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Introduction

About the Inventory

This Inventory includes summaries of projects that involve EPA and its partners in place-based
management and ecosystem protection (an approach intended to integrate environmental management
with human needs, consider long-term ecosystem health, and highlight the positive correlations between
economic prosperity and environmental well-being). The purpose of this document isto let readers
throughout EPA and outside the Agency know of the increasing amount and variety of ecologically
oriented activitiesin which EPA is participating and the many places at which these activities are
occurring. The Inventory was prepared under the direction of EPA's Ecosystem Protection Task Force.

The Inventory covers ongoing projects and was compiled from submittals by Regions, Headquarters
Program Offices, and EPA Laboratories. Except for minor editorial changes, the summaries appear
exactly as submitted. About half of these project summaries were submitted originally to the Water shed
Protection Approach 1993/94 Activity Report, and the others were submitted in response to Task Force
requests issued Agency-wide. The submittal process was voluntary and as aresult the Inventory is not
comprehensive,

The Introduction includes a brief description of the Inventory, background information about emerging
EPA policies concerning place-based management and ecosystem protection, criteriafor projects listed,
and thoughts on revising and improving the Inventory over time. Following the Introduction, Part One
summarizes EPA's largest ecologically oriented projects; these are large-scal e initiatives that cover areas
of at least 100,000 square kilometers. Part Two, which constitutes most of the report, is organized by EPA
Region and includes summaries of ongoing, place-based projects at the local scale (Iess than 100,000
square kilometers). Part Three describes multi-site projects and programs, in which generally the same
ecosystem-oriented activity is carried out at a number of places distributed throughout the Region or
nation. A national map of local-scale and large-scale project |ocations appears on page 5, and a Region-



specific map accompanies each Regional projects chapter. To allow each Regional chapter to stand alone,
projects that extend across Regional boundaries are summarized under each Region in which they occur.

Guidelines for Listing Projects in This Inventory

Focusing on ecosystems and place-based management is new to EPA. Although many projects with an
ecosystem component have been initiated, few of them involve comprehensive ecosystem assessment or
management at this early stage. Thus, in developing this Inventory, the Agency's Ecosystem Protection
Task Force decided to be more inclusive than exclusive of projects that are just beginning to apply the
principles of a place-based, ecosystem protection approach. Although meeting or planning to meet the
listing guidelines was important, it was considered equally important to encourage and involve parties
throughout the Agency who have nominated sites and have shown an interest in supporting the ecosystem
approach.

Agency personnel were provided the following guidelines about the kinds of projects considered suitable
for the Inventory:

. Place-based activity. Above all, projects must focus on a specific place (or places) and the
environmental characteristics, problems, and management needs of that place.

. Ecosystem protection. A significant element of the project should be the analysis of the
ecosystem or major components of the ecosystem, or better yet, taking action to restore, enhance,
protect, or improve the condition of the ecosystem. The best projects will focus on the functions of
the whole system and its cross-media interrel ationships although the project might take action on
only a part of the whole.

. Currently active project. Because the Inventory is meant to reflect the current status of EPA's
involvement in ecosystem protection and the places where thisis occurring, it will be limited to
projects now active or about to become active.

. An EPA role. EPA should have a defined role in the project, although this needn't be the lead role
or even a"formal” role. The teamwork element is more important than whether EPA leads the
project. EPA's involvement may include technical expertise, financial support, regulatory
involvement, facilitation/advice, or other role.

. Stakeholder involvement. At least some parties outside EPA that have an interest in the place
should be involved. EPA's partners might include other agencies on the local to international level,
the scientific or academic communities, private enterprise, citizens groups, or individuals.

. Goalsand assessments. Ecosystem-related goals (as compared to purely human- welfare-related
goals) should be identified. Better yet, the project includes an assessment that indicates some
aspect of ecosystem condition and long-term sustainability.

Background: The Edgewater Consensus

The goal of EPA's ecosystem protection approach is to use a place-based approach to improve the



Agency's ability to protect, maintain, and restore the ecological integrity of the Nation's lands and waters,
which includes the health of humans as well as plant and animal species. This approach will integrate
environmental management with human needs, consider long-term ecosystem health, and highlight the
positive correl ations between economic prosperity and environmental well-being.

On March 5, 1994, severa of EPA's senior managers and scientists met in Edgewater, Maryland, to
develop a strategy for realizing that goal. The workgroup described avision for reorienting the Agency
toward a "place-driven” focus; that is, the work of the Agency would be driven by the environmental
needs of communities and ecosystems. For any given "place," EPA would establish a process for
determining long-term ecological, economic, and social needs and would reorient its work to help meet
those needs. Although this approach was already being demonstrated in a small number of places, the
workgroup envisioned that, over time, the entire country would benefit from the approach.

The Edgewater Consensus workgroup agreed upon severa actions, to be carried out in the near term, that
would advance EPA toward its goal. Among other plans, the workgroup decided to develop this
Inventory:

... headquarters and the regional personnel, supported by the Ecosystem Protection
Workgroup, will conduct a "snapshot” review of the Agency's current efforts to protect
ecosystems. As a part of the snapshot review, the Regional Administratorswill inventory
and evaluate ecosystem projects at a variety of scales across their region. Regions will
work with other federal agencies, state and local agencies, private organizations, and
citizen groups to identify places and set priorities. Thisreview will include a discussion of
what other agencies, private organizations and state, local and tribal governments are
doing. Available inventories of ecosystem projects and background materials will be
provided to support this effort.

Future of the Inventory

This document represents the starting point for the Inventory and severa related EPA Regional and
Headquarters activities. As any ongoing inventory is never complete and always subject to updates, there
iIsaplan for this Inventory to be open-ended and periodically revised to cover EPA's active place-based
projects. The design of the Inventory, however, might change based on how this Phase | report is used
and, based on its usage, whether a different format would appear to be more useful.

An interactive, electronic format for the Inventory might be appropriate as EPA moves toward
widespread, regular use of itsinformation systems. This Inventory report, for example, is currently
available in hard copy or in electronic format on EPA's All-in-One Videotex (VTX) utility. Future
updates of the Inventory might be exclusively electronic and distributed on disk or publicly accessible on
VTX or EPA's various bulletin boards. Currently, however, VTX cannot display the Inventory's maps. A
software package such as PC ArcView |1 could be used to integrate the Inventory's maps and project
summaries into one interactive database. The geographic display or "view" capability would be useful to



display an on-screen map of the location and distribution of projects, while the relational database files
could hold the project summaries. Users might wish to query the system for information on a specific
project, a geographic area of interest, an ecosystem type or project type, stakeholder involvement, or other
characteristic.

Regions might find it useful to expand this national Inventory and develop more detailed Regional
inventories and databases on their ecosystem protection activities. For example, Region I X's Water
Management Division is currently working with many stakeholders on a comprehensive, computerized
inventory of watershed protection projects. More than 250 watershed projects are currently under way in
this Region. Most of these involve EPA and are focusing to some degree on ecosystem protection. Region
I X plansto useitsinventory to assist in setting geographic priorities, targeting available resources to
support projectsin priority areas, and coordinating action with state, local, and other federal participants.
In addition, Region I X has worked with project stakeholders to provide watershed management skills
training based on in-depth case studies of selected watershed projects.

Like the Regions, the Agency as awhole will also need to determine whether a truly comprehensive
Inventory is desirable. For example, because they are actions related to ecosystem condition, should every
wetlands permit action, every Clean Lakes grant, or every endangered species consultation be included?
Which national or Regional programs need the Inventory, and what data are most useful to them? How
can ecological project data be integrated with other EPA databases currently in use? These and other
design issues will be considered over the coming year as the Inventory is used and EPA's Regional and
national programs gain experience in place-based management and ecosystem protection.
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Part One: Large-Scale Ecosystem
Protection Efforts

The following pages summarize the largest of EPA's ecosystem projects, each covering over 100,000
square kilometers. Many of these large-scale projects are known as geographic initiatives. EPA's
investment in these large-scale initiatives is considerable, often representing millions of dollars of annual
funding, dedicated staff, and along-term commitment. In these initiatives EPA has usually teamed with
several partners, including other federal and state agencies, to make the project possible.

