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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources North Carolina Division of Water Quality




1a. Project Title	Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins



 (
1
)
1b. Overview (In a nutshell, the COG with this project proposes to…)

The 205j Grant Program has indicated its first priority for the FY13 cycle is to fund “projects that develop “nine element” watershed plan(s) in whole or in part”. Therefore, Triangle J Council of Governments (TJCOG), together with Piedmont Triad Regional Council (PTRC), proposes to perform the following work:
1. Working with the NC Division of Water Resources (DWR), the NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP), and other regulators, develop a standardized assessment methodology for reviewing and evaluating existing Local Watershed Plans (LWPs) to determine if and where they meet the 9 Elements and develop a standardized documentation procedure;
2. As a pilot, put eight existing LWPs through the assessment (Middle Cape Fear, Morgan and Little Creeks, Ellerbe Creek, Little Lick Creek, Upper Swift Creek, Upper & Middle Rocky River , Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks, and Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance), documenting where and how they meet any or all of the 9 Elements; and
3. Update these eight plans where necessary in order to meet the EPA’s 9 Elements.




	2a. Grantee Primary Contact or Project Manager 1

	Name
	Heather Saunders Benson

	Title
	Senior Planner, Water Resources

	Organization
	Triangle J Council of Governments

	E-mail
	hsaunders@tjcog.org

	Address
	4307 Emperor Boulevard, Suite 110

	City
	Durham
	State
	NC
	Zip
	27703

	Telephone
	919-558-9319
	Fax Number
	919-549-9390


1 A Statement of Qualifications must be provided in Section 2d. below.

	2b. Grantee Execution Address (where contract will be mailed for signature)

	Name
	Heather Saunders Benson

	Title
	Senior Planner, Water Resources

	Organization
	Triangle J Council of Governments

	E-mail
	hsaunders@tjcog.org

	Address
	4307 Emperor Boulevard, Suite 110

	City
	Durham
	State
	NC
	Zip
	27703

	Telephone
	919-558-9319
	Fax Number
	919-558-9319

	Federal Tax ID Number
	56-1017435




	2c. Grantee Payment Address (where invoice payments will be mailed)

	Name
	Heather Saunders Benson

	Title
	Senior Planner, Water Resources

	Organization
	Triangle J Council of Governments

	E-mail
	hsaunders@tjcog.org

	Address
	4307 Emperor Boulevard, Suite 110

	City
	Durham
	State
	NC
	Zip
	27703

	Telephone
	919-558-9319
	Fax Number
	919-558-9319





2d. Required Statement of Qualifications (To confirm that anyone involved in the proposed project is qualified to do so. Include in the statement ongoing 205J grant-funded projects, and you may include past 205J projects.)


TRIANGLE J COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
The Triangle J Council of Governments (TJCOG) is the lead regional planning organization for North Carolina’s Region J, encompassing Chatham, Durham, Johnston, Lee, Moore, Orange and Wake Counties. Originally established in 1959 as the Research Triangle Regional Planning Commission, the organization works to identify and support regional collaboration efforts among local governments and other stakeholders in ways that help improve government efficiency and service delivery. TJCOG provides technical assistance and services to help address regional challenges in the following areas:
· Water resources,
· Transportation and transit planning,
· Land use, development and infrastructure planning,
· Air quality, energy efficiency and waste reduction,
· Public safety and emergency preparedness,
· Coordination of county-based services for the aging population, and
· Economic development, including administration of Foreign Trade Zone #93 in North Carolina.

Water Resources Program
Region J contains portions of two major river basins, the Cape Fear River Basin (which contains Jordan Lake) and the Neuse River Basin (which contains Falls Lake). These large rivers and multipurpose reservoirs along with a number of smaller groundwater and surface water sources provide drinking water to residents of the region. The TJCOG Water Resources Program is home to numerous collaborative partnerships and programs that help manage water supply, water quality and watershed protection in these two river basins. Our role is to help our members, partners and other stakeholders address complex regional issues involving water resources and watershed management in Region J.

The Water Resources Program has ongoing projects in three broad areas: 1.) Water Supply and Wastewater Planning; 2.) Water Quality Monitoring, Nutrient Reduction and Outreach; and, 3.) Watershed Planning and Research. A sample of representative projects related to 2 and 3 is provided below, as these were deemed the most relevant to this effort.

Watershed Planning and Research
Lick Creek Local Watershed Plan, 319 Grant-Funded Effort
Between 2006 and 2009, TJCOG worked with stakeholders to improve water quality and habitat conditions of the Lick Creek Watershed through the development of a 9 Element Local Watershed Plan.  This project was completed in September 2009.

Upper Cape Fear Conservation and Restoration Analysis, 205(j) Grant-Funded Effort
TJCOG and Piedmont Triad Regional Council, with support and guidance from watershed stakeholders, conducted a GIS- based watershed assessment of the Upper Cape Fear River Basin to determine priority watersheds for restoration and conservation. This project was completed in September 2012.
Ecosystem Enhancement Program Phase IV Restoration Implementation
Between 2008 and 2010, TJCOG worked together with Atkins and NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) staff to promote and implement water quality improvement projects that were identified through EEP and Upper Neuse River Basin Association -sponsored Local Watershed Plans in the Neuse River Basin including four watersheds in the Upper Neuse watershed (Ellerbe, Ledge, Lick, and Little Lick Creeks) and one watershed in the Swift Creek watershed (Upper Swift Creek). This project was completed in November 2010.

Great Coharie Creek Local Watershed Plan – Phase II/III
Working in collaboration with EEP, DWR, and a Local Advisory Team, TJCOG is leading a watershed-specific evaluation of aquatic, riparian, and upland resource conditions that identifies and prioritizes potential project opportunities to  address functional watershed needs through restoration, enhancement, preservation, and nontraditional strategies for the 53-square mile local watershed planning area in the northern portion of Sampson County, in the headwater of the Great Coharie Creek.

Water Quality-Nutrient Reduction
Jordan Jurisdictional Allocation Model, 319 Grant-Funded Effort
TJCOG is currently administering this project to develop a watershed model to support the NC Nutrient Scientific Advisory Board in modeling jurisdictional loading allocations to the B. Everett Jordan Reservoir, as required by SL 2009- 2016 and SL 2009-484.  This project is scheduled for completion in December 2013.
Piedmont Nutrient Reduction Sourcebook, 205(j) Grant-Funded Effort
In this project, TJCOG and the Piedmont Triad Regional Council worked collaboratively to assess local governments’ nutrient reduction capabilities and developed a Nutrient Reduction Sourcebook to help jurisdictions create strategic action plans to reduce nutrient loads. The project involves all counties and municipalities subject to the Jordan Lake Nutrient Management Rules, as well as NC DWR.

Water Quality – Monitoring
Upper Neuse Water Quality Monitoring Project, 205(j) Grant-Funded Effort
TJCOG convened and facilitated stakeholders in the collaborative development of a suite of Monitoring Design Guidelines that help inform future water quality monitoring related to nutrient source identification and evaluating the effectiveness of site-scale management strategies such as innovative stormwater control measures across five broad categories (Agriculture, Background Sources, BMP Effectiveness, Stormwater and Existing Development, and Onsite Wastewater). This comprehensive and collaborative approach to monitoring in the basin is meant to encourage inter- agency cooperation, streamline data collection and reporting, and provide several key economies of scale.

Water Quality – Education, Outreach and Coordination
Clean Water Education Partnership
An inter-local program that conducts mass media stormwater outreach on behalf of local governments that are subject to state and federal stormwater outreach requirements. The objective is to improve the public’s understanding of where stormwater pollution comes from, its impact on water quality, and what people can do to reduce the problem.

