) for a result of 80.4%.

28 This is the second time in three years that coral coverage has increased. Coral coverage increased from 6.5% in FY 2009 to 7.3% in FY
2010. Stony coral coverage significantly decreased from 7.3 % in FY 2010 to 5.9% in FY 2011 due to an unprecedented cold snap in the
Florida Keys. Monitoring indicated a slight increase in stony coral cover from 6.63% in FY2012 to 6.86% in FY2013.
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Figure 85: Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary CHLA and Light Clarity (KD) Levels by

Fiscal Year (SFL-SP47a)
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In FY 2013, 268 of 447 stations exhibited dissolved inorganic nitrogen levels (DIN) levels less than or equal to 0.75 uM, for a
60% result that is below the annual commitment of 75%. Total phosphorus (TP) numbers achieved the measure commitment
of 75%, with 368 of 447 stations meeting the target, for a result of 82.3%. (Figure 86). Since 1995 elevated DIN numbers have
been found closer to shore suggesting human impact. The elevated FY 2013 DIN number may suggest increasing polluted
runoff entering the waterways or may be a bias in the dataset introduced by the reduction of monitoring stations in the western
FKMNS (less human impact) and an increase in nearshore shores (heavily human impacted sites.)
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Figure 86: Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen (DIN) and
Total Phosphorus (TP) Levels by Fiscal Year (SFL-SP47b)
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For the sixth consecutive year, EPA and its partners failed to meet the water quality goal for the Everglades ecosystem, as
measured by the annual TP concentration of 10 parts per billion (ppb). Inflow phosphorus concentrations to the Everglades
continue to exceed the 10 ppb criterion, in spite of significant progress over the past six years. A major factor in the failure to
meet the water quality goal is that point source controls and the storage treatment wetlands areas are not adequate for
treating all water to the discharge limits. In 2013, the TP marsh data maintained the baseline as all areas were lower than the
2005 baseline. All discharges from stormwater treatment areas (STA) were maintained except for one. Therefore, overall the
baseline was not maintained. The performance measure was not met since the impacted areas of the Everglades marsh did
not meet the criterion.

In FY 2013, EPA and its South Florida partners saw a 5% increase over the past year in sewage treatment facilities and onsite
sewage treatment and disposal systems receiving advanced wastewater treatment (AWT) or best available technology (BAT),
as recorded by equivalent dwelling units (EDUs). The increase in EDUs by 5.1 % (or 5,810) significantly exceeded the 2% (or
1,500) increase in EDUs annually called for by the EPA strategic target, as well as the overall goal to provide AWT or BAT
sewage treatment throughout the Florida Keys by December 31, 2015.

In the past 10 years, the city of Key West has moved to advance wastewater treatment and eliminate its outfall. In addition,
EPA designated all state waters of the Florida Keys a no-discharge zone to eliminate sewage discharge from vessels.
Moreover, septic tank/cesspit issues are being eliminated (68.6% complete) as homeowners and businesses connect to
advanced wastewater treatment systems as they come online. EPA and its partners have been able to make such aggressive
moves based on the strong science from an effective monitoring program and a series of special studies.
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rail Subobjective: Puget Sound

EPA failed to meet both of commitments for the Puget Sound subobjective in FY 2013 (Figure 87).

Figure 87: Puget Sound Subobjective Six-Year Trend
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Subobjective 2.2.8 Restore and Protect the Puget Sound

Number acres of Puget Sound shellfish areas

PS-SPAONT | mproved (cumulative)

1,566 1,730 4,453 1,525 2,489 3,203 D-52/Fig. 88

Number acres of Puget Sound estuarine

PS-SP51 wetlands restored (cumulative)

4,413 5751 | 10,062 | 14,629 | 23,818 | 30,128 [ESEF¥IdleRl]

EPA’s Puget Sound program works to ensure that the natural, cultural, and economic benefits of the Puget Sound ecosystem
are protected and sustained, today and into the future. The Puget Sound ecosystem encompasses roughly 20 rivers and
2,800 square miles of sheltered inland waters that provide habitat to hundreds of species of marine mammals, fish, and sea
birds. The waters in this basin also provide a significant source of seafood for both commercial and recreational harvesters.
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The Puget Sound program missed its annual commitment to improve water quality and lift harvest restrictions in 7,758 of
shellfish bed growing areas. Efforts by federal, state, and local agencies in partnership with Puget Sound tribes have resulted
in better water quality on 3,203 acres of commercial and recreational shellfish harvesting area since 2007 (Figure 88). In FY
2013, these efforts resulted in an upgrade of 714 acres, with very few acres downgraded. The FY013 commitment in part
depended upon the successful recovery of over 4,000 acres in the Samish Bay growing area that had been downgraded in
FY2011. A concerted effort by multiple stakeholders continues to target non-point source pathogen pollution in the Samish
watershed . The levels of pathogens in the Samish Bay watershed continue to trend downward, but not yet to the levels
needed for an upgrade to occur.