Another common characteristic of the large-scale projectsis the focus on social, economic, and
ecological concerns surrounding alarge, complex, highly beneficial, and irreplaceable ecosystem. Asin
the case of the Chesapeake Bay watershed or the Great Lakes, the people of these areas identify with and
value the ecosystem and its health and maintenance. For this reason, the larger initiatives have great
potential as a model for integrating human and environmental concerns in place-based management.

List of sites
The large-scale projects in the Inventory at this time include:

. Atlantic Coastal Plain Aquifer System Project

. Chesapeake Bay Program

. Chesapeake Bay/Mid-Atlantic Highlands/Mid-Atlantic L andscape-Scale Assessments
. Colorado Plateau Ecosystem Partnership Project

. Colorado River Program

. EMAP Northeastern L ake Assessment

. EMAP Mid-Atlantic Highlands Stream A ssessment

. Great Lakes Program




. Great Plains Program

. Gulf of Maine Program

. Gulf of Mexico Program

. Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Project

. Lower Mississippi Deltalnitiative

. Mid-Atlantic Highlands Program (MAHA)

. Mid-Atlantic Integrated Assessment (MAIA)

. New England Resource Protection Project

. Pacific Northwest Ecosystem Management Research Initiative
. Prairie PotholesMissouri Coteau Ecoregion Assessment

. Prairie Pothole Region (PPR) Ecosystem Assessment

. President's Forest Plan (Pacific Northwest)

. Rio Grande Basin Landscape-Scale Assessment

. Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Watershed Project

. San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary

. South Florida Geographic Initiative

. Southern Appalachians Assessment (SAA)

. Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Reserve Area (SAMAB) Landscape-Scale

Assessment
. Southern Appalachian Mountains Initiative (SAMI)
. Upper Midwest Initiative, Interagency Cooperation on Ecosystem Management (ICEM)
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Atlantic Coastal Plain Aquifer System
Project
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Size and location: The project covers 246,000 square kilometers (95,000 square miles) in the following
states: New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina.

Nature of EPA involvement:

. Interagency Agreement, U.S. Geologica Survey (USGS), Principal Investigator Joseph Bachman,
Conceptual Model Building and Database Support for Modeling Groundwater Systemsin the
Chesapeake Bay Region, 10/01/93- 09/30/94, $80,000.

. Cooperative Agreement, University of Minnesota, Principal Investigator Otto Strack, Coastal
Aquifer Modeling in High Performance Computing, 10/01/94-09/30/96, $200,000.

. Cooperative Agreement, Indiana University, Principa Investigator Henk Haitjema,
Threedimensional Unconfined Aquifer Modeling in High Performance Computing, Project Period:
10/01/94-09/30/96, $200,000.

. Project Officer: Stephen Kraemer, U.S. EPA Office of Research and Development, Robert S. Kerr
Environmental Research Laboratory (ORD/RSKERL)Ada. The Project Officer has an In-house
Research Project supporting this effort, including an on-site contractor work assignment.

. High Performance Computing Contact: Joan Novak, U.S. EPA Office of Research and
Development, Atmospheric Research and Exposure Assessment Laboratory (ORD/AREALRTP).



Organization that initiated project:
USEPA/ORD/AREAL-RTP, High Performance Computing Initiative

Major environmental problems. Coastal estuaries are threatened by land use practices that impact
shallow ground water quantity and quality. The shallow ground-water system provides a hidden and slow-
moving pathway for contaminants from source to discharge area. Both point and nonpoint sources of
toxics and nutrients have a significant impact on the estuary ecosystems. Overpumping of aquifers can
lead to saltwater intrusion along coastal areas.

Actions taken or proposed: High-performance computing tools are needed to support place-based
decision making involving large ecosystems. An integrated, supra-regional scale ground water modeling
system is being developed on massive parallel processing supercomputers using analytic element solution
techniques and scientific visualizations. A demonstration is planned for the Atlantic Coastal Plain shallow
aguifer system. The tool will potentially be applicable to the analysis of salt-water intrusion, nonpoint
source pollution, hazardous waste site risk analysis, point source toxic loadings, and wellhead protection.
Research project reports and a demonstration of the modeling system will result from the work.

Stakeholders:

States (New Y ork, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina)
U.S. EPA

USGS

Chesapeake Bay Program

Contact:

Stephen R. Kraemer

U.S. EPA/RSKERL

P.O. Box 1198

Ada, OK 74821

(405) 436-8549

FAX: (405) 436-8703

E-mail: kraemer@ad3100.ada.epa.gov
ALL-IN-ONE: EPA8029 or
KRAEMER.STEPHEN
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Chesapeake Bay Program

Chesapeake Bay Program
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http://www.epa.gov/r3chespk/

Size and location: The Chesapeake Bay's watershed covers 166,000 square kilometers (64,000 square
miles) and encompasses parts of New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia,
and the District of Columbia. The Chesapeake Bay is the Nation's largest and most productive estuary.
The ecosystem contains the 320-kilometer-long (200-mile-long) Chesapeake Bay and 150 rivers, creeks,
and streams, most of which flow through privately owned lands.

Nature of EPA involvement: The Chesapeake Bay Program is a cooperative effort of the states, the
District of Columbia, and the federal government. In 1975 Congress directed EPA to undertake a
comprehensive investigation into the causes of the Bay's decline. The research findings and
recommended remedies led to the signing of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. EPA, through the
Chesapeake Bay Program Office, provides leadership, administrative, technical, financial, and
information support to a network of regional committees, subcommittees, and work groups that runs the
Bay Program. The Administrator of EPA represents the federal government within the agreement.

Organizations that initiated project: The Chesapeake Bay Agreement was signed in 1983, in response to
action by the U.S. Congress, by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; the States of Maryland,
Virginia, and Pennsylvania; the District of Columbia; and the Chesapeake Bay Commission. In that
compact, the partners agreed to improve and protect water quality and living resources for the
Chesapeake Bay estuarine system.

Major environmental problems: The Chesapeake Bay Agreement and its amendments include
declarations of intent to respond to a series of ecosystem problems. These commitments focus on nutrient
enrichment from all sources (including air deposition); population growth and development; habitat |oss
and degradation (including submerged aguatic vegetation); toxic substances; and interstate fishery
management.

Actions taken or proposed: The Bay's ecosystem management approach relies on a network of protective
agencies and private groups, voluntary actions, laws, and regulation. The regional framework focuses on
the integration of all the component parts of the ecosystem, including the biological, physical, economic,
natural, and cultural factors at play. Several examples of existing efforts include:

« Nutrient Reduction: The mgor initiative of the Chesapeake Bay Program concerns nutrient
reduction. In 1987 the signatory jurisdictions agreed to reduce nutrients entering the bay by 40
percent by the year 2000 and retain those levels into the next century. The bay states and the
District of Columbia have agreed to develop and implement tributary watershed specific nutrient
reduction strategiesin order to achieve nutrient loading targets. All of the jurisdictions have
completed draft "Tributary Strategies' and are at different stages in the process of developing the
final strategies.

. Toxics Management: The Chesapeake Bay's Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy
focuses on multi-jurisdictional efforts by directing reduction and prevention actions toward
regions with known toxic problems (the Patapsco, Anacostia, and Elizabeth Rivers) aswell as



areas where significant potential exists for toxic impacts on living resources and habitats.
Regional Action Plans are being developed for these three designated "Regions of Concern."”

. Sustainable Development: In cooperation with The Countryside Institute, The Alliance for the
Chesapeake Bay, and 30 other public agencies and private groups, the Chesapeake Bay Program
has established the Chesapeake Bay Region International Countryside Stewardship Exchange to
encourage public and private collaboration on land conservation and community devel opment
within the ecosystem. The Exchange provides Chesapeake Bay communities with technical
assistance teams. composed of experts from the United States, Canada, France, and the United
Kingdom. The purpose of these efforts, which have focused on three regions (Virginia's Eastern
Shore, Maryland's Chester River watershed, and Pennsylvania's Cumberland County) isto
stimulate voluntary action to achieve local economic sustainability and the protection of
community character and ecosystem values.