HEATHER SAUNDERS BENSON
Highly engaged senior water resources planner and natural scientist. Extensive experience in project development and implementation, budget oversight, watershed restoration, regional planning, and partnership building. Resourceful and able to identify opportunities, create and foster partnerships, and facilitate positive outcomes for diverse groups of people and interests. Demonstrated ability to transform ideas and concepts into achievable projects, oversee budgets, scope proposals, procure work, and meet deadlines.
Skills Summary

· Grant Writing /Procurement
· Project Dev./Management
· Natural Resource Evaluation
· Trained Facilitator/Negotiator
· 
Stakeholder Work
· Budget Prep./Oversight
· Contract Administration
· Regulatory Permitting
· 
Social Media Marketing
· Watershed Planning/Rest.
· Stream/Wetland Delineation
· Mass Media Outreach


Professional Experience
[bookmark: Senior_Planner-Water_Resources]Senior Planner-Water Resources
[bookmark: Triangle_J_Council_of_Governments,_2007_]Triangle J Council of Governments, 2007 to Present
· Project Manager, Jordan Jurisdictional Allocation Model. 319-funded project to develop a watershed model to support the NC Nutrient Scientific Advisory Board in modeling jurisdictional loading allocations to the B. Everett Jordan Reservoir, as required by SL 2009-2016 and SL 2009-484.  Scheduled for completion December 2013.
· Project Manager, Upper Cape Fear Conservation and Restoration Analysis. GIS-based watershed assessment of the Upper Cape Fear River Basin to determine priority watersheds for restoration and conservation. Scheduled for completion September 2012.
· Project Manager, Upper Neuse Water Quality Monitoring Plan. Project designed to develop monitoring design guidelines for five areas in the Upper Neuse River Basin including agriculture; bmp effectiveness; background sources; onsite wastewater; and stormwater and existing development. These monitoring guidelines aim to determine accurate loading contributions from these sources and identify the most cost effective nutrient reduction management strategies. Scheduled for completion September 2012.
· Project Administrator, Triangle Area Water Supply Monitoring Program. On-going project since 1988 established to provide local governments and water suppliers with USGS water-quality and streamflow data that can be  used to protect and monitor the area's surface-water supplies.
· Co-lead, Clean Water Education Partnership. Ongoing program since 2002 that provides mass education and outreach for 30+ municipal partners to assist them in meeting stormwater education requirements associated with state and federal permits.
· Project Manager, Piedmont Nutrient Reduction Sourcebook. Project aimed to provide a set of management strategies and successful local examples for reducing and managing nutrients to waters of the North Carolina Piedmont. Completed June 2011.
· Project Manager, EEP Phase IV Restoration Implementation. Project to promote and implement water quality improvement projects that were identified through EEP and UNRBA-sponsored Local Watershed Plans in the Neuse River Basin including four watersheds in the Upper Neuse watershed (Ellerbe, Ledge, Lick, and Little Lick Creeks) and one watershed in the Swift Creek watershed (Upper Swift Creek). Completed November 2010.
· Project Manager, Lick Creek Watershed Restoration Plan.  319-funded project to improve water quality and habitat conditions of the Lick Creek Watershed. Resulted in 9 Element Watershed Plan. Completed September 2009.
· Project Staff, Falls Lake Stakeholder Project. Project to engage a diverse group of stakeholders representing a wide range of interests in developing a nutrient management strategy for the Falls Lake Watershed. Completed May 2010. Project received a Goodman Award in 2011.

THE PIEDMONT TRIAD COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (PTRC) is a voluntary membership organization of seventy-four local governments in the 12-county Piedmont Triad region of central North Carolina.  It provides multiple technical assistance and administrative services for its membership, including a Planning Department that features a Water Resources program. Approximately 35% of PTRC revenue comes from member government dues. Other income is derived from federal and state funds paid or awarded to PTRC for member services.

The PTRC Planning Department’s Water Resource program administers programs that address regional water quality and water quantity needs, particularly in regard to water bodies listed as impaired on the federal 303(d) endangered waters list. The objectives of the water resources program are to:
· Serve as a regional entity providing information and technical assistance related to the management of water resources and environmental quality;
· Serve regional communities’ federal and state requirements for water quality management and community outreach, particularly relative to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater regulations;
· Identify, understand, and address priority environmental issues in the region using a watershed-based perspective, developing intercommunity partnerships to serve these ends;
· Evaluate economic and environmental implications of environmental issues, policies, and institutions; and
· Develop and implement programs, strategies, and projects to restore, maintain, and improve regional water quality and water quantity conditions.

As such the PTRC is fully invested in the long-term maintenance, restoration, and protection of the natural environment and its water resources. This is evidences by the PTRC actions and investments in regional water quality and sustainability projects:
· Project manager and planning lead on the 2013 NC CWMTF $29,000 drinking water supply planning grant Elkin Water Supply Watershed Plan on the Yadkin River and Big Elkin Creek;
· Project administrator of the 2012 NC 205(j) $80,000 planning grant Piedmont Nutrient Management Strategies project, which administers $60,000 in subcontracts to revise the Jordan/Falls Lake Stormwater Nutrient Load Accounting Tool and develop a technical report on six previously uncharacterized measures for nutrient management use in North Carolina;
· Project manager and technical staff for the 2012 NC DWQ 205(j) $6,750 planning grant Piedmont Triad Regional Watershed Prioritization;
· Technical lead and planning partner for the 2011 NC DWQ 205(j) $40,000 planning grant Upper Cape Fear River Basin Watershed Priorities Atlas awarded to Triangle J Council of Governments;
· Project manager for the 2010 NC DWQ 205(j) $29,050 planning grant Dan River Basin Watershed Priorities Atlas;
· Technical manager and lead planning agency for the 2009 NC DWQ & American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 205(j) $51,000 planning grant Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Watershed Priorities Atlas;
· Project manager and lead planning agency for the 2008 Clean Water Management Trust Fund $108,000 planning grant, Dan and Smith Rivers Watershed Restoration Plan, Roanoke River (encumbered by NC DWQ in 2010);
· Project manager and lead planning agency for the 2008 NC DWQ 319 $64,259 planning grant, Lower Abbotts Creek Watershed Restoration Plan, High Rock Lake watershed, Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin;
· Project manager and lead planning agency for the 2008 Clean Water Management Trust Fund $27,000 planning grant project, Lower Abbotts Creek Local Watershed Plan, High Rock Lake watershed, Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin (encumbered by NC DWQ in 2010);
· Project manager and lead planning agency for the 2007 Clean Water Management Trust Fund $107,000 planning grant project, Rich Fork Creek Local Watershed Plan, High Rock Lake watershed, Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin;
· Managed 319-funded wetland implementations in Reidsville, and Graham, NC, to improved water quality, enhanced flood control, and creation of habitat in the Little Troublesome Watershed and Town Branch Watersheds, 2005 – 2007;
· Administrator of public involvement and community outreach programs for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Phase II communities, and fulfilling their federal requirements.

CY STOBER
Professional Experience
[bookmark: Water_Resource_Manager_]Water Resource Manager
[bookmark: Piedmont_Triad_Regional_Council,_2007_–_]Piedmont Triad Regional Council, 2007 – Present
· Manage four watershed restoration projects to address water quality impairments across multiple jurisdictions and with diverse stakeholder committees
· Provide technical and administrative support on Green Infrastructure and Climate Adaptation work groups for the 2011 HUD Sustainable Communities regional initiative
· Facilitate conversations among the regulatory, environmental, and local government stakeholders, especially regarding the Jordan Lake Rules and High Rock Lake special study
· Awarded over $600,000 in grants for watershed restoration and water resource management
· Oversee education and public involvement program to fulfill NPDES Phase II requirements

[bookmark: Municipal_Watershed_Conservation_Researc]Municipal Watershed Conservation Researcher
[bookmark: Southern_Appalachian_Biodiversity_Projec]Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project (now WildSouth), 2006
· Interviewed Appalachian cities on management strategies in water supply watersheds. Part of Master’s Project that was used to strengthen Asheville’s watershed protections in 2012.

[bookmark: Environmental_Educator_]Environmental Educator
[bookmark: Smith_Middle_School,_Chapel_Hill-Carrbor]Smith Middle School, Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools, 2005-2006
· Led weekly 8th-grade class discussions the social impacts of science (e.g. climate change)
· Assisted two science teachers with in-class and outdoor lab experiments

[bookmark: AmeriCorps_VISTA,_Environmental_Educatio]AmeriCorps VISTA, Environmental Education/Outreach Coordinator
[bookmark: Office_of_Community_and_Government_Relat]Office of Community and Government Relations, US EPA Region 3 Headquarters, 2004-2005
· Managed eight-week, youth-leadership summer program for 20 8th-grade inner-city students
· Created the curriculum, and secured funding, speakers, and events for the program


Education
Master of Environmental Management
Duke University, Nicholas School of the Environment & Earth Sciences (2007)
Thesis: The Feasibility of Forestry Operations Within the Asheville, NC, Municipal Watershed
Post-Graduate Study
Mount Sinai School of Medicine (2002 – 2004)
Molecular, Cell Biology, and Developmental Sciences studies
B.S., Biological Sciences
Ohio University (2002), cum laude

Professional Skills Watershed Assessment
Center for Watershed Protection Codes and Ordinance Worksheet, Unified Stream Assessment, and Unified Subwatershed and Site Reconnaissance; NCSU Stream Restoration Evaluation Form use
Group Facilitation
Institute of Cultural Affairs’ Technology of Participation (ToP) certified; NC Big Sweep coordinator
Software
ESRI ArcGIS Editor, including ArcHydro and Spatial Analyst; Microsoft Office 2008; NCSU Nutrient Accounting Tool; familiar with the NC DENR BMP Manual