Figure 88: Increased Acres of Puget Sound Shellfish Areas by Fiscal Year (PS-SP49.N11)
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The Puget Sound has approximately 143,000 acres of approved shellfish harvest beds that require federal, state, local and
tribal partners working together to ensure that adjacent water quality and safe harvesting conditions are preserved.
Additionally, there are approximately 10,000 acres of potentially recoverable shellfish beds in Puget Sound closed due to
nonpoint source pollution. The performance measure reports the net gains (losses) of recovered harvest areas minus any loss
of currently approved acres. Protecting water quality in existing approved areas is critical to the achievement of the
performance measure for liting harvest restrictions. The Puget Sound Program works to both protect the existing approved
shellfish harvest beds, and to improve water conditions so that recoverable harvest areas can be approved for harvest.. The
Puget Sound Program strategically directs resources to address the pathogen pollution problems impacting shellfish harvest in
Puget Sound both in the near term - focusing on specific geographical locations (e.g. Samish Bay), and in the long term for the
universe of existing approved harvest areas and for the potentially recoverable shellfish acres basin-wide in Puget Sound.

As of 2013, EPA and its partners have upgraded 3,203 acres, 32 %of a total of 10,000 acres of shellfish beds identified as
potentially recoverable in the 2007 baseline universe.. . This is a significant increase over the 2007 baseline of 322 acres
recovered (895%). The program has achieved approximately 75% of its FY 2015 goal of 4,300 acres of harvestable shellfish
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beds. With continued emphasis on pollution identification and correction, gains will be made in FY 2014 that should enable the
Puget Sound program to meet its five-year strategic plan goal by FY 2015 (Figure 89).

Figure 89: Increased Acres of Puget Sound Shellfish Areas as a Percent of Universe,
Baseline, and Long-Term Goal (PS-SP49.N11)
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Despite a burgeoning regional population, rapid economic growth, and increasingly expansive urban development, as of FY
2013, the EPA’s Puget Sound program work has resulted in over 30,000 acres of habitat protected and/or restored
(cumulative from 2006), and just over 3,200 acres of shellfish harvest beds upgraded (cumulative from 2006). The program
has also advanced Puget Sound stormwater permit and retrofit programs utilizing Low Impact Development techniques. The
Puget Sound program continues to fund and build upon water quality work that has resulted in a substantial reduction in the
fecal pollution index in some of the most polluted areas of Puget Sound.
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Over 30,000 acres of tidally and seasonally influenced estuarine wetlands have been restored in the Puget Sound Basin since
FY 2006 (SP-51). In FY 2013, the Puget Sound program tallied an annual increase of 6310 acres, falling slightly below the
annual increment needed to meet the cumulative target of 31,818 acres (Figure 90). Anticipated work in the Elwha riparian
areas was delayed in FY13. In spite of this, over 6,000 acres were protected and/or restored during that year, and the 6-year
cumulative target of 31,800 acres was narrowly missed by only approximately 1,700 acres. FY14 results -targeting an
increase of 3,690 acres- will include acres from the Elwha as well as other salmon recovery efforts.

Figure 90: Restored Acres of Puget Sound Estuarine Wetlands by Fiscal Year (PS-SP51)

35,000 -
30,000
25,000
Number
of 20,000
Restored
Acres 15,000
10,000
5,000
0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
I Result 4,413 5,751 10,062 14,629 23,818 30,128
=@—Commitment 2,310 5,700 6,500 12,363 19,063 31,818

83




National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report @ Fiscal Year 2013

Subobjective: Columbia River

EPA failed to meet one of its commitment for the Columbia River subobjective and was only able to report partial results for a
second measure in FY 2013 (Figure 91). It should be noted that the failure to meet one of the commitments is due to a very
minor change (1 acre) in the cumulative end of year results.