. Habitat Restoration: A series of habitat restoration projects address numerous problems. The
removal of blockages and construction of fishways and fish elevators to create fish passages has
reopened 280 kilometers (175 miles) of river to anadromous fish in the watershed. Oyster reefs
have been created in various areas throughout the bay. The return of submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) isinseparably linked to water quality improvement and nutrient reduction.
Areas of the bay where SAV isnow growing have increased by 75 percent since 1984. Interstate
fishery management plans have been prepared and have assisted with the recovery of shellfish and
finfish species such as the striped bass or rockfish.

. Federal Ecosystem Management: In response to the National Performance Review and
Chesapeake Bay Program goals, an agreement was reached among 23 federal agenciesto take a
collaborative approach to fully implement new national directives on ecosystem management.
The goals of the effort include promoting environmental restoration, preventing environmental
degradation, promoting sustainable development, reducing costs, and maintaining the long-term
health of the Nation's ecological systems.

Stakeholders. Chesapeake Bay Program ecosystem management involves all levels of government, the
private sector, scientists, landowners, and citizens. In the bay region these interests are coupled with
three governors, 40 members of Congress, thousands of state legislators and local elected officials, 13
federal agencies, 4 interstate agencies, and more than 700 citizen groups that play arolein the restoration
effort. The formal Bay Program has established more than 50 subcommittees and work groups to ensure
that al of the interests are represented and that the goals of the program are ultimately achieved.

Contact:

Bill Matuszeski

Chesapeake Bay Program Office
U.S. EPA

410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109
Annapolis, MD 21403

(410) 267-5700

FAX: (410) 267-5777
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EMAP Chesapeake Bay/Mid-Atlantic
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Size and location: The project areaincludes southern New Y ork, southern and western New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Maryland, Virginia, northeastern North Carolina, Delaware, and
Washington, DC.

Nature of EPA involvement: This part of EPA's Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program
(EMAP) will conduct assessments of status and trends of landscapes and medium-sized watersheds and
relate findings to conditions in awide number of aquatic and terrestrial resources. EMAP-Landscapesis
conducting research on landscape pattern indicators that are derived from remote sensing and other
existing data. Results from assessments will be useful in generating alternatives for ecosystem
management and in conducting ecological risk assessments. For example, research relating landscape
status and trends to stream ecological condition will help determine the scales at which ecological
resources should be restored. EM A P-L andscapes proposes to use Landsat TM satellite data and 3-date
Landsat M SS data to address |andscape change.

Organization that initiated the project:
U.S. EPA EMAP

Major environmental problems. Degradation and alteration of critical ecological components and



processes due to the magnitude and distribution of land uses have occurred over the MidAtlantic region.
These alterations have affected several important ecological resources within the Mid-Atlantic region,
including streams, wetlands, forests, estuaries, and breeding birds and other attributes of biological
diversity. Landscape- scale processes that have been atered include fire, water flow and discharge, and
extinction/ colonization. These alterations have resulted in declinesin water quality and certain
components of biological diversity and have increased the risk of pest outbreak and catastrophic
flooding. However, the extent and distribution of these alterations across the Mid-Atlantic region are
currently unknown. Further, no information is available on relative degrees of risk and scales of
Impairment.

Actions taken or proposed: EMAP-Landscapes is proposing two primary activities: (1) landscape
indicator development, which can be applied to multiple-scale ecologica assessments, and (2) an
assessment of status and trends in landscapes as related to biological diversity and integrity, watershed
integrity (water quality, quantity, and timing), and landscape resilience (the ability of alandscape or
watershed to maintain options for ecological goods and servicesin the face of combinations of
anthropogenic and natural disturbance). Landscape indicator research has already begun within the Mid-
Atlantic region and will proceed through FY 96. Starting in mid-FY 95, EMAP-Landscapes will assess
status and trends in landscapes and watersheds over the entire region. Part of this assessment will include
relating individual ecological resources, including forest, streams, estuaries, and a variety of wildlife
habitats, with landscape pattern at multiple scales. The outcome of this assessment should be a
fundamental understanding of the scales at which landscape change influences different ecological
resources. It is EMAP-Landscapes hypothesis that different resources will have different scaling
relationships with landscapes. This information will be key in understanding the range of risks
influencing ecological resources, and in deriving approaches to improve existing conditions.

Stakeholders:

Desert Research Institute

General public

Individual States

National Biological Survey

Natural Resources Conservation Service
Oak Ridge National Lab

Tennessee Valley Authority

U.S. EPA EMAP



U.S. EPA Office of Water
U.S. EPA Region 11

U.S. Geological Survey
Contact:

K. Bruce Jones

U.S. EPA/EMSL-LV/MSD

P.O. Box 93478

LasVegas, NV 89193-3478

(702) 798-2671

FAX: (702) 798-2208

E-mail: msdkbj @vegasl.las.epa.gov
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Colorado Plateau Ecosystem Partnership
Project
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Size and location: Region covered by western Colorado, southeastern and southern Utah, northern

Arizona, and northwestern New Mexico.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA is participating as a partner with other federal agencies and state,
tribal, and local organizations (public and private).

Organizations that initiated project:
EPA and the National Park Service (NPS)

Major environmental problems:

. Conflicts between economic and environmental interests

Actions taken or proposed:

. Execution of Interagency Agreement in August 1994 between EPA and NPS, Rocky Mountain

Region.



. Colorado Plateau Forum Steering Committee - Consortium of more than 20 entities representing
federal, state, local, and private interests that joined together to plan and host a Town Hall
meeting on "The Future of the Colorado Plateau: Choice or Chance?' in Moab, Utah, March 3-4,
1995.

. Meeting of interested researchersin May 1994 to determine who is doing what type of research,
where, and how on the Colorado Plateau. Thisresulted in the expression of interest by the
National Biological Survey (NBS) - Social, Economic, and Institutional Section in pursuing
research on the Colorado Plateau as an ecosystem.

. Agreement with NBS - Colorado Plateau Research Unit to serve as lead in developing, storing,
and making available the ecological information.

. Commitment from NBS - Social, Economic, and Institutional Section to three complete fiscal
years of research on the Colorado Plateau at $1.225 million.

. Development of adraft discussion paper in the National Park Service on the principles of
ecosystem management.

. Development of adraft vision/strategy for implementing ecosystem management in the Rocky
Mountain Region.

. Development of adraft "cluster organization report” for the Colorado Plateau Cluster, which
incorporates some of the principles of ecosystem management as well as the elements of the NPS
Restructuring Document.

. Commitment by NPS to fund a bibliography of gray literature on the Colorado Plateau with a
value of $85,000.

. Commitment by NPS and Northern Arizona University to fund a needs assessment of Park Units
on the Colorado Plateau, valued at approximately $50,000.

« Commitment by NPS to fund research on the Mexican Spotted Owl, an indicator species on the
Colorado Plateau, valued at $238,000.

. Commitment by NPS to fund EPA's efforts to prepare audit procedures that can be executed by
students to eval uate the effectiveness of pollution prevention training.

Stakeholders:

City of Farmington

Colorado River Energy Distributors Association
Economic Development District of Southwest Colorado
Five County Association of Governments

Grand Canyon River Guides

Grand Canyon Trust



Grand County Commission

Hopi Tribe

National Park Service

Northern Arizona Council of Governments
Northern Arizona University

Northwest New Mexico Council of Governments
San Juan Forum

Southeastern Utah Association of Governments
U.S. Bureau of Land Management

U.S. EPA

U.S. Forest Service

Upper Colorado River Commission

Western Area Power Administration

Western Network

Contact:

Doug Johnson

U.S. EPA Region VIII (8PM-SI)
999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202

(303) 293-1469

FAX: (303) 293-1647
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Size and location: The Colorado River basin covers about 632,000 square kilometers (244,000 square
miles) in seven states including west-central Colorado, eastern Utah, western Arizona, southwestern
Wyoming, southeastern Nevada and California, and western New Mexico.