Conferences and Awards
Annual Meeting, NC State University Water Resources Research Institute
Co-presenter, Upper Cape Fear River Basin Conservation & Restoration Analysis
Raleigh, NC (2013)
2nd National Climate Leadership Academy on Adaptation & Resilience
Portland, OR (2012)
National Association of Development Organizations Innovation Award (2011) For the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Priority Watershed Assessment
Annual Meeting, American Public Works Association, NC Chapter
Presenter, Assisting Jordan Lake Watershed Communities in Meeting Nutrient Reduction Targets
Wilmington, NC (2010)
TMDL Workshop, CDM
Co-presenter on regional efforts to assist local governments in TMDL compliance Chapel Hill, NC (2010)
United Nations Institute for Training and Research & CIFAL Fifth Annual International Water Forum
Atlanta, GA (2010)
Center for Watershed Protection Southeast Watershed Institute
Columbia, SC (2009)

Publications
Please see www.piedmontregionalwater.org for more details and downloads of all documents
2012 Upper Cape Fear River Basin Association Annual Report (April 2013)
Eden Area Watershed Assessment (December 2012)
Upper Cape Fear River Basin Conservation and Restoration Analysis and Strategy (October 2012)
Piedmont Nutrient Reduction Sourcebook (September 2011)
Lower Abbotts Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (September 2011)
Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Priority Watershed Assessment (October 2010)


	3. Grant Funds Requested

	205J Grant Funds Requested
	$22,916
	

	Any other Funds necessary to complete?
	$6,001
	TJCOG Match (Indirect above allowable)

	Total Project Cost
	$28,917
	





	4. General Goal of Project (Must meet at least one Clean Water Act, Section 604(b)/205(j) requirement for use of funds).

	
Check all that are applicable
√
	Determine the nature, extent, and cause of water quality problem(s)
	Identify most cost effective and locally acceptable facility and non-point source measures to meet and maintain water quality standards
	Develop implementation plan to obtain state and local financial and regulatory commitments to implement measures identified

	
	
	
	





	5.
	Project Start Date
	Feb 1, 2014
	Project End Date
	June 30, 2015





	6. Project Coverage Area

	COGs
Triangle J Council of Governments, Piedmont Triad Regional Council
Watersheds
Middle Cape Fear Morgan and Little Creeks Ellerbe Creek
Little Lick Creek Upper Swift Creek
Upper & Middle Rocky River
Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance
	Results could be applicable statewide (Yes/No)
	Site Specific only (Yes/No)

	
	



Yes
	

	River Basin(s)
	Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins

	



Watershed Hydrologic Unit(s)
	Middle Cape Fear=030300040400, 030300040300, 030300040200
Morgan and Little Creeks=030300020600, 030300020601 Ellerbe Creek=030202010500
Little Lick Creek=030202010500 Upper Swift Creek=030202011100
Upper and Middle Rocky River=030300030700 Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks=030300020100
Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance=030300020300, 030300020401

	303(d) listed water? (yes or no, define if yes)
	Yes
	(Define what use it’s 303(d) listed for here/year listed) (use 2012 IR and/or 2014 draft IR)




	303(d) List Assessment Unit Number(s)
	Middle Cape Fear=18-16-(0.3), 18-16-(0.7)a, 18-16-1-(2), 18-7-(11)
Morgan and Little Creeks=16-41-1, 16-41-2
Ellerbe Creek=27-5-(0.3), 27-5-(0.7), 27-5-(2)
Little Lick Creek=27-9-(0.5), 27-9-(0.5)ut2, 27-9-(2), 27-9-(2)ut2
Upper Swift Creek=27-43-(1)a, 27-43-(1)b, 27-43-(1)d, 27-43-(5.5)a, 27-43-2
Upper & Middle Rocky River=17-43-(1)b, 17-43-(5.5)a, 17-43-(8)a, 17-43-10a, 17-43-10b, 17-43-10c, 17-43-13a, 17-43-16b
Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks=16-6-(3), 16-7a, 16-7b Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance=16-12, 16-12-1, 16-19-11

	County(ies)
	Middle Cape Fear=Wake, Chatham, Lee, Harnett Morgan and Little Creeks=Orange, Durham, Chatham Ellerbe Creek=Durham
Little Lick Creek=Durham Upper Swift Creek=Wake
Upper & Middle Rocky River=Chatham, Alamance, Randolph Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks=Rockingham, Guilford Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance=Guilford, Alamance





Figure 1. Impaired Assessment Units in TJCOG Proposed Study Area
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	7. Does this proposal address any need(s) identified by DWR in a Basinwide Water Quality Plan or a Priority identified in the RFP? If addressing a basin planning need, please reference the need, plan date, and page number of the basin plan. Describe how this proposal is consistent with recommendations/findings/information gaps identified by the Basinwide Water Quality Plan and/or is useful to water quality planning efforts. If proposal addresses an RFP Priority, describe it in the appropriate box below.

	



Cape Fear River Basinwide
Water Quality Plan

Neuse River Basinwide Water Quality Plan
	






2005, 2002
(respectively)
	(Describe here how your proposal is consistent with any Basin Plan recommendation) Both the Cape Fear and Neuse Basinwide plans include recommendations that actions to identify sources of pollution and measures to improve water quality should be implemented at the local level.  Both plans recommend developing and implementing watershed scale plans in partnership with state and federal agencies, as well as with local governments and other interested stakeholders.  Both of these basinwide plans recommend  that  watershed  scale  plans  address  water  quality  impairments  and include a plan for implementation that reflects a variety of source reduction and stormwater treatment methods.

The principal priority of this project is to enable local governments and other interested water resource groups to implement local watershed planning initiatives which aim to meet the goals identified in both the Cape Fear and Neuse River Basinwide Water Quality Plans.

	(identify the RFP’s priority being addressed here)
	
1
	(Describe how your proposal completes a priority that was identified in the RFP)
The 205j Grant Program has indicated its first priority for the FY13 cycle is to fund “projects that develop “nine element” watershed plan(s) in whole or in part”. An outcome of this project will be eight additional LWPs that meet the EPA’s 9 Elements.





	8a. In general, this project will further examine the following potential pollution sources (check all that apply): Copy and paste this check mark: √

	
	Agriculture
	
	Waste Disposal (includes onsite systems)

	
	Construction
	
	Hydrologic Modification

	
	Silviculture
	
	Marina and Recreational Boating

	
	Urban Runoff/Stormwater
	
	Groundwater Loading

	
	Resource Extraction
	
	Natural Sources

	
	Habitat Modification (drainage/filling wetlands, streambank destabilization)
	
	Other, specify:

	8b. In general, this project will involve the following specific pollutants (check all that apply):
Copy and paste this check mark: √

	
	Nitrogen
	
	pH

	
	Phosphorus
	
	Alterations

	
	Sedimentation
	
	Pathogens/Bacteria

	
	Metals
	
	Pesticides

	
	Oil and Grease
	
	Temperature

	
	Oxygen-Demanding
	
	Other, specify:

	9. QAPP: If this proposal will be carrying out water quality monitoring, a QAPP will need to be established or already in place. Your COG may already have a QAPP approved. Please provide detail here.  For a QAPP template and instructions for developing a QAPP, visit:
http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wg/ps/nps/319program or  http://www.epa.gov/QUALITY/gs-docs/g5-final.pdg
A QAPP is required prior to sampling.



 (
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	10a. BUDGET: FUNDING REQUESTED (GRANT FUND PORTION ONLY). Do not include the budget information for any additional funds besides 604(b)/205(j) here. Only identify other funds in #3 above.

	Budget Categories
	Amount of Grant Funds only
	Explanation (justify each budget line item)

	Personnel/Salary
	$11,633
	Time for TJCOG to administer the grant, meet with DWR and EEP, coordinate stakeholder outreach, review the existing LWPs,  and perform updates to existing plans.

	Fringe Benefits
	$4,653
	Fringe benefits are calculated based on TJCOG salary costs.

	Supplies
	$670
	Meeting supplies and meeting location costs. Hard copies of project deliverables will also be made available to funders and stakeholders upon request.

	Equipment
	
	

	Travel/Transportation
	$240
	Travel to and parking for meetings.

	Contractual
	$4000
	Covers PTRC’s cost to coordinate stakeholder outreach, review two existing LWPs, and perform updates to two existing plans.

	Other-
	
	

	Total Direct
	$17,196
	

	Indirect (max. 10% of direct costs, per 40 CFR 35.268
	$1,720
	Indirect costs include overhead, equipment, office space, etc. TJCOG actual indirect costs are approximately three times this amount (~$6000). The difference will be covered TJCOG as a voluntary match.