Figure 91: Columbia River Subobjective Five-Year Trend
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More than 1,200 miles long, the Columbia River spans portions of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, and
Montana, as well as a substantial portion of British Columbia. The 260,000-square-mile Columbia River Basin includes
ecosystems that are home to a variety of biologically significant plants and animals and supports industries vital to the Pacific
Northwest, including sport and commercial fisheries, agriculture, transportation, recreation, and electrical power generation.

FY 2013 Performance Highlights and Management Challenges

There was a total of 80 acres clean up of known contaminated sediments at the end of FY 2013, however, 1 acre was
subtracted for Bradford Island at Bonneville Dam. Bradford Island was reported cleaned up in 2007 by U.S. Army Corp of
Engineers , however, sampling in 2012 showed that the clean-up had failed.

Over the past few years, EPA has measured the reduction in contaminants of concern in the water column and fish in the
Columbia River. Originally, the Agency selected five sites in the Columbia River basin to monitor, but because of limited
resources, the program was only able to monitor at the West Prong Little Walla Walla River site (South of Stateline Road,
Oregon) in FY 2012. At this site, there was a 95% decrease in the average and maximum detection levels between 2006
(baseline year) and 2011 for Chlorphyrifos and 100% reduction in azinphos-methyl. No data is available for the other sites.
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American Indian Drinking Water and Water Quality FY 2013

Performance
Drinking Water

An important priority for the National Water Program is to ensure that drinking water consumers in Indian Country receive
public health and environmental protection through sustained PWS compliance with the National Primary Drinking Water
Regulations (NPDWRs). EPA’s Office of Water has three measures for tracking the safety of drinking water for tribes: percent
of population in Indian Country receiving safe drinking water (SP-3), number of American Indian Alaska Native homes
provided access to safe drinking water (SDW-18), and the number CWSs undergoing sanitary surveys (SDW-1b). EPA met
one of the three commitments (SDW-1b) for these measures in FY 2013.

EPA failed to achieve its national target for the percentage of the population in Indian Country served by CWSs that receive
drinking water meeting all applicable health-based standards. The FY 2013 performance result was 77%, falling short of the
annual performance target of 87% (SP-3) (Figure 92).

Figure 92: Population Served by CWSs in Indian Country by Fiscal Year (SDW-SP3.N.11)
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Five of the nine regions with Safe Drinking Water Act direct implementation responsibility in Indian Country failed to meet
annual commitments for this measure in 2013 (Figure 93). The performance of this measure has been impacted in various
regions by the Total Coliform Rule, Stage 1 Disinfection By-Products Rule, and Nitrates Rule violations, as well as by data
correction to address reporting problems. It should be noted that there can be a great deal of fluctuation in results for this
measure since tribal populations tend to be small and that a single compliance issue heavily impacts the performance results.
For example, one violation at a utility that has 30% of an EPA Region'’s tribal population is significant. In addition, some of the
most significant challenges faced by EPA and tribes, as well as all drinking water facilities, in FY 2013 include: (1) aging
infrastructure; (2) lack of adequate revenue or access to financing; (3) turnover of experienced system operators and the
inability to recruit new qualified/certified operators to replace them; (4) cost to operate and maintain the drinking water
facilities; and (5) difficulty in understanding existing or new regulatory requirements.
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Figure 93: Population Served by CWSs in Indian Country (SDW-SP3.N11)

by Region for FY 2013
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EPA, in coordination with other federal agencies, fell short of reaching its FY 2013 commitment of achieving 119,000
American Indian and Alaska Native homes with access to safe drinking water (SDW-18) (Figure 96). The progress of the
measure has not improved as much as expected; however, EPA and its partners are making progress toward increasing the
number of homes that are provided access to safe drinking water. As of 2012, the cumulative total of homes provided access
to safe drinking water since 2003 was 104,266. At the end of FY 2013, the Indian Health Service reported that there were
108,881 tribal homes (cumulative) provided access to safe drinking water in Indian Country. This increase has been
accomplished despite decreased funding for water and wastewater infrastructure and an increase in the average unit cost to
provide drinking water access to homes.
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Figure 96: Number of American Indian & Alaska Native Homes Provided Access to Safe
Drinking Water by Fiscal Year (SDW-18.N11)
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For the sixth year in a row, EPA has met its annual commitment for the percent of CWSs that have undergone a sanitary
survey within the past three years, as required under the Interim Enhanced and Long-Term | Surface Water Treatment Rules.
Eighty-four tribes underwent a sanitary survey in FY 2013, which was above the commitment of 79 tribes (SDW-1b). Note,
however, that the universe for this measure over the past five years only represents 12.3% of the total systems and serves
just 27% of the population. The universe will increase significantly in fiscal year 2014, as ground-water-based CWSs will be
added to the number of systems that will be required to have completed sanitary surveys.