Nature of EPA involvement:

. Technical assistance

. Participation in Coordination Groups

. Approvals of salinity standards

. Funding in limited situations

. NPDES permits issued with salinity limits

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. Congress
Major environmental problems:

. Increasing salinity levelsin the river and the effects on agricultural soilsin Arizona, California,
and Mexico and on municipal/industrial water suppliesin Nevada, Arizona, and California
. Loss of wetlands

Actions taken or proposed: Colorado River salinity standards, including a plan of implementation and
numeric criteria, were developed by the states and approved by EPA. The plan of implementation is
designed to maintain the salinity concentrations at or below the numeric criteria established at three
lower basin monitoring locations and to meet commitments to Mexico. The plan of implementation
includes policies used in all basin states for implementing the salinity standards through the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit program and salinity control projects implemented
through federal and state funding primarily in the upper basin states. Because improved irrigation
systems for salinity control on agricultural lands can dry up existing irrigation-induced wetlands,
mitigation of wetland losses is required for Bureau of Reclamation salinity control projects. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture manages a voluntary wetland replacement program for its salinity control
program.

Salinity control activities are coordinated through an Interagency Salinity Control Coordinating
Committee; the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum, composed of representatives of the seven
basin states; and other committees.

Stakeholders:



Citizens of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming
Mexico

State wildlife agencies

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Contact:

Jack Barnett

CO River Basin Salinity Control Forum
106 W. 500 South Suite 101

Bountiful, UT 84010

(801) 292-4663

FAX: (801) 524-6320
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Size and location: Northeastern United States, including the States of Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Y ork, and New Jersey.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA (Office of Research and Development, New England Region, and
Region I1) designed the study and is analyzing the results.

Organization that initiated project:
EPA/ORD EMAP
Major environmental problems:

. Acidification
. Eutrophication
. Nonpoint source pollution

Actions being taken or proposed: EMAP monitoring teams measured a suite of indicators of ecosystem
condition at a probability-based sample of 1akes across the northeastern states in a monitoring study
designed to assess the general condition of lakes across the region. The following data were collected on
over 300 lakes in the northeast from 1991 to 1994:

Biological Indicators or Measurements Fish assemblages including exotic species:

. Riparian breeding bird assemblages

. Zooplankton assemblages

. Benthic Macroinvertebrate assemblages including exotic species

. Sediment Diatom Assemblages

. Trophic State Measures - chlorophyll a, total phosphorus, transparency
. Aquatic macrophytes including exotic species

Chemical measures

. Fish tissue contaminants
. Water chemistry - nutrients, suspended sediments, cations, anions, pH, Acid Neutralizing
Capacity, temperature, Dissolved Oxygen
Physical measures

. Lakeriparian habitat



Watershed measures

. Landcover - % agriculture, % forests, % urban, % wetlands, etc.
. Road density

« Human population density

. Ecoregions

. Geology

. Fish stocking and management practices

Stakeholders:
EPA New England Region and Region |1
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

States of Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Y ork, New
Jersey

Contact:

Steve Paulsen

U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory
200 SW 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

(503) 754-4428

FAX: (503) 754-4716

E-mail: paulsen@heart.cor.epa.gov
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Size and location: Mid-Atlantic Highlands, covering the States of Delaware, Pennsylvania, Maryland,
Virginia, West Virginia

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA (Office of Research and Development and Region I11) designed the
study, is collecting the data, and is analyzing the results

Organization that initiated project:
EPA/ORD EMAP and Region Il1
Major environmental problems:

. Acidification

. Habitat alteration

« Nonpoint sources of pollution

Actions being taken or proposed: EMAP monitoring teams measured a suite of indicators of ecosystem
condition at a probability-based sample of streams across the mid-Atlantic statesin a monitoring study



designed to assess the general condition of streams across the region. This study collected the following
information on approximately 500 stream locations during 1993 to 1994:

Biological Indicators or M easurements:
. Fish assemblages including exotic species
. Benthic Macroinvertebrate assemblages including exotic species

. Periphyton Assemblages
. Sediment microbial respiration

Chemical measures

. Fish tissue contaminants
. Water chemistry - nutrients, suspended sediments, cations, anions, pH, Acid Neutralizing
Capacity, temperature, Dissolved Oxygen
Physical measures

. Stream physical habitat
. Riparian habitat

Watershed measures

. Landcover - % agriculture, % forests, % urban, % wetlands, etc.
. Road density
. Human population density
. Ecoregions
. Geology
. Fish stocking and management practices
Stakeholders:
EPA Region |11
States of Delaware, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Contacts:

Steve Paulsen



U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory
200 SW. 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

(503) 754-4428

FAX: (503) 754-4716

E-mail: paulsen@heart.cor.epa.gov

Tom DeMoss

U.S. EPA Region 11

Central Regional Lab

Power Tech. Center RR 450

201 Defense Highway

Annapolis, MD 21401

(410) 573-6839

Fax: (410) 573-6888

E-mail: demoss.tom@epamail .epa.gov
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Size and location: By area, the Great Lakes constitute the world's largest area of surface fresh water
(246,000 square kilometers/95,000 square miles, 23 quadrillion liters/6 quadrillion gallons), holding 18
percent of the world's supply). The five Great Lakes and their drainage areas encompass al or parts of
eight states (New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota) and
the Province of Ontario.

Nature of EPA involvement: The EPA Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO) has
responsibility for meeting the expanded Great Lakes toxics and nutrient monitoring and Control
requirements under section 118 of the Clean Water Act, as amended, including responsibilities specified
in the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (GLCPA) and U.S. commitments under the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) of 1978, as amended; and responsibilities under section 112
of the Clean Air Act amendments.

Organization that initiated project: The Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO) steers and
coordinates a consortium of local, state, federal, and nongovernmental organizations in ecosystem
management and priority setting. The Great Lakes 5-Y ear Strategy, developed jointly by GLNPO and its
multistate, multiagency partners and built on the foundation of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement
with Canada, provides the agenda for Great L akes ecosystem management.

Major environmental problems:

. Contaminated fish and wildlife

. Contaminated bottom sediments

. Threatened habitats ("endangered" or "threatened” classification for 52 species of plants and
animals within the region)

. Non-native species (More than 130 non-native species have been introduced to the Great Lakes
since 1800; recent invaders include zebra mussels and river ruffe)

. Vulnerable native fish popul ations

. Excessive phosphorus

Actions taken or proposed: Federal, state, and tribal partners developed the Great Lakes 5-Y ear Strategy
to jointly address the problems of the Great L akes ecosystem. The strategy focuses on three overarching
goals: reducing releases of toxicants to the environment, protecting and restoring habitat, and protecting
human/ecosystem species health.

In 1989, in recognition of the vulnerability of the Great L akes to bioaccumulative chemicals, EPA and
the states began the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, a precedent-setting, cooperative effort to
establish common regulatory practices for the Great Lakes waters. Proposed guidance for minimum
water quality standards, anti-degradation policies, and implementing procedures was published in the
Federal Register in April 1993.



Pursuant to a Great L akes Pollution Prevention Action Plan, launched by EPA and the Great L akes states
in 1991, source reduction projects are under way with the auto and printing industries. Under the
National 33/50 Program, Great L akes manufacturers have aready surpassed the Agency's interim 33
percent reduction goal.

In 1993, EPA and its partnersinitiated a Virtual Elimination Pilot Project to analyze opportunities for
achieving virtual elimination through source reduction of targeted pollutants. Two pollutants,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and mercury, have thus far been selected for analysis.

Sediment cleanups are being accomplished at numerous sites across the basin under EPA's regul atory
authority. Examples include the December 1992 Gill Creek cleanup of 5000 cubic meters (6500 cubic
yards) of PCB-contaminated sediment (eliminating 20 percent of total annual PCB load to Lake Ontario
through the Niagara River); the 1990-93 Waukegan Harbor Superfund removal of over 1 million pounds
of PCB-contaminated sediment; and multimillion- dollar consent decrees in northwest Indiana requiring
sediment characterization and cleanup. As afollow-up to the completed Assessment and Remediation of
Contaminated Sediments program, GLNPO is supporting states with contaminated sediment
characterization and assessment as the necessary first step in remediating contaminated sediments. Air
toxics monitoring stations have been established on each of the Great L akes to collect data on nutrients,
toxic metals, and organic contaminants. Two years of intensive monitoring of air, water, sediments, and
biota began in 1994 on Lake Michigan. From such work, EPA and its partners will design load reduction
strategies.

EPA, Environment Canada, the states, and the Province of Ontario announced the L ake Superior
Binational Program in 1991, one aspect of which is the designation of nine bioaccumulative pollutants
for "zero discharge." The program will also identify beneficial use impairments and restore and protect
the basin's ecosystem.