	Totals
	$22,916
	





	10b. Budget Details (604(b)/205(j) grant funds only)

	
	Project Management
	Inventory, Evaluate or Determine
	Education, Training or Outreach
	Monitoring
	Technical Assistance
	Other
	Total

	Personnel
	$1,378
	
	$2,219
	
	$8,036
	
	$11,633

	Fringe Benefits
	$551
	
	$888
	
	$3,214
	
	$4,653

	Supplies
	$0
	
	$670
	
	$0
	
	$670

	Equipment
	$0
	
	$0
	
	$0
	
	$0

	Travel
	$0
	
	$240
	
	$0
	
	$240

	Contractual
	$0
	
	$0
	
	$4,000
	
	$4,000

	Other (10% indirect for TJCOG)
	$193
	
	$402
	
	$1,125
	
	$1,720

	Operating
	$0
	
	$0
	
	$0
	
	$0

	Total
	$2,121
	
	$4,419
	
	$16,375
	
	$22,916




	11. Project Plan Schedule
	

	Time Period/Date
	Task / Milestone  (list specific action(s) that lead to output(s) or outcome(s) achieved during each quarter)
	Deliverable (output(s) or outcome(s) achieved during each quarter)
	Anticipated Amount3, 4

	First Quarter Ending Mar 31,
2014
	· Set up and maintain contact information
· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· Meet with DWR, EEP, and other regulators
· Draft assessment methodology
	· Quarterly invoice
· Draft assessment methodology
· Meeting with DWR/EEP/Others
	12% , $2,654

	Second Quarter Apr-Jun 2014
	· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· Continue to meet with DWR, EEP, and other regulators
· Meet with stakeholders regarding proposed methodology
· Finalize assessment methodology and standardized documentation procedure
	· Quarterly invoice
· Final assessment methodology/standardized documentation procedure
· Meetings with DWR/EEP/Others
	10%, $2,352

	Third Quarter Jul-Sep 2014
	· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· Review existing LWPs and other watershed plans/Technical Memorandums
· Document where plans already meet the criteria
· Determine existing information gaps in LWPs (where updates needed)
	· Quarterly invoice
· Documentation of completed elements and existing information gaps in LWPs
	12%, $2,816

	Fourth Quarter Oct-Dec 2014
	· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· 9 Element watershed plan templates
· Begin updating plans
	· Quarterly invoice
· Updated LWP templates
	28%, $6,352

	Fifth Quarter Jan-Mar 2015
	· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· 9 Element watershed plan templates
· Finalize updated plans
	· Quarterly invoice
· Finalized/Updated LWPs
	28%, $6,352

	Sixth Quarter Apr-Jun 2015
	· Manage financial transactions and invoice DWR quarterly; generate quarterly reports
· Share outcomes of process with stakeholders
· Final Project Report
	· Quarterly invoice
· Final report
· Outreach meeting
	10%, $2,391


3 Please show percent of grant spent that quarter and anticipated dollar amount for reimbursement.  Unused funds carry forward to next quarter. Invoices cannot exceed budgeted amount.
4 10% of grant will be held until receipt of Final Project Report.

12. Project Need and Abstract, including background and goals of project.


The NC Division of Water Resources (DWR), via the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), makes grant funds available for planning projects that aim to determine the nature, extent and causes of point and nonpoint source (NPS) pollution problems and to develop plans to resolve these problems. In general, the Clean Water Act states that the grants are to be used for, but not limited to: (A) Identifying the most cost effective and locally acceptable facility and non-point source measures to meet and maintain water quality standards; (B) Developing an implementation plan to obtain state and local financial and regulatory commitments to implement measures developed under (A); and (C) Determining the nature, extent, and cause of water quality problems in various areas of the state.

Furthermore, the Section 319 Grant program (also administered through DWR) was also established to provide funding for efforts to reduce NPS pollution. In the past, grants were divided into two categories including base and incremental funds. Base-funded projects have typically involved planning, research, demonstration, and/or education efforts that support protection and restoration activities as they relate to NPS stressors, and incremental funds have been used to support on-the-ground projects to restore streams or other waterbodies that are currently impaired and not meeting their intended uses. In the past, 319 Grant base funds were available for development of watershed plans that would address all nine elements that EPA requires for 319-funded watershed plans. Projects located in watersheds with watershed plans that address all nine required elements are eligible to apply for incremental funds. In North Carolina, 27 watershed plans have been developed to date that meet the EPA’s “Nine Element” requirement.

In recent years, the EPA has begun to prioritize watershed restoration implementation over planning efforts, and money administered via the 319 Grant Program must now be used to implement watershed plans that meet the Nine Element requirement. As such, the Section 319 Grant Program will no longer have money available to support the enhancement of existing watershed plans in order to meet EPA’s nine required elements. With these things in mind, the 205j Grant Program has announced that its top priority for proposals this year are projects that “develop “nine element” watershed plan(s) in whole or in part.”

An abundance of Local Watershed Plans (LWPs) which address impairments have already been developed across the state, many of which have been developed by the NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP). In general, these are very robust plans with a broad set of objectives. Many of these plans already have components similar to those outlined by the EPA. Furthermore, many municipalities and watershed groups have engaged in further planning efforts that may also capture some of the 9 Elements required by the EPA for 319 grant funding. However, so far, a standardized and consistent way of reviewing existing LWPs has not been developed to determine if and how plans meet some, or all, of the 9 Elements. The policy changes described above have sparked a lot of conversation among the water resource planning community including DWR, EEP, and local governments about developing a consistent approach to evaluating existing LWPs and streamlining the process for approving and/or updating plans to the 9 Element standards.

Therefore, the Triangle J Council of Governments (TJCOG), in partnership with the Piedmont Triad Regional Council (PTRC), proposes to carry out the following activities to help streamline the process for approving and/or updating plans to the 9 Element standard:
1. Working with DWR, EEP, and other regulators, develop a standardized assessment methodology for reviewing and evaluating existing LWPs to determine if and where they meet the 9 Elements and develop a standardized documentation procedure;
2. As a pilot, put eight existing LWPs through the assessment (Middle Cape Fear, Morgan and Little Creeks, Ellerbe Creek, Little Lick Creek, Upper Swift Creek, Upper & Middle Rocky River , Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks, and Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance), documenting where and how they meet any or all of the 9 Elements; and
3. Update the eight plans where necessary in order to meet the EPA’s 9 Elements, significantly expanding the area of North Carolina in which 319 funds may be obtained to implement projects that will help address the NPS impairments in these waterways.

13. Narrative, detailed description of the project. You may use an outline. (Note: if project entails developing a Watershed Restoration Plan, then complete section 15 instead of this section)
See Section 15 (Project Developing a Watershed Restoration Plan)


14. Stakeholder Involvement (Name and explain each stakeholder’s role in the project.)
Task 1 (Development of Assessment Methodology) will include a limited stakeholder effort. TJCOG proposes to work with PTRC, DWR, EEP, and other regulators (possibly the US Environmental Protection Agency) to develop a standardized assessment method for reviewing existing LWPs against the EPA’s required 9 Elements for a Watershed Restoration Plan. Once a draft methodology is developed, we proposed to share it with a small group of local government and local watershed group representatives for feedback and input. These are often the groups who have developed the existing plans or who will use the updated plans to apply for implementation funding. These stakeholders offer unique and valuable insight into what types of activities have been planned and implemented as part of robust local planning efforts.

We also propose sharing the final assessment methodology and outcome of the review and update of the 8 proposed plans with stakeholders during the last quarter of the project. This will help generate a common understanding of what will be expected of stakeholders moving forward in regards to  reviewing existing plans and developing new local watershed initiatives. We envision this meeting similar to a training in which we demonstrate how to use the methodology to review an existing plan and document if and how it meets the 9 Elements. This approach will ensure that both the regulating and regulated communities are on the same page and lead to increased efficiency in the local planning processes. In turn, this will allow more plans to be implemented in a timely way leading to improved water quality.

Task 2 and 3 (Review of Existing Plans and Update of Plans to 9 Elements) will also include a limited stakeholder effort. TJCOG and PTRC propose to work together with DWR, EEP, private firms, and other project partners to gather the technical details of each LWP, as well as the details of any additional planning efforts that have been initiated locally,  and will draw on local partners for technical assistance and local knowledge. TJCOG may reach out to additional municipalities, private firms, or watershed groups to gather technical data as needed.

Lastly, a review of stakeholder outreach as it relates to each plan will also be included in this project as part of the review and update. Furthermore, each plan will include a discussion of potential stakeholder involvement and education and outreach components.


	15.	Projects  Developing  a  Watershed  Restoration  Plan  should  include  EPA’s  9  Key  Elements  for  Watershed  Restoration Plans. (This is not required, but is preferred for restoration projects and proposal is given priority.)

	1
	An identification of the causes and sources or groups of similar sources that will need to be controlled to achieve the load reductions estimated in the watershed

	2
	A description of the NPS management measures that will need to be implemented to achieve load reductions as well as to achieve other watershed goals identified in the watershed based plan

	3
	An estimate of the load reductions expected for the management measures

	4
	An estimate of the amount of technical and financial assistance needed associated costs and or sources and authorities that will be relied upon, to implement the plan

	5
	An information/education component that will be used to enhance public understanding of the project

	6
	A schedule for implementing the NPS management measures identified in this plan that is reasonably expeditious

	7
	A description of interim, measurable milestones for determining whether NPS management measures or other control actions are being implemented

	8
	A set of criteria that can be used to determine whether loading reductions are being achieved overtime and substantial progress is being made towards attaining water quality standards

	9
	A monitoring component to  evaluate the effectiveness of the implementation efforts over time measured against the criteria established under item 8.