Water Quality

The National Water Program has six measures for tracking access to basic sanitation on American Indian lands and
assessing the quality of tribal water quality programs. These include the number of American Indian and Alaska Native homes
provided access to basic sanitation (WQ-24), the number of tribes with water quality standards (WQS) approved (WQ-2), the
number of tribes submitting water quality criteria acceptable to EPA (WQ-3b), the number of tribes implementing monitoring
strategies (WQ-6a), the number of tribes providing water quality data in an accessible format (WQ-6b), and the percent of
current tribal NPDES permits (WQ-12b). The Office of Water met four of its commitments for all of these measures in FY
2013.

In FY 2012, EPA and tribes began reporting on a new performance measure tracking water quality improvements at baseline
monitoring stations on tribal lands (WQ-14a.N11). There are 185 monitoring stations (out of a total of 1,729) that are located
on waters that have a potential for improvement in one or more of seven key parameters during the FY 2012-2015 period.
Twenty stations demonstrated improvements in one or more of seven key water quality parameters in FY 2013." This was an
increase from 15 stations reported in FY 2012. EPA also tracks the number of monitoring stations on tribal lands that are
showing no degradation in water quality (meaning the waters are meeting tribal water quality objectives). This is a new

1 Monitoring stations need to show improvement in one or more of seven key parameters: dissolved oxygen, pH, water temperature, total
nitrogen, total phosphorous, pathogen indicators and turbidity).
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indicator measure that tribes are exploring as a tool for tracking maintenance of good quality waters. In 2012, the first year for
this indicator measure, the regions reported 7 stations that had more than 2 years of data showing no degradation in water
quality. Four monitoring stations showing no degradation were reported in FY 2013 (WQ-SP14b.N11). EPA and the
National Tribal Water Council are working on tools and training to more fully test this indicator measure over the next two
years with the goal of including it as a formal strategic plan measure for tracking the protection of water quality on tribal lands.

EPA, in coordination with other federal agencies, exceeded its annual commitment (67,600) and provided access to basic
sanitation to 69,783 American Indian and Alaskan Native homes in FY 2013 (cumulative) (Figure 97). In FY 2013 EPA
continued to lead the multi-agency Infrastructure Task Force (ITF) comprised of EPA, the Indian Health Service, USDA Rural
Development, Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Department of the Interior. The ITF is identifying ways
to address the severe and disparate infrastructure needs in Indian Country. In 2013 the ITF partner agencies renewed their
commitment to the tribal community by signing a 5-party Memorandum of Understanding. In addition, in FY 2013, the ITF is
now also working on solid waste management activities for tribes.

Figure 97: Number of American Indian and Alaska Native Homes with Access to Basic
Sanitation by Fiscal Year (WQ-24.N11)
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EPA is committed to assisting any tribe interested in adopting WQS under the CWA (WQ-2). Meeting the eligibility criteria and
developing the detailed standards can be a challenge for tribes and often requires them to spend some time and collaborate
with EPA. Not all tribes can meet the criteria or want WQS authority. For this measure, therefore, the universe reflects all
federally recognized tribes that have applied for “treatment in the same manner as a state” (TAS) to administer the WQS
program (as of September 2009). In FY 2013, EPA met its
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Figure 98: Tribes with Water Quality Standards Approved by Fiscal Year (WQ-02)
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Tribes continue to develop and implement their ambient water quality monitoring strategies. In FY 2013, 224 tribes that
currently receive funding under CWA Section 106 developed and began implementing monitoring strategies. This was an
increase of 10 tribes over the FY 2012 results and was slightly above the FY 2012 commitment of 222 tribes (WQ-6a) (Figure
99). Meeting this measure continues to be challenging as additional tribes apply for Section 106 grants and the amount of
tribal set-aside funds remains the same.

One of the most important factors contributing to the success of tribal monitoring and assessment programs is improved tools

for data submission. One hundred and ninety three (193) tribes are providing water quality data in a format accessible for
storing in EPA’s data system. This is above the FY 2013 commitment of 189 tribes (WQ-6b).