The watershed approach that EPA and its partners are promoting in Lakes Ontario, Superior, and
Michigan is embodied in the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of these lakes. A similar
effort has commenced in Lake Erie and will be taken for Lake Huron. In addition, Remedia Action Plans
are being developed and implemented on a smaller "watershed” level for the 43 Great Lakes Areas of
Concern.

EPA isworking with its partners, including U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), states, tribes, and
The Nature Conservancy (TNC), to restore and protect habitat within the Great Lakes consistent with a
TNC report, The Conservation of Biological Diversity in the Great Lakes Ecosystem: Issues and
Opportunities. The report, funded in part by EPA, identifies important habitat for achieving biological
diversity and ecological integrity in the Great Lakes ecosystem. GLNPO has funded some 70 habitat
protection/restoration projects over the last 3 years. Projects are under way at locations such as Hamilton
Lake/Fish Creek, Kakagon/Bad River Sloughs, the Maumee River, Allouez Bay, Irondequoit Bay, Black
River, St. Louis River, Saginaw Bay, and Green Bay. These demonstrations reflect a variety of activities
including on-the-ground restoration, public participation, and education. GLNPO can provide



information regarding each of these efforts upon request; however, the following project summaries best
illustrate the watershed work GLNPO is currently supporting:

. Hamilton Lake/Fish Creek (Steuben County, Indiana) combines wetland restorations by USFWS,
agricultural land treatment practices through the U.S. Department of Agriculture and its state and
local partners, and actions of TNC. Resultant actions will improve habitat for species of mussels
(some endangered) and fish.

. Kakagon/Bad River Sloughs Watershed Demonstration Project (involving the Bad River Band of
the Chippewa Nation and TNC) centers around a 6500-hectare (16,000-acre) wetland complex -
the largest undevel oped wetland complex on Lake Superior. The project will protect and restore
fish spawning ground and a waterfowl marsh inhabited by numerous rare species; model
restoration and protection for more profoundly disturbed sites; explore sustainable development
possibilities for the watershed; and demonstrate possibilities for ecologically viable activities.

. The Glacial Lake Chicago Crescent, a multifaceted initiative in northeast Illinois and northwest
Indiana emphasizing sustai nable economic development, is another major project that is currently
under way. Thisinitiative includes:

« A Housing and Urban Development/EPA Demonstration Project to rehabilitate vacant buildings
for housing and reuse empty lots for native garden projects.

. TNC's Mighty Acorn Project, which incorporates in-the-field education about ecological
processes including hands-on restoration for children.

« Organization by the Indiana Nature Conservancy, working with the Illinois Nature Conservancy
field office, of avolunteer stewardship network to encourage public participation in stewardship
of northwest Indiana natural area sites requiring ecological protection and restoration.

. City Space developing open space policies for empty Chicago lots, through which lots will be
redevel oped into parks and garden space for residents.

Partnersin initiative projects will include TNC, local school districts, park districts and forest preserves,
U.S. Forest Service, USFWS, and many others.

Actions to control introductions of nonnative species include Coast Guard requirements for mandatory
ballast water exchange, EPA regulation of chemical control, USFWS and state testing of control
techniques, and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration educational efforts.

Stakeholders:

23 Indian tribes

Department of the Interior (National Park Service and National Biological Survey)
Forest preserves

Great Lakes Fisheries Commission



[llinois

Indiana

Industry

L abor

Local citizens

Local school districts

Michigan

Minnesota

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
New Y ork

Nongovernmental organizations

Ohio

Park districts

Pennsylvania

The Nature Conservancy

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



U.S. Geological Survey
Wisconsin
Contact:

James Giattina

GLPNO (G-9J)

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

(312) 886-4040

FAX: (312) 353-2018/886-2403
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Size and location: The Great Plains span America's heartland and encompass parts of 13 states (lowa,
Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Montana, Minnesota), 3 Canadian provinces (Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta), 4 EPA Regions
(V, VI, VII, and VIII) and lands under the jurisdiction of over 60 Native American tribes. The areaiis
bounded on the west by the Rocky Mountains, on the east by the Mississippi River valley and eastern
deciduous forests, and on the north and south by the former extent of grasslands.

The Great Plains ecosystem was once the largest grassland on earth, covering over amillion square
miles. Today, many linkages continue to exist within this vast area - among natural communities, people,
cultural, historical and political traditions and economy. There are also common challenges - for
environmental protection, economic development, and future human well-being.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA isinvolved in the Great Plains region at two scales. Thefirst is on-the-
ground, at the community level, as a catalyst for programs that integrate protection of human health and
the environment within the Plains states through place-based environmental management, common sense,
innovation, sound science, and partnerships. Currently, EPA isfocusing efforts on two priority places, the
Platte River Watershed and the Omaha Stretch of the Missouri River. EPA is also working at the
landscape scale in partnership with others to define indicators, to monitor the health of ecosystems, to
develop tools for sharing data and information, and to facilitate forums that devel op strategies for
sustainable development. Region VI isthe lead Region in concert with Regions VI and VIII. A Gresat
Plains Program (GPP) Officeislocated in Region VII.

EPA isaso aleader in the Great Plains Initiative (GPI), a broad-based coalition of government agencies,
other public organizations, industry, and the public whose goal isto draw attention to issues of
biodiversity and sustain-ability in the Great Plains region and provide for coordination of responsein
priority areas.

Organization that initiated project: EPA initiated its Great Plains Program to address the environmental
threats to people and places that were recognized during the 1990 Comparative Risk Assessment. The
Plains were selected as a geographic region because they offer an opportunity to act before acrisis

devel ops and because they offer a unique opportunity to address an interconnected set of scientific and
policy considerations in the context of sustainable economy and environment.

The Western Governors have recognized the importance of addressing sustainability of natural resources
and economy throughout the Great Plains region and organized the GPI to cooperatively develop new
tools and management strategies to meet emerging needs. The Western Governors Association
coordinates GPI activities with state and provincial governments and among the various GPI partners.

The White House Interagency Task Force on Ecosystem Management has also recently designated the
Great Plains as one of three regional "laboratories’ in the country in which policy makers, scientists,
resource managers, and private citizens will test new strategies for managing and protecting the



environment. The U.S. Department of Agricultureisthe lead federa agency for this component. All three
efforts are complementary in scope and purpose.

Major environmental problems:

. Diminished water quality induced by toxins from industrial and agricultural sources and sediments
from poor land management practices.

« Lossof soil productivity from erosion of topsoil, changesin pH from irrigation practices, and
overgrazing.

. Lossof biodiversity - 214 threatened or endangered species, more than a 50 percent decline of
endemic songbird species, more than a 75 percent decline of grassland nesting birds, epidemic
diseases in waterfowl.

. Lossof contiguous natural landscapes - patches not large enough to support native or migratory
species, lessthan 1 percent of nativetall grass and less than 70 percent of short grass prairie
remain, scattered in islands; less than 10 percent of central flyway rainwater basin wetlands
remain.

. Devastating floods as a result of structural alteration of stream channels and draining of wetlands.

. Declining ground water resources. The largest fresh water body in the world, the Ogalalla aquifer
lying beneath the Great Plains, has lost 3-30 meters (10-100 feet) of depth to the water table in last
30 years from pumping for irrigation.

. Excessive use of pesticides and nutrients (e.g., median concentration of atrazine in streams
exceeds EPA's Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL)).

« Lossof rura population and declining rural economies - 50 percent rural population decline 1940-
1970; an additional 80 percent drop 1970-1980 and remaining rural population are aging.

. Lossof natural areas, wildlife, and other aesthetic values, making economic potential for tourism
vulnerable.

. Threatsfrom global climate change - Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change anticipates that
by 2030, warming trends in Central North America could result in temperatures considerably
higher than historical records.

Actions taken or proposed: Beyond the conduct of its base programs, EPA Region VIl hasinvested its
resources in four areas. Grants or cooperative agreements have been employed to stimulate a broad
partnership base through these activities:

« Policy and Partnership Development - Convening federal, state, and local agencies, academic
organizations, and private stakeholders in science and policy forums on the Great Plains
ecosystem to promote consensus on vision and strategy; grants to the Western Governors
Association to stimulate state action and stakeholder buy-in; designation of a small, core EPA
staff to bring consistent, senior leadership to the effort. In the future, EPA plansto add a
component to the GPP that will evaluate existing public policiesin various placesin the Plains to
determine whether legidlative or administrative changes are needed to be conducive to sustainable
human activity.