	
In the TJCOG planning area, there are 8 EEP-funded LWPs that have been completed but have not been evaluated to determine if and where they meet the 9 Elements (Middle Cape Fear, Morgan and Little Creeks, Ellerbe Creek, Little Lick Creek, Upper Swift Creek, Upper & Middle Rocky River , Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks, and Tickle, Travis & Little Alamance). Therefore, TJCOG proposes to use the developed assessment methodology to review and evaluate these existing plans against the 9 Elements. TJCOG will aggregate all the technical information related to existing plans and will use the details of the existing LWPs, technical memoranda, and other assessment information or plans developed for these watersheds to determine whether they include all of the 9 Elements necessary for an  EPA watershed plan.  TJCOG will provide documentation during each review of where the plan meets an element.

Where plans do not meet all elements, TJCOG proposes a scoping level assessment and update to develop the minimum acceptable components to make the plans compliant with EPA’s 9 Elements. Each LWP proposed to be updated is expected to have varying levels and degrees of data and information available, making a standardized approach to updating each plan challenging. Instead, TJCOG proposes to review each LWP independently and determine the information gaps needed for each plan on an individual basis. A cursory review has revealed the following information about each of the plans that are proposed to be updated.

	
	Middle Cape Fear (Wake, Chatham, Lee, Harnett)
· 180 square miles total
· EEP completed an LWP (by Buck Engineering) for three Middle Cape Fear subwatersheds in 2004. The plan identified preservation, stream restoration, agricultural BMP, and stormwater BMP projects as well as management measures
	

	
	Morgan and Little Creeks (Orange and Chatham Counties, Cape Fear Basin)
· 74.5 square miles
· EEP developed an LWP for the entire Morgan-Little subwatershed that was completed in 2004 by TetraTech that identified 10 stream restoration and 25 Best Management Practice (BMP) retrofit projects and modeled the potential pollutant reductions that could be gained from implementing these projects
	

	
	Ellerbe Creek (Durham County, Neuse Basin)
· 37 square miles
· EEP developed an LWP for the entire watershed that was completed in 2003. It recommended general categories of management and restoration activities, but not specific, on-the-ground projects
· EEPs Upper Neuse Phase IV project identified projects in the unincorporated areas of the watershed, but did not model pollutant reductions
· Durham’s Ellerbe Creek Watershed Improvement Plan identified stream restoration and stabilization projects, buffer enhancement projects, and stormwater retrofits in the incorporated areas of the watershed and modeled their potential benefits
	

	
	Little Lick Creek (Durham County, Neuse Basin)
· 21 square miles
· EEP LWP covered entire 14-digit HUC (main stem and tributaries); LWP identified 24 potential stream repair and 25 potential buffer restoration projects as well as 70 stormwater retrofit projects; TM4 indicates that pollutant reductions were modeled but only includes the scores.
· The same HUCs were covered by EEPs (with UNRBA) Upper Neuse Phase IV project. The Phase IV project evaluated the implementation feasibility of each project and generated a project atlas/geo-database for projects identified.
	

	
	Upper Swift Creek (Wake County, Neuse Basin)
· 66 square miles
· DWR developed the Watershed Assessment Report for Upper Swift Creek and a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for headwaters to Lake Wheeler for impervious cover (covering 20.8 square mile area of the headwaters portion of the watershed upstream of Holly Springs Road, above Lake Wheeler)
· The Upper Swift headwaters to Lake Benson (US Geologic Survey (USGS) Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs) 03020201110010 and 03020201110020) were covered by the original EEP Plan (Phases II-III completed in August 2005); this plan identified stressors and projects for stream restoration & enhancement, BMP retrofits, preservation, wetland restoration, and general management, but not potential pollutant reductions from implementing projects and management actions
· Upper Swift Creek was included in the Upper Neuse Phase IV project (TJCOG participated in this effort) outreach
	




	
	and stakeholder involvement components (no further action was deemed necessary for project identification and assessment)
· Planning efforts have noted the difficulty of implementing traditional on-the-ground projects in this watershed due to feasibility constraints; alternative approaches need to be developed and implemented
	

	
	Upper and Middle Rocky River (Chatham, Alamance, and Randolph Counties, Cape Fear Basin)
· 177 square miles
· Tetra Tech, on behalf of the EEP, completed a Preliminary Findings Report in February 2005 that identified water quality stressors and an LWP (Detailed Assessment and Targeting of Management Report) in May 2005 that identified potential stream and wetland restoration, stormwater BMP, and preservation opportunities as well as management measures to prevent future degradation. Benefits in terms of pollutant reductions for implementing projects are quantified at the subwatershed level
	

	
	Troublesome and Little Troublesome Creeks (Rockingham and Guilford Counties, Cape Fear Basin)
· 68.7 square miles
· In October 2002, Tetra Tech, on behalf of the NC Wetlands Restoration Program, completed a Preliminary Findings Report that characterized the Troublesome and Little Troublesome Creeks study area. In October 2003, Tetra Tech completed a Detailed Assessment Report that analyzed stressors and watershed functions in detail. In May 2004, Tetra Tech, on behalf of the EEP, completed a Targeting of Management Report for the area that discussed measures to address then-current as well as future degradation
	

	
	Tickle, Travis, and Little Alamance Creeks (Guilford and Alamance Counties, Cape Fear Basin)
· 50.7 square miles
· In June 2008, Piedmont Regional Council, on behalf of the EEP, completed a Phase II Detailed Watershed Assessment report describing water quality stressors in the watershed. In November 2008, Piedmont Regional Council completed a Phase III Planning and Watershed (Project) Atlas report for the watershed that describes a suite of policy recommendations and stormwater, stream, and buffer watershed restoration projects.
	

	
Task 1. Development of Assessment Methodology
TJCOG will first coordinate with DWR, EEP staff, and other regulators to develop a standardized assessment mechanism for evaluating existing LWPs against the EPA’s 9 required elements for a Watershed Restoration Plan. Recent and ongoing conversations at the staff level have indicated an interest in coming up with a standardized way of defining what is actually needed to comply with the 9 Elements. It is currently unclear what activities are compliant with completing the 9 Elements, making it difficult to repetitively assess if existing plans meet the criteria and what exact steps, if any, would need to be taken, to bring existing (or future) plans up to an acceptable level.

That said, we propose that working with DWR and EEP, we review the elements and determine what the minimum requirements for compliance are, asking questions such as “what does this element mean?”, “what is the intended outcome of this element?”, and “what past activities do we believe already meets this criteria?”.  By asking these questions and developing a standardized way of evaluating LWPs, groups interested in implementation will know how to determine what steps, if any, they need to take to bring their plans up to the 9 Elements. There are hundreds of existing LWPs that have been completed across the state, and this effort will enable groups, DWR, and EEP to quickly and methodically examine if their plans already meet the criteria. Where they don’t meet the 9 Elements, they will have a clear course for doing updates.

We also propose to work with DWR and EEP to develop a standardized way of documenting where and how plans meet the 9 Elements. This template can be used by anyone who wants to demonstrate that their plan is compliant and will make the review process at the state level more efficient.

It is our understanding that conversations between EEP and DWR are already taking place regarding this topic, and there is a lot of interest among staff at both agencies to perform evaluations of existing plans in house. Our aim with this project is to help provide a framework for formalizing this discussion and use the 8 existing plans proposed here to test the methodology once it’s developed. This will enable staff at both agencies to consistently review existing plans in the same way for the many plans that exist elsewhere throughout the state. It will also result in an additional 8 EPA compliant plans, increasing the total number of watershed plans eligible for 319 funds from 29 to 37.



Task 2. Review of Existing Watershed Plans
TJCOG and PTRC will work with DWR, EEP, private firms, and other project partners to acquire the technical details for any plans and projects.  Each watershed’s plans will be thoroughly reviewed and checked for the 9 Elements using the methodology developed in Task I. TJCOG and PTRC will carefully document where each element is already  demonstrated (i.e., in what plan or document for each watershed) based on the standardized documentation procedure developed in Task I. If and where information is lacking, TJCOG and PTRC will update the plan in order to bring the plan up to the 9 Element standards.