89



National Water Program Best Practices and End of Year Performance Report [ Fiscal Year 2013

Figure 99: Tribes That Have Implemented Monitoring Strategies by Fiscal Year (WQ-06a)
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For the first time since FY 2009, EPA failed to meet its commitment for the percent of tribal facilities covered by NPDES
permits that are considered current. In FY 2013, permits for 83.4% of tribal facilities were considered current, which was
slightly well below the national goal of 88% (WQ-12b) (Figure 100).

Figure 100: Tribal NPDES Permits Considered Current by Fiscal Year (WQ-12b)
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Three EPA regional offices failed to meet their annual commitment for this measure. The measure has a very small universe,
so missing just a few permits greatly affects the percentage results for a region. Regions 5, 7, and 8 did not meet their
commitments, with R5 and R7 missing it by just one permit each. Region 8 is dealing with the backlog of the Wind River Oil
and Gas permits. (Figure 101)

Figure 101: Tribal NPDES Permits Considered Current by Region for FY 2013 (WQ-12b)
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Appendix B. FY 2013 Performance Measure Universe

Total Measures by Commitments vs. Indicators

The National Water Program tracked a total of 115 performance measures in FY 2013
to assess progress in protecting the public health and the environment. Eighty percent
(80.2%) of these measures had annual commitments, and approximately 20% of the
measures were indicators with no commitments in 2013. The percentage of measures
with annual commitments has increased by about 8% over the past three years. Final
commitments are numeric goals that are established annually through negotiations
among EPA Headquarters, Regional Offices, and states. Commitments for FY 2013
were published in the National Water Program Guidance Appendix in January 2013.

Figure 1: FY 2013 Commitments and Indicators

B Commitments Indicators

! National Water Program Guidance. Appendix FY 2013 Final Performance Measure Commitments, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water, January 2013,
http://water.epa.gov/resource performance/planning/FY-2013-National-Water-Program-Guidance.cfm



http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/planning/FY-2013-National-Water-Program-Guidance.cfm
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FY 2013 Strategic Measures vs. PAMs

The National Water Program uses two types of measures to assess progress toward
the goals in the FY 2011-2015 Strategic Plan: Strategic Measures and Program Activity
Measures (PAMs). Strategic Measures are organized under individual subobjectives in
the Strategic Plan and are outcome-based measures of changes in the environment or
public health with long-term targets in most cases for FY 2014. Program Offices and
Regions also set annual commitments for almost all of these measures. Strategic
Measures represented about 20% of all 2013 performance measures. PAMs are
primarily output-based measures that track programmatic progress on an annual basis.
PAMs represented 80% of all measures in 2013. Notably, the proportion of PAMs have

gradually decreased by 5% over the past 3 years.




Figure 3: FY 2013 Strategic Measures vs PAMs
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Total Measures by Subobjective
Among the 15 subobjectives outlined in the FY 2013 National Water Program Guidance,
Water Quality had the largest share of performance measures at 34%; Drinking Water



was next with 16%; and the Great Lakes program was third with 13%. The remaining
37% of the measures were spread among the other 12 subobjectives

Figure 5: Number of Measures by Subobjective
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FY 2013 Core Program vs Geographic or Large Aquatic Ecosystem Measures
(LAEs)

The National Water Program can be viewed as divided between core program activities
and geographic or Large Aquatic Ecosystems. Core programs are usually responsible
for activities such as funding state drinking water programs, adopting water quality
standards, developing TMDLSs, and issuing NPDES permits. This would include the
water quality, drinking water, safe swimming, fish and shellfish, oceans and coastal, and
wetlands subobjectives under the national Water Program Guidance. Geographic or
LAEs usually involve partnership-based efforts focused on ecosystems surrounding
large waterbodies. This would include Chesapeake Bay, Great Lakes, Gulf of Mexico,
U.S.-Mexico Border, Pacific Islands, Long Island Sound, South Florida, Puget Sound,
and Columbia River subobjectives. Sixty-four percent (64%) of performance measures
in the National Water Program are focused on core program activities. The remaining
36% of measures cover the geographic programs or LAES.



Figure 6: FY 2008 - FY 2013 Trend - National and Place-Based
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Background

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) has been an
unprecedented effort to jumpstart our economy, create or save millions of jobs, and
address long-neglected challenges emerging in the 21st century. The Recovery Act
includes $7.22 billion for programs administered by EPA to protect and promote both
green jobs and a healthier environment.