. Science and Data - EPA has sponsored The Nature Conservancy in arigorous program to identify



species and habitat at risk, resulting in the designation of "action areas," which will help prioritize
the place-driven work of the program. Together with ORD, Region VI has launched a project to
collect and integrate environmental and other resource data from multiple public and private
sources, and to make that information accessible to all stakeholders. This project supports awide
partnership of international and domestic agencies, organized by EPA to share data on the state of
the Great Plains. A first-cut "data atlas," developed by Region VII's Office of Integrated
Environmental Analysis, demonstrates the power of integrating and geographically displaying
these data. An EPA-funded agreement with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) will further the
ability to understand the dynamics of the hydrological systems of the Plains. And, the Region is
working with its research partners to refine and in some cases develop models that will enable
better assessment of environmental status and selection of management strategies. EPA plans to
continue to foster the development of tools and information that will support decision-making at
multiple levels.

« Education and Outreach - Through a series of seed grants, EPA Region V11 is encouraging
development of educational programs designed to enhance public appreciation and awareness of
the Great Plains resources and environmental threats to that ecosystem. The EPA-sponsored
H20maha Initiative will increase student awareness of the Missouri River by using the river and
its Omaha area watershed as a living laboratory for science education in local school districts.
EPA is also working with the National Wildlife Federation to develop teaching tools about Great
Plains natural resources. EPA plansto continue outreach activities including using focus groups to
learn how citizens on the Plains think about environmental issues, assisting with state-led public
awareness campaigns, and sponsoring development of user-friendly data networks.

. Places- Region VII is currently concentrating its sustainable ecosystem effort on two visible and
threatened places. the Central Platte River and the Omaha stretch of the Missouri River system.
As one of many partners and stakeholders, EPA is delivering its expertise, tools, and resources to
these place-based environmental initiatives. EPA Regions VI and VI are participating, and in
some cases leading, similar experiments in environmental management focused on other placesin
the Great Plains. Future efforts include joining a select number of interdisciplinary teamsto
provide EPA expertise and resources for carrying out place-based programs.

Stakeholders:

13 Great Plains States

Environment Canada

International Coalition for Land and Water Stewardship
National Association of Conservation Districts

National Farmers Union



Provincial governments

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Defense

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The Great Plains Agriculture Council
The International Fish and Wildlife Association
The Nature Conservancy

The Western Governors Association
Tribal leaders

Contact:

Kerry B. Herndon

Great Plains Program Office

EPA Region V1l

726 Minnesota Avenue

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

(913) 551-7286

FAX: (913) 551-7956

E-mail: herndon.kerry @epamail .epa.gov

Ecoplaces Home
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Size and location: The Gulf of Maine is the body of water bordered by Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Maine, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and extending seaward to Georges Bank and Brown Bank. This
covers more than 130,000 square kilometers (50,000 sguare miles) of water and is drained by an equally
massive watershed.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA has been a member of the Gulf of Maine Working Group for more
than 5 years and has undertaken projects to support the program. EPA's involvement will increase in
FY 95, in response to the $1.9 million Congress appropriated for the Gulf of Maine Program.

Organizationsthat initiated project: The states and provinces that border the Gulf of Maine initiated the
project, and the program's governing body (the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment) is
still composed principally of state and provincial agencies.

Major environmental problems: Given the size of the waterbody, it is no surprise that major
environmental problems run the gamut from toxics and bacterial contamination to nutrient enrichment,
habitat destruction, and overfishing. The problems on which the program has focused most to date
include contaminants from point sources, marine debris, and the identification of critical habitats. In the
coming years, the program will focus most on habitat protection.

Actions taken or proposed: The program has undertaken a number of projects, including a pilot
multijurisdictional monitoring program, a marine debris control program in afew ports, preparation of an
inventory of contaminant loading from point sources, and identification of critical habitats. The program
has also conducted a number of workshops on a variety of subjects, ranging from aquaculture to public
outreach.

Stakeholders:

State, provincial, federal agencies

Marine science institutions

A limited number of nongovernmental organizations
Contact:

Jo-AnnVizziello

EPA New England Region (WQE)

JFK Building

Boston, MA 02203
(617) 565-4872



FAX: (617) 565-4940
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http://pelican.gmpo.gov/

Size and location: The Gulf of Mexico, an area of 1.63 million square kilometers (630,000 square miles),
abuts five Gulf Coast states and has a watershed area of 4.69 million square kilometers (1.81 million
square miles) in the United States. About two-thirds of the total area of Mexico is aso within the Gulf
watershed area.

Nature of EPA involvement:

. Original program concept

. Lead agency for program

. EPA isthe singlelargest source of funding for the program

. EPA haslead rolesin anumber of the program’'s committees, and a participatory role in the
others.

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. EPA
Major environmental problems:

« Lossof coastal wetlands and seagrass beds

. Endangered commercia and recreational fisheries and shellfish beds

« Nutrients

. Toxic substances

. Pathogens

. Trash on beaches

. Impaired coastal habitats that support migratory birds, fish, and other living resources

Actions taken or proposed:
Accomplishments to date include:

. Developed a program infrastructure and 5-year plan that ensures a common cooperative approach
between all local, state, and federal agencies with legislative or administrative responsibility for
any portion of the environmental health of the Gulf. The plan has been signed by the Gulf state
governors and cooperating agency heads.

. Funded demonstrations to use wetlands for filtration of domestic, agricultural, and urban
wastewater to reduce impacts on shellfish-growing waters in several locations.

« Organized biannual beach cleanups that remove as much as 1 ton of trash per mile.

. Facilitated restoration of 240 hectares (600 acres) of coastal habitat in cooperation with the
Tampa Bay Estuary Program and the State of Florida



. Developed technical background information and promoted specia area designation under
MARPOL Annex V for the Gulf of Mexico (Wider Caribbean).

Within the next 5 years, through an integrated effort that complements existing local, state, and federal
programs, the program has pledged to:

. Significantly reduce the rate of loss of coastal wetlands.

. Achieve anincreasein Gulf Coast seagrass beds.

. Enhance the sustainability of Gulf commercial and recreational fisheries.

. Protect human health and food supply by reducing input of nutrients, toxic substances, and
pathogens to the Gulf.

. Expand public education/outreach tailored for each Gulf Coast county or parish.

. Ensurethat all Gulf beaches are safe for swimming and recreational uses.

« Reduce by at least 10 percent the amount of trash on beaches.

. Increase Gulf shellfish beds available for safe harvesting by 10 percent.

« Reduce critical shoreline erosion

. Improve and expand coastal habitats that support migratory birds, fish, and other living resources.

Descriptions of two specific projects that are being carried out by the Gulf of Mexico Program follow.
Stakeholders:

Agriculture

Development interests

Environmental organizations

Fisheries

Local and state governmentsin Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas
Manufacturing and mining

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/National Marine Fisheries Service
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Other cooperating agencies

Public deriving food, recreation, and income from the Gulf of Mexico



Tourism

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Food and Drug Administration
Contact:

Douglas A. Lipka, Ph.D.
EPA/GMP

Building 1103, Room 202
Stennis Space Center, MS 39529
(601) 688-3726

FAX: (601) 688-2709
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Size and location: The Columbia River basin east of the Cascade Crest (includes |daho, western
Montana, northern Nevada, and a corner of northwest WWyoming), plus the Upper Klamath basin in
southeast Oregon and northern California

Nature of EPA involvement: Full involvement; EPA staff assigned to the interagency Science
Integration Team based at WallaWalla, WA.

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. Forest Service, at the direction of President Clinton.

Major environmental problems. Much of the federal public land within this region has been severely
degraded by poor logging and grazing practices. However, the public lands are typically in better shape
than nonfederal lands and thus contain the last refuges of many of the Pacific Northwest's endangered
ecosystems. Unfortunately, even these remaining lands are seriously threatened by intense pressure to
maintain high levels of grazing and timber production.