Project Partners
TJCOG proposes to work closely with PTRC, DWR staff, as well as EEP staff and other project partners for the duration of the proposed work. As noted above, TJCOG will first coordinate with DWR, EEP, and other regulators to develop a standardized assessment methodology that can be applied to any existing local watershed planning efforts.   TJCOG will also draw on DWR, EEP, private firms, and other project partners while gathering the technical details of each LWP (and additional plans), as well as for technical assistance and local knowledge. Current project partners for this work are listed below and Letters of Support are attached; however, TJCOG will likely reach out to additional municipalities, private firms, or watershed groups to gather technical data as needed.
1. Piedmont Triad Regional Council
2. NC Division of Water Resources
3. NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program
4. NC Natural Heritage Program
5. City of Durham
6. City of Raleigh
7. Ellerbe Creek Watershed Association
8. Orange County
9. Town of Apex
10. Town of Cary
11. Town of Chapel Hill
12. Town of Garner

Task 3. Updating Watershed Plans to 9 Element Standard
The scale of funding for this project doesn’t allow for in depth project by project cost benefit analysis; however we believe with a small amount of effort, these plans can be updated to meet the nine elements so that more implementing groups can apply for funding to implement projects in these watersheds. This will be contingent on an agreement of an assessment methodology on what satisfies the 9 element requirements. Ultimately, the state needs to feel confident in the documentation that this project will provide. The resulting plans will significantly expand the area of North Carolina in which 319 funds may be obtained to implement projects that will help address the NPS impairments in these waterways.

A discussion of potential approaches of updating the plans is provided below. However, a final protocol for updating each plan will hinge greatly on the outcome of discussions and decisions made during Task I. It will be important during that phase, to determine what activities qualify for each element. As an example, discussions with DWR have indicated that past implementation and ongoing restoration activities in a watershed may count towards Element 6 (a schedule for implementing the NPS management measures identified in this plan that is reasonably expeditious). Determining standardized criteria for what meets the 9 Elements will influence how our updates our made. We have aimed to provide a broad discussion of how we will approach updates below, with the expectation that the approach to updates will likely evolve as discussions in Task 1 ensue.

1. Identification of the causes and sources or groups of similar sources that will need to be controlled to achieve the load reductions estimated in the watershed;
Each 9 Element plan should include a map of the watershed locating the major causes and sources of impairment. This element should include an accounting of the signiﬁcant point and nonpoint sources in addition to the natural background levels that make up the pollutant loads causing problems in the watershed.

In most cases, all the plans that we are proposing to include already meet this element. The bulk of effort for this element will be in providing documentation of where these items are already included.

2. A description of the NPS management measures that will need to be implemented to achieve load reductions as well as to achieve other watershed goals identified in the watershed based plan;
Each 9 Element plan should include a description of the management measures that need to be implemented to achieve load reductions estimated as part of the plans as well as to achieve any additional pollution prevention goals called out in the watershed plans such as habitat conservation and protection. Pollutant loads may vary within land use types, so the plans should also identify the critical areas in which those measures will be needed to implement the plan. This description should be detailed enough to guide implementation activities and  should include a map of priority areas.

Most of the local watershed plans proposed to be updated already include a set of recommendations aimed at achieving load reductions and other watershed goals. As with Element 1, the bulk of effort for this element will be in providing documentation of where these items are already included.

3. An estimate of the load reductions expected for the management measures;
Each 9 Element plan should include an analysis of the reductions needed to meet the water quality standards. The plans should identify various management measures that may help to reduce pollutant loads and should estimate the load reductions expected as a result of implementation of suggested management measures. For waters for which EPA has approved or established TMDLs (such as Swift Creek), the plan should aim to incorporate the TMDL.

All of the proposed watershed plans have identified management measures that could be implemented to help achieve load reductions.  A cursory review of this group of plans revealed that several plans have already incorporated a very robust cost-benefit analysis including Morgan and Little Creeks and Upper Swift Creek.
Furthermore, the City of Durham has developed the Ellerbe Creek Watershed Improvement plan which includes a very detailed scenarios analysis which can be used the meet this element. The City of Durham has also initiated a similar implementation planning process for Little Lick Creek.

Where plans do not already include this information, TJCOG proposes to utilize several reference materials to assist with an estimation of load reductions. The NC State BMP Manual details the nutrient reduction potential for practices listed in the manual. These numbers can be used to determine the load reduction possible by implementing management measures outlined in any given plan. In addition, the Chesapeake Bay Program has been regularly releasing new research on potential load reductions on alternative mitigation measures that may not be listed in the State BMP Manual (such as stream restoration as a nutrient reduction technique). This type of research can also be used to generate potential load reductions for activities recommended in the plans that don’t have an associated percent reduction in the BMP manual or in any quantitate load reduction tool.
Additional literature reviews will provide insight on less technical implementation measures such as education and outreach.

In addition, the DWR’s “Simplified Guide to Writing Watershed Restoration Plans” (http://portal.ncdenr.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=d9369651-b7be-4bef-84fe- 8218c2c27732&groupId=38364) provides a list of other quantitative load reduction tools available for calculation that will be referenced for this element.

4. An estimate of the amount of technical and financial assistance needed associated costs and or sources and authorities that will be relied upon, to implement the plan;
Each 9 Element plan should include a financial and technical assistance section that will take into account all aspects of watershed management and project implementation including budget funds for administration or

management services, salaries, associated regulatory fees, supplies, and in-kind services such as volunteer work and donation of supplies or facilities.

A cursory review of this group of plans revealed that several plans have already incorporated an estimate of the amount of technical and financial assistance needed to implement projects as part of their cost-benefit analysis including Morgan and Little Creeks and Upper Swift Creek. As noted above, the City of Durham has developed the Ellerbe Creek Watershed Improvement plan which includes a very detailed scenarios analysis which can be used the meet this element, and has also initiated a similar analysis for Little Lick Creek. Where plans do not already include this information, TJCOG proposes to utilize several reference materials to assist with an estimation of necessary financial and technical assistance and will compile lists of available funding mechanisms and provide a discussion on the pros and cons of each. In addition, we will provide a discussion and potential partnership frameworks including expanding on existing, or creating new, partnerships.

5. An information/education component that will be used to enhance public understanding of the project; Each 9 Element plan should include an education and outreach component. This component should include identifying and marketing to key stakeholders.   Education and outreach is expected to raise awareness which can lead to attitude and behavioral changes within the watershed. Each updated watershed plan should also aim to integrate local, state, and federal programs into the watershed planning process such as the North Carolina Division of Water Quality Basinwide Planning, the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service, the North Carolina Division of Soil and Water Conservation, local government staff, local watershed advocacy groups, and interested citizens.

Since its inception, water resource groups in this region, especially EEP, have engaged in robust watershed planning efforts.  Although EEP’s mandate has been focused on providing stream, wetland, buffer, and nutrient offset mitigation needs, their policies have been expansive and EEP has aimed to develop local watershed plans that meet the priorities of a larger set of stakeholders including local municipalities and other watershed groups. On account of that, many of these existing plans were developed in cooperation with a diverse set of stakeholders. These efforts will be documented as part of meeting the requirement for this element. In addition, many of these plans include recommendations specifically geared towards education and outreach which will also be used to meet this element. Lastly, where discussions are lacking, TJCOG will propose information and outreach strategies that can be implemented to enhance public understanding, much like the Phase IV outreach strategy that has already been developed by TJCOG and EEP for many of these watersheds including Little Lick Creek, Upper Swift Creek, and Ellerbe Creek.

6. A schedule for implementing the NPS management measures identified in this plan that is reasonably expeditious;
Each 9 Element plan should include an implementation schedule for the watershed plan that involves turning   the goals and objectives outlined in the above sections into specific tasks. The schedule should include a  timeline of when established tasks should be implemented and accomplished, and should identify which  agencies or organizations can possibly pursue implementation. Timelines should cover the entire watershed recovery process, and should set both short and long term goals to be achieved. Tasks outlined in the implementation schedule should be specific yet broad enough to allow for changes in the future implementation should a different organization take over the implementation work.

Where an implementation schedule does not already exist within plans, TJCOG will generate short, medium, and long term goals that are consistent with the recommended management strategies. DWR has released a “Simplified Guide to Writing Watershed Restoration Plans” (http://portal.ncdenr.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=d9369651-b7be-4bef-84fe- 8218c2c27732&groupId=38364), which includes a table as a suggested approach for including an  implementation schedule. TJCOG will use this table as a reference when updating each of the plans.  In addition, TJCOG will document where projects have been implemented as part of updating this element.
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7. A description of interim, measurable milestones for determining whether NPS management measures or other control actions are being implemented;
Each 9 Element plan should include a description of interim, measurable goals that outline what needs to be accomplished over time to fully implement the watershed management plan. Measureable milestone tasks should be organized by priorities, set out in the goals, and accompanied by time estimates and potential implementing parties. Management plans should aim to be forward thinking, and alternatives may be listed for milestones that have not been achieved, and advantages included for completing tasks in advance of the established timeframe.