EPA began tracking program performance at the end of Fiscal Year 2009. The following
report provides a summary of the performance EPA and its partners have achieved
through September 30, 2013 (Quarter 4, Fiscal Year 2013) in the six key environmental
programs funded by the Recovery Act and efforts by the Office of the Inspector General.
Each section includes general background information on the program, performance
metrics, cumulative results and cumulative long-term targets, and examples of progress.
The environmental programs invest in clean water and drinking water projects,
implement diesel emission reduction technologies, clean up leaking underground
storage tanks, revitalize and reuse brownfields, and clean up Superfund sites. To learn
more about the Recovery Act implementation at EPA, visit www.epa.gov/recovery.

In order to ensure accountability and demonstrate progress toward meeting program
goals, EPA will provide quarterly performance updates consistent with the timing of
quarterly recipient reporting. While this report contains the cumulative results since the
Recovery Act began, visit www.epa.gov/recovery/plans.html#reports to review weekly
financial and activity reports.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF), in place since 1987, provides funds
to states to capitalize state loan revolving funds that finance infrastructure
improvements for public wastewater systems and other water quality projects. The EPA
provides direct grants to Washington, DC and the territories for similar purposes.

The EPA received $4 billion for the CWSRF that includes funds for water quality
management planning grants with up to 1% reserved for federal management and
oversight and 1.5% for Tribes. EPA awarded grants to states and Puerto Rico for their
state revolving fund programs, from which assistance is provided to finance eligible high
priority water infrastructure projects.

The states play a critical role by selecting projects, dispersing funds, and overseeing
spending. Projects were selected based on public health and environmental factors, and
readiness to proceed with construction capability. In addition, states were also required



to provide at least 20% of their grants for green projects (i.e., green infrastructure,
energy or water efficiency improvements, and environmentally innovative activities).
States had the option to retain up to 4% of available funds for program administration.
Visit www.epa.gov/water/eparecovery to learn more about the CWSRF.

Program Results as of September 30, 2013

Performance Measures Q4 Q4 Q4 Q4 Q4 Target
FYO09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13

Amount ($) of projects thatareunder $61B $3.8B $38B $3.8B $38B $3.8B
contract (non-tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have $73B $38B $3.8B $3.8B $3.8B $3.8B
started construction (non-tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have $.003B $20B $.78B $1.6B $25B $3.8B
completed construction (non-tribal)

States that have awarded all of their 12 51 51 51 51 51
green project reserve

Amount ($) of projects that have $9.23M $352M $7M  $9M  $60M  $60 M
started construction (tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have $054M $3.0M $127M $26 M  $49M 360 M

completed construction (tribal)

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund

The Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended in 1996, established the Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) to make funds available to drinking water systems to
finance infrastructure improvements. Under the Recovery Act, EPA received $2 billion
for the DWSRF with up to 1% of fund reserved for federal management and oversight
and 1.5% for Tribes.

The program emphasizes the provision of funds to small and disadvantaged
communities and to programs that encourage pollution prevention as a tool for ensuring
safe drinking water. The DWSRF provides funds to states to establish state loan
revolving funds that finance infrastructure improvements for public and private
Community Water Systems and not-for-profit Non-Community Water Systems and
direct grants to Washington, DC and the territories.

The DWSRF consists of 51 state financing programs (includes Puerto Rico) which
comply with federal statute and regulations. States must provide at least 20% of their
grants for green projects (i.e., green infrastructure, energy or water efficiency
improvements, and environmentally innovative activities) and may retain up to 4% of
available funds for program administration. To learn more about the DWSRF
implementation of the Recovery Act, visit www.epa.gov/water/eparecovery.



Program Results as of September 30, 2013

Performance Measures Q4 Q4 Q4 Q4 Q4 Target
FY09 FY10 FY1l FY12 FY13

Amount ($) of projects that are under $16B $1.8B $18B $18B $1.8B $18B

contract (non-tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have started $20B $1.8B $1.8B $1.8B $1.8B $1.8B

construction (non-tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have $01B $1B $5B $8B $15B $18B

completed construction (non-tribal)

States that have awarded all of their 8 51 51 51 51 51

green project reserve

Amount ($) of projects that have started  $2 M $23M  $29M $30M  $30M $30M

construction (tribal)

Amount ($) of projects that have $54M $4M $12M  $22M  $30M $30M

completed construction (tribal)
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