Actions taken or proposed: Interagency, inter-disciplinary teams have been established to evaluate the
current health of eastside ecosystems; to determine what we want these ecosystemsto look like in the



future and how they may be used; to identify alternative ways of achieving those future goals; and,
finally, to evaluate the scientific, social, and economic effect of actions to achieve those goals.
Ecosystems on both public and private lands will be evaluated. While the management strategies
ultimately adopted will apply only to federal lands, the findings and recommendations will hopefully also
guide the management of adjacent non-federal lands.

Stakeholders:

Participating federal agencies:

Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Forest Service

Bureau of Land Management

National Marine Fisheries Service
Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

County and local governments

Tribal governments

Contact:

Dan Robison
WalaWalla, WA
(509) 522-4063

Fax: (509) 522-4025
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Size and location: The Lower Mississippi Delta Alluvial Plain spans 1100 kilometers (700 miles) from
southern Illinois to the mouth of the Mississippi River, a 219-county, 7-state area (Arkansas, lllinois,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, Mississippi, and Tennessee). It is one of the largest watershedsin the
world.

Nature of EPA involvement: Cosponsor of a Deltatechnical conference on agricultural/ environmental
issues, opportunities, and technology transfer in 1996 with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA),
U.S. Department of the Interior - National Biological Survey (USDI-NBS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). State agencies, nonprofit conservation groups,
and philanthropic organizations will also participate. EPA serves on the Steering Committee - Lower
Mississippi Valley (LMV) Natural Resource Partnership. EPA Region VI has gained EPA Headquarters
approval of a sustainable development proposal for the Delta entitled " Sustainable Agriculture and
Sustainable Environmental Quality in Impoverished Rural Communities,”" which was selected as one of
12 projects by the President's Council on Economic Development. Grant projects to address land and
water resources data management and networking, including a geographic information system (GIS), are
also in progress.

Organizations that initiated project:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
National Biological Survey
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The Nature Conservancy
Major environmental problems:
. Historic conversion of bottomland hardwoods to agriculture
. Lossof habitat and reduction in biodiversity
. Nonpoint source pollution
. Toxic contamination
« Lossof flood control functions
Actions taken or proposed: A delta-wide conference is being planned through the leadership of the
National Biological Survey. It will focus on wetland restoration, water quality protection, and
agricultural management practices. The Lower Mississippi Delta has been named as the Number 1

priority ecosystem for study and remediation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A deltatechnical
forum is planned for January 1996 with many delta participants.



An EPA Region VI proposal entitled " Sustainable Development Strategy - Lower Mississippi Delta* was
selected under the President's Council on Sustainable Development. This project will specifically focus
on empowerment within impoverished minority communities to contribute to environmental remediation
and planning in the delta.

For 1995, The Nature Conservancy is developing alarge data network plan (geographic information
system-based) for the delta region through partnerships with existing state systems and the University of
Arkansas.

In addition, EPA Region VI is providing financial support for an interagency spatial information
workshop to be hosted in 1995 by the Lower Mississippi Delta Development Center and the Lower
Mississippi River Conservation Committee in Memphis, Tennessee. Objectives of the workshop will
include state-by-state (AR, IL, KY, LA, MO, MS, TN) discussions of ongoing and planned geographic
information system (GIS) projects, development of an interstate communication network, and planning
for the integrated collection, transfer, sharing, and analysis of natural resource spatial data needed to
address environmental issues and to make informed management decisions.

EPA Region VI has collaborated with Region IV in support of a July 1994 meeting between the Regional
Administrators of Regions VI and 1V to work jointly to fund data collection efforts and encourage the
development of a centralized GISin the Lower Mississippi Delta. Development of a Gl S-based model is
vital for targeting bottomland hardwood wetland restoration zones based on pollution prevention and
habitat restoration. A Regiona Applied Research Effort (RARE), "Development of a Geographic
Information System Data Network for Natural Resources Conservation in the Lower Mississippi Alluvial
Valley," will be submitted this year for approval.

Stakeholders:

Agricultural industry
Agricultural organizations
Conservation organizations
County and parish governments
Cultural heritage organizations
Environmental organizations

Federal, state, and local agencies



Flood control interests
Forest products industry
Grassroots groups

Hunting and fishing interests
Planning agencies

Public: farm and nonfarm, nongovernment organizations
Recreation industry

Small landowners

Tourism industry
Universities

Urban interests

Contacts:

Jay Gamble

U.S. EPA Region VI
1445 Ross Ave. (6E-FT)
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
(214) 665-8339

FAX: (214) 665-7446

Jack Hill

USDA/Forest Service
c/o EPA

1445 Ross Ave. (6E-FT)
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
(214) 665-6497

FAX: (214) 665-7446
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Size and location: The Highlands study area encompasses approximately 168,000 square kilometers
(65,000 sguare miles) of oak-hickory forests and upland areas, which include six major watersheds in the
States of Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, and West Virginia. The MAHA represents many unique
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems that extend east to west from the Blue Ridge Mountains to the Ohio
River and north to south from the Pennsylvania-New Y ork state boundary to the Virginia-North
Carolina/ Tennessee state boundaries.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA Region I, with EPA's Office of Research and Development (ORD)
and states, has initiated a multiyear program of data collection, analysis, and assessment on ecol ogical
condition of MAHA air, land, and water resources, as well as identification of sensitive areas and species
at risk. Through goal setting, the use of environmental indicators, and interpretation and analysis of data,
Region IV and ORD with state partners will be positioned to determine the relative risk of various threats
to the ecosystems so that sound environmental management decisions can be made. The program will
provide the tools to focus on our new imperative: ecosystem management.

Organization that initiated project:
EPA Region |11 and Office of Research and Development
Major environmental problems:

. One of highest rates of acid deposition in United States resulting in acid streams

. Coa mining impacts such as erosion, silting, and acid damage

« Nonpoint source runoff from agriculture and logging

. Landscape patterns of change from construction of new resort communities and increase in
population in general

. Habitat loss/change

Actions taken or proposed: The MAHA products are intended to support:

. Establishing environmental priorities based on risk.

. Ranking problems according to severity.

. Establishing in-stream goals for cleanup activities.

. Evaluating effectiveness of water quality criteria and best management practices.

« Establishing optimum environmental conditions (reference conditions) to serve as goals for
preservation, restoration, and remediation.

. Mapping areas of specia concern.

. ldentifying areas conducive to joint action with states, other federal agencies, and private
organizations.

Stakeholders:



MAHA Coordinating Council (EPA Chair)
- consortium of 10 federal agencies to support a collective and more holistic advocacy for the
management and protection of MAHA's natural resources

States of Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania and West Virginia
The Nature Conservancy
Contact:

Thomas B. DeMoss

(410) 573-5839

FAX: (410) 573-6888

Power Technology Center

201 Defense Highway, Suite 200
Annapolis, MD 21401

E-mail: demoss.thomas@epamail.epa.gov
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Size and location: The proposed study areais the Mid-Atlantic region of the eastern United States and its
watersheds, defined by the land and near coastal areathat includes all of EPA Region 111 and parts of
Regions Il and I1V. The region extends from southern New Y ork into northeastern North Carolina. The
region includes EPA Region 11 (i.e., Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, and Virginia);
the Susquehanna and Allegheny River basins, which extend into New Y ork; the Delaware River basin,
which extends into New Jersey; and the Chowan-Roanoke and Neuse-Pamlico basins, which extend into
North Carolina. The Mid-Atlantic region encompasses the area from the Mid-Appalachian highlands to
the estuaries.

Nature of EPA involvement: MAIA will be conducted as a partnership between EMAP and EPA Region
[11. This partnership will help EMARP focus its research toward devel oping technology for addressing
assessment guestions of importance to environmental and resource managers. Region |11 will provide
EMAP with client-based feedback about the utility of assessment results. Region Ill'sinterest in MAIA
and its continuing effortsin regional assessment will help EMAP access additional data sourcesin the
region.

Organization that initiated project: As a partnership, MAIA has parallel functions of research and
assessment. EMAP will use MAIA as aforum for research to improve the tools scientists use to monitor
the environment. Region 111 will use MAIA's assessment results to guide environmental management.