Implementation of strategies recommended in any of the proposed LWPs should be considered as measureable milestones and achievements in terms of the local watershed planning process. As part of this effort, TJCOG will create a set of short, mid-term, and long-term goals that can be used as measurable milestones that can be used to determine whether NPS management measures, or other control measures, are being implemented.
Examples of potential criteria include:
· Implementation of pre-project monitoring;
· Installation or implementation of projects;
· Five years of success for implemented projects;
· Implementation of long-term monitoring programs;
· Demonstration of load reductions;
· The study of recommended LWP strategies by local governments or regulatory agencies;
· Implementation of a portion of any strategy recommended in a plan; and
· Implementation of ordinance and programmatic changes that support, enforce, or enhance recommendations made in a plan.

Use of any plan to assess and implement water quality protection or improvement measures should be seen as a measurable milestone.

8. A set of criteria that can be used to determine whether loading reductions are being achieved overtime and substantial progress is being made towards attaining water quality standards; and
Each 9 Element plan should include a management plan that provides a time estimate and the criteria by which the pollutant controls will result in water quality standard (numeric value) attainment.

In addition to referring to selecting water quality indicators as criteria, TJCOG will also aim to develop criteria that are more programmatically focused. For example, potential criteria may be an account of how many projects have been implemented, and what types of projects they are. TJCOG will develop this criteria based on the individual recommended management measure identified in each plan.

9. A monitoring component to evaluate the effectiveness of the implementation efforts over time measured against the criteria established under item 8.
Each 9 Element plan should include a monitoring component that aims to track and evaluate the effectiveness of implementation efforts using the criteria set forth in all eight (8) of the above sections. The monitoring components should be designed to track progress in meeting load reduction goals and attaining water quality standards.

TJCOG will refer to DWR’s “Simplified Guide to Writing Watershed Restoration Plans” (http://portal.ncdenr.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=d9369651-b7be-4bef-84fe-  8218c2c27732&groupId=38364), and will include a simplified monitoring component that aims to track and evaluate implementation measures. In addition to quantitative criteria, TJCOG will also incorporate qualitative criteria that are more programmatic in nature such as tracking the progress of actual projects, rather than water quality monitoring.  The specifics of this element will hinge greatly on the outcomes of discussion with DWR staff about what types of criteria will be considered sufficient for meeting this element.
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If you have questions or need assistance filling out the application, please do not hesitate to contact: Hannah Headrick (919) 807-6434 /   Hannah.Headrick@ncdenr.gov with NC DENR, Division of Water Quality’s Planning Section.

FOLLOW UP NOTE TO EXPEDITE CONTRACTING:
If your proposal is awarded a Section 604(b)/205(j) Grant, your COG’s office will be asked for the following items in order to establish a contract to carry out the project and to enable invoicing to DWR for the costs of the project. It is recommended that you have the following items ready to be emailed, and this will expedite the contracting process which traditionally may take up to 3 months. No work can be paid for before the official contract is in place between the State and the COG. The items the State will need to set up the contract are:
1. Conflict of Interest Policy
2. Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters Primary Covered Transactions
3. Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements
4. EPA Pre-award Compliance Review Report for All Applicants Requesting Federal Financial Assistance
5. EPA Lobbying and Litigation Certification for Grants and Cooperative Agreements
6. Statement of Tax Status

Evaluation Criteria for Review of Submitted Proposals:
Proposals will be reviewed and evaluated based on the following criteria:
1. Merit
a. Projects that provide relevancy to the Basinwide Planning Program and are consistent with any findings, recommendations or gaps identified by a Basinwide Planning Document. Basinwide Plans are located online at  http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq/ps/bpu/basin
b. Projects that address current basin “Action Plans” or needs, as identified within a Basinwide Plan OR priorities identified in the RFP.
c. Projects that address the most recent Integrated Report/303(d) listings (using 2012 and draft 2014 lists).
d. For planning restoration projects, projects that apply steps of watershed planning consistent with EPA guidance in Handbook for Developing Watershed Plans to Restore and Protect Our Waters (http://www.epa.gov/owow/NPS/watershed_handbook/pdf/handbook.pdf).
e. Projects that have measurable results proposed:
(1) Assessment and planning projects are well-defined and will be directly actionable in the next phase of the overall initiative.
(2) Assessment methods are sound and suited to proposed deliverables.
f. Proposals that demonstrate preparedness and momentum by:
(1) Completeness and clarity of the proposal.
(2) Demonstration of readiness to begin work on the project.
(3) Continuation of (own or others) successful work or contributing to/partnering with ongoing projects  by other funding sources (such as the Clean Water Management Trust Fund, Ecosystem Enhancement Program, Section 319, Ag Cost-Share, EQUIP, State Revolving Fund, etc.)
(4) Commitments (if any, such as from partners or co-funding) secured.
g. Application is Accurate and Complete
(1) Application filled out completely and accurately.
(2) Information clear and concise.
(3) Purpose and outputs clearly stated, defined and relevant.
h. Results that are transferable to restoration work in other areas of the state.
i. Previously funded project by applicant or collaborator achieved measurable success.
2. Capabilities
a. Applicant must be capable of carrying out proposed activities and provided a Statement of Qualifications with application.
b. Broad stakeholder support is preferred.
3. Budget and Timeline
a. Funding request must be appropriate to work proposed.
b. Projects are to be completed by Sep 30, 2015.
c. Percent of indirect costs must by less than or equal to 10.5%, per DENR policy.

Reimbursement Requirements

Timely Quarterly Reports on accomplishments and for reimbursement are required. Reports should include contract number, time period covered, contact name and contact information, reimbursement details, description of any problems encountered, quarterly accomplishments, and an invoice.
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PR OGRAM

September 13, 2013


Mr. Jeff Manning
Unit Supervisor, Basinwide Planning Unit NC Division of Water Resources
1617 Mail Service Center Raleigh , NC 27699-1617



Re: TJCOG 205j Grant Application :  "Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins"



Dear Mr. Manning and colleagues ,
The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) has prepared this letter of support for Triangle J Council of Government's (TJCOG) 205j grant request to evaluate eight EEP local watershed plans (LWPs) to determine if they address the nine element criteria required for US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) watershed plans.  Since its inception , EEP has implemented a watershed approa,ch to mitigation and it remains an integral component of the program today.
As detailed in TJCOG's request for funding, TJCOG proposes to 1) develop an accepted evaluation methodology for evaluating existing LWPs to determine if they meet the EPA 's required Nine Elements,
2) using that methodology, evaluate eight LWPs, and 3) update plans if and where they fall short of the nine elements.
The development of a standard evaluation methodology, through collaboration with the Division of Water Resources (DWR), EEP and others, will better enable both EEP and local stakeholders to utilize data and support implementation of existing plans as well as develop strategies to build upon any plans that currently lack all nine elements. In addition, it is anticipated that once the methodology is developed , it may be applied to additional watershed plans across the state.
TJCOG has been a valuable partner in the development of many LWP efforts and EEP looks forward to collaborating with TJCOG, DWR and other watershed stakeholders on this important project.



Sincerely,
ll£id ll£Jj-
Nancy N. Daly
EEP Watershed Planning Supervisor



Cc: Marc Recktenwald



.-, I	,.,


AT.A
NCDEMR

North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program , 1 652 Ma il Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1 652 I 919-707-8976   / http://portal.ncden r.org/web/eep
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CITY OF DURHAM
Department of Public Works Stormwater and G/S Services
101 City Hall Plaza IDurham, NC 27701
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September 11,2013


Mr. Jeff Manning
Unit Supervisor, Basinwide Planning Unit NC Division of Water Resources
1617 Mail Service Center
Raleigh,  NC 27699-1617


Re: Letter of Support for TJCOG 20Sj Grant Application: "Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins"

Dear Mr. Manning and colleagues:


On behalf of the City of Durham,Stormwater and GIS Services Division, I am very pleased to offer this letter of support for the Clean Water Act Section 205j Grant application submitted by the Triangle J Council.of Governments (TJCOG) .

The project is to review and update NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP) Local Watershed Plans t hat are located within TJCOG's planning area in order to ensure compliance with the US EPA's Nine Key Elements for Watershed Restoration Plans.TJCOG proposes to develop an accepted methodology for evaluating existing Local Waters hed plans to determine if they are in compliance with the Nine Key Elements. Local Watershed Plans that do not meet the all of the Nine Key Elements will be updated to ensure compliance. Several of the Local Watershed Plans to be examined as part of this project affect the City of Durham,including Ellerbe Creek,Little Lick Creek,Morgan Creek, and Little Creek. Compliance with the Nine Key Elements facilitates the eligibility of these local waters heds for Section 319(h) Grant funding and will assist us with the implementation of future projects to address identified impairments to water quality.


We appreciate this valuable opportunity to bring these watershed plans into compliance with the US EPA's Nine Key Elements for Watershed Restoration Plans. We look forward to participating on the project to review and update these plans.


Sincerely,

Marvin G . Williams Director of Public Works


c: Heather Saunders Benson, Triangle J Council of Governments Paul Wiebke, Stormwater and GIS Services Div ision
Sandra Wilbur, Stormwater and GIS Services Division
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Mr. Jeff Manning
Unit Supervisor, Basinwide Planning Unit NC Division of Water Resources
1617 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1617

September 10, 2013


Re: TJCOG 205j Grant Application: “Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins”

Dear Mr. Manning and colleagues,

On behalf of the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program, I am pleased to offer this letter of support for the Triangle J Council of Governments proposal to 1) develop methodology for evaluating existing Local Watershed plans to determine if they meet the EPA’s required Nine Elements, 2) employ that method to evaluate eight NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP) Local Watershed Plans, and 3) update plans as needed to meet the Nine Elements. The Natural Heritage Program recognizes numerous Significant Natural Heritage Areas associated with the watersheds included in this proposal:

	EEP Local Watershed Plan
	Significant Natural Heritage Area

	Upper and Middle Rocky River LWP
	Upper Rocky River Aquatic Habitat; Lower Rocky River/Lower Deep River Aquatic Habitat; Rocky River Dragonfly Riffles

	Middle Cape Fear (Kenneth and Neills creeks) LWP
	Upper Cape Fear River Aquatic Habitat

	Upper Swift Creek LWP
	Swift Creek (Wake/Johnston) Aquatic Habitat

	Morgan and Little creeks LWP
	Morgan Creek Floodplain Forest; Little Creek Bottomlands and Slopes

	Ellerbe Creek LWP and Little Lick Creek LWP
	Falls Lake Shoreline and Tributaries

	Troublesome & Little Troublesome Creeks LWP
	Troublesome Creek/Ogburns Crossroads Alluvial Forests; Troublesome Creek Forests/Witty Crossroads Alluvial Forests; Troublesome Creek Marsh



Future implementation of water quality improvement strategies from updated plans would improve habitat conditions for imperiled aquatic species found in these watersheds, including the Federal Endangered Dwarf Wedgemussel and Cape Fear Shiner.  We look forward to participating as stakeholders on this project and assisting TJCOG in the review and update of water quality improvement plans for these watersheds.
Sincerely,

Judith Ratcliffe
Aquatic Ecologist, Eastern Region
North Carolina Natural Heritage Program
1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601 Phone: 919-707-8600 \ Internet: www.ncdenr.gov
An Equal Opportunity \ Affirmative Action Employer – 50% Recycled \ 10% Post Consumer Paper
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Mr. Jeff Manning
Unit Supervisor, Basinwide Planning Unit NC Division of Water Resources
1617 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1617


Re: TJCOG 205j Grant Application: “Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins”

Dear Mr. Manning and colleagues,


On behalf of the Ellerbe Creek Watershed Association (ECWA), I am very pleased to offer this letter of support TJCOG’s 205j project proposal to 1) develop an accepted evaluation methodology for evaluating existing Local Watershed plans to determine if they meet the EPA’s required Nine Elements, 2) using that methodology, evaluate eight NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP) Local Watershed Plans, and 3) update plans if and where they fall short of the Nine Elements. The proposed project will directly benefit those of us working together in Ellerbe Creek to implement projects to address the creek’s biological impairment.  For ECWA, it is important that Ellerbe Creek become eligible for funding under the Section 319(h) grant program so that we can, with partners, pursue implementation of several critical components of the Ellerbe Creek Watershed Management Implementation Plan, as well as other related plans affecting Ellerbe Creek.


We appreciate this valuable opportunity to assess current plan(s) for their compliance with the Nine Elements, and we commit to being a part of any proposed process for making needed updates to the plans.


Sincerely,



Chris Dreps Executive Director


Financial information about this 501c (3) organization and a copy of its license are available from the State Solicitation Licensing Section at 919-807- 2000. The license is not an endorsement by the State.
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September 12, 2013

Mr. Jeff Manning
Unit Supervisor, Basinwide Planning Unit NC Division of Water Resources
1617 Mail Service Center
Raleigh,NC 27699-1617



Re:TJCOG 205j Grant Application: "Evaluation and Update of Eight Local Watershed Plans to 9 Element EPA Watershed Plans in the Neuse and Cape Fear River Basins"

Dear Mr.Manning and colleagues,


On behalf of the Town of Apex, I am very pleased to offer this letter of support for the TJCOG project proposal to 1) develop an accepted evaluation methodology for evaluating existing Local Watershed plans to determine if they meet the EPA's required Nine Elements, 2) using that methodology,evaluate eight NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP) Local Watershed Plans, and 3) update plans if and where they fall short of the Nine Elements. The proposed project will assist our jurisdiction in implementing projects to address the biological impairment of the Swift Creek watershed by making this watershed eligible for fundi ng under the Section 319(h) grant program.

We appreciate this valuable opportunity to bring our watershed plan(s) into compliance with the Nine Elements and look forward to participating on the project to review and update our plan(s).



Sincerely,



Michael S.Deaton,PE Environmental Programs Manager
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Table. 1 Local Watershed Plans and Impaired Assessment Units in TJCOG Draft Proposed Study Area

AU_NANE AU_DESCRIP BASINJR_CAT_AU_Num
AUs within Tickle, Travis, and Little Alamance Creeks LWP
Travis Creek From source to Haw River CPF[ 5 |t6-12
Tickle Creek (Trickle Creek) From source to Travis Creek CPF[ 5 |16-12-1
Little Alamance Creek (Gant Lake. Mays Lake) From source to Big Alamance Creek CPF[ 5 |16-19-11
AUs within Morgan & Little Creeks LWP
Morgan Creek (University Lake) From a point 1.4 miles downstream of NC Hwy 54 to dam at University Lake CPE[ 4 |16-41-2(15)
'AUs within Troublesome & Little Troublesome LWP
Troublesome Creek From dam at Lake Reidsville to Haw River CPF[ 5 [166:3)
Litle Troublesome Creek From source to Reidsvile WWTP CPF[ 5 |t67a
Litile Troublesome Creek From Reidsville WWTP to Haw River CPE[ 4 |t67b
AUs within Upper & Middle Rocky River LWP
Rocky River Siler City upper reservoir to 0.3 milles upstream of dam CPF[ 5 [17-43-(1b
Rocky River Siler City upper reservoir from 0.3 miles upstream of dam to the dam (Tumer Reservoir CA)| CPF [ 5 [17-43-(5.5)a
Rocky River From Charles L. Tumer Reservoir Dam to Vamal Creek CPF[ 5 [17-43-8)a
Loves Creek From source to Chatham Avenue CPF[ 5 [17-43-10a
Loves Creek From Chatham Avenue to Siler Gity WWTP CPF[ 5 [17-43-100
Loves Creek From Siler City WWTP to Rocky River CPF[ 5 [17-43-10c
Tick Creek From source to US 421 CPF[ 5 [17-43-13a
Bear Creek From SR 2189 to SR 2187 CPF[ 5 |17-43-16b
AUs within Middle Cape Fear LWP
Neills Creek (Neals Creek) From source to a point 0.3 mile upstream of Wake-Hamett County Line CPF[ 5 [18-16-03)
Neills Creek (Neals Creek) From a point 0.3 mile upstream of Wake-Harmett County Line to SR 1441 CPF[ 5 |18-16-07)a
Kenneth Creek From Wake-Hamett County Line to Neils Creek CPF[ 5 [18-16-1-2)
Buckhorn Creek (Harris Lake) From dam at Harris Lake to Cape Fear River CPE[ 5
AUs within Swift Creek LWP
Swift Creek From sourceto confluence with Wiliams Creek NEU [ 4
Swift Creek From confluence with Williams Creek to bac kwaters of Lake Wheeler NEU [ 4
Swift Creek From Lake Wheeler Dam to a point 0.6 mile upstream of Wake County SR 1006 NEU | 5
Swift Creek (Lake Benson) From a point 0.6 mile pstream of Wake County SR 1006 to backwaters of Lake Benson | NEU | 5
Wiliams Creek From source to Swift Creek NEU | 4
AUs within Ellerbe Creek LWP
Ellerbe Creek From source to 1-85 Bridge NEU | 5
Ellerbe Creek From 185 Bridge to a point 0.2 mile upstream of Durham County SR 1636 NEU | 5
Ellerbe Creek From a point 0.2 mile upstream of Durham County SR 1636 to Falls Lake, Neuse River NEU| 5
AUs within Little Lick Creek LWP
Little Lick Creek From source to a point 0.4 mile upstream of Durham County SR 1811 NEU | 5
UT2 to Little Lick Creek From source to Litte Lick Creek NEU | 5
Little Lick Creek (w/ portion of Litle Lick Creek Arm of Falls Lake) From a point 0.4 mile upstream of Durham SR 1811 to Falls Lake, Neuse River NEU | 5
UT2 o Little Lick Creek (w/ portion of Little Lick Creek Arm of Falls Lake) |From a source to Falls Lake Little Lick Creek NEU | 5
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