MAIA, therefore, will be both a process-driven (research) and product-driven (assessment) activity with
the following two objectives:

« (1) Conduct ecological research at different spatial scalesin the mid-Atlantic region.
The research conducted for MAIA will be a pilot for investigating scale and integration
assessment issues of interest to other regions. MAIA's ecological research will address
fundamental issues pertaining to the sampling design and ecological indicators used to explain the
condition of an ecosystem and its component resources. This research will produce improved,
validated methods and more certain descriptions of important ecological processes, exposures,
effects, and risks. These methods will be refined in the context of MAIA to ensure they provide
the information necessary for managing ecological risks. Specifically, attempts to assess
ecological condition at the scale of interest to resource managers (e.g., the watershed or
ecoregion) will suggest possible enhancements of EMAP.

« (2) Produce assessments of the mid-Atlantic region across ecological resources and at different
Spatial scales.
MAIA will produce arange of assessments, including those focusing on single resources, single
resources and ancillary data, and multiple resources. The assessment will address different spatial
scales ranging from the state of the region to individual watershed assessments (where adequate
data are available). These assessments will allow scientist and managers to draw conclusions
about the condition of the ecological resources in the mid-Atlantic region and to relate the
findings to appropriate management issues. The findings will assist regiona and state authorities
with environmental planning and management, improve our understanding of ecosystem
condition, and enhance our ability to design protective or remedial strategies at regional and state
levels.

Actions taken or proposed: The overall approach to MAIA will be to conduct research in the context of
design and analysis activities necessary to produce a State of the Region report. Not only will thislead to
an assessment of great benefit to Region 11, but it will also provide a conceptual framework for focusing
EMAP research to ensure that it isrelevant to EPA's needs. This synergistic approach will enable MAIA
to overcome the gaps in data and methodology that limit integrated ecosystem assessment.

A five-step process will be used to develop a State of the Region report. The first step will be to identify
the management questions that must be addressed to ensure that the report is a useful planning tool.
MAIA can produce useful information only by applying data and methods that address the questions of
concern to the relevant audience (i.e., environmental and resource managers). |dentifying pertinent
guestions will involve convening focus groups of stakeholders and ensuring that they interact with
EMAP scientists who are experienced in translating generic management questions into scientific
guestions that can be addressed via hypothesis testing.

Step 1. Identify management questions and transl ate them into scientific questions.

Step 2. Identify, collect, and manage data from multiple sources.



Step 3. Analyze data and devel op needed indicators and methods.
Step 4. Synthesize and interpret results in arisk assessment framework.
Step 5. Present results and facilitate their incorporation into management decisions.

Stakeholders. The audience for MAIA includes adiverse group of stakeholders. ORD's Integrated
Ecosystem Protection Research Program (including EMAP), Region 111, and the states (New Y ork, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, and North Carolina) will directly
utilize the results. Other interested agencies include EPA Regions Il and 1V; EPA policy and program
offices (e.g., Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation; Office of Water; Office of Administration and
Resources Management; Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances); other federal agencies
(e.g., U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service and Agricultural Research Service; U.S. Department
of the Interior Bureau of Land Management, National Biological Survey, and Fish and Wildlife Service;
Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration); regional and interstate
programs and authorities (e.g., river basin commissions, regional planning authorities); local agencies,
and academic and policy research institutions. The remaining stakeholders include Congress,
nongovernmental environmental organizations, private entities, and the public.

Contact:

Thomas B. DeMoss

Power Technology Center

201 Defense Highway, Suite 200
Annapolis, MD 21401

(410) 573-5839

FAX: (410) 573-6888

E-mail: demoss.thomas@epamail .epa.gov
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Size and location: The States of New Hampshire, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. In the future, all of the
New England states will be included.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA initiated the project and is working with an interstate organization to
administer its implementation. Resources have been provided in the form of funding and technical and
programmatic staff support.

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. EPA - New England
Major environmental problems:

. Population growth

. Habitat loss and alteration

« Nonpoint sources of contamination

. Waterborne and airborne discharges and emissions
. Hazardous waste sites



Actions taken or proposed: The New England Resource Protection Project is an innovative effort to
protect New England's most important natural resources, including habitat, water supply, agriculture,
forestry, and outdoor recreational opportunities. The project began in the State of New Hampshire, where
priority resource areas have been identified and protection measures developed. Work is starting with
Connecticut and Rhode Island and eventually will expand to all of New England.

Specific measurable environmental goals will be developed once the priority resources are selected, but
examples of goals that might be considered include reopening al of the shellfish bedsin Great Bay;,
working with landowners to keep intact large tracts of unfragmented land; ensuring that effective
programs are in place to protect the most important drinking water supplies; and ensuring that
withdrawal from these supplies does not threaten wildlife habitat.

Following selection of priority resource areas, EPA will work with municipal, state, and federal
governments, regional planning agencies, environmental and business organizations, and others to
protect the resources.

Stakeholders:

Appaachian Mountain Club

Audubon Society of NH

Business and Industry Association of NH

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission
NH Department of Environmental Services

NH Department of Resource and Economic Development
NH Department of Fish and Game

NH Department of Transportation

NH Department of Agriculture

NH Lakes Association

NH Office of State Planning

NH Rivers Council



NH Timberland Owners Association

Society for the Protection of NH Forests

The Nature Conservancy

UNH Cooperative Extension Program

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Forest Service

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Various regional planning agencies and watershed councils
Local governments

Contact:

Rosemary Monahan

U.S. EPA - New England
J.F. Kennedy Building
Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-3518

FAX: (617)565-4940
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Size and location: Pacific Northwest is defined as Washington, Oregon, and |daho. Project includes
regional-scale analyses as well aswork in two case study watershed/ecoregions: (1) Willamette River
basin, in Oregon, approximately 29,400 square kilometers, and (2) southern portion of the Washington
Coastal Ecoregion, which includes the Quinault, Chehalis, and Willapa watersheds and is about 10,500
square kilometers.

Nature of EPA involvement: Ecological research program designed to contribute to an "ecosystem
approach" to environmental management. To complement other federal research programs in the region,
EPA's research focuses on nonforested lands and watersheds/ecoregions with multiple land uses.

Organization that initiated project: EPA Office of Research and Development (ORD) Environmental
Research Laboratory-Corvallis. Effort is part of the follow-up to the President's Northwest Forest
Conference and Forest Ecosystem Management Plan. ORD is aso working closely with EPA Region 10.

Major environmental problems:

. Threatened and endangered species, in particular several salmon stocks
. Declinesin fisheries and forestry yields
. Declinesin biodiversity and water quality



. Limitson water quantity

Actions taken or proposed: Thisisaresearch program and does not directly involve management actions
or regulations. EPA does, however, intend to evaluate the potential ecological consequences of
management alternatives proposed by others. EPA isworking closely with other federal agenciesto
coordinate research in the region, through the Interagency Research and Monitoring Committee
established after the President's Forest Conference.

Major projects included within the Pacific Northwest Ecosystem Management Research Program are as
follows:

. Regional-scale assessment of biodiversity.

. Watershed-scale ecological assessments dealing with multiple valued endpoints and stressorsin
the two case study watershed/ecoregions.

. Research on riparian area functions, condition, and restoration.

. Effects of sedimentation and biological stressors on estuarine ecosystems.

. Integrated ecological monitoring design

. Ecological/socioeconomic linkages.

. Technology information transfer.

Stakeholders. EPA isworking closely with state, tribal, and local governments in the two case study
watershed/ecoregions, and with state governments for the regional-scale analyses of biodiversity. Much
of the interaction with stakeholdersis coordinated through EPA Region X.

Contact:

Joan Baker

U.S. EPA

200 SW 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

(503) 754-4517

FAX: (503) 754-4716

E-mail: joan@mail.cor.epa.gov
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Size and location: Missouri Coteau Ecoregion of North Dakota 4,000,000 hectares (9,879,000 acres) (22
percent of the State of North Dakota).

Nature of EPA involvement: The Wetland Function Project at ERL-Duluth is coordinating the
application of two ecological risk assessment strategies to analyze the effects of agricultural stressors and
best management practices (BMPs) on prairie pothole ecosystems. Research efforts are being supported
through a combination of in-house staff, contract staff, and interagency agreements with the National
Biologica Survey (NBS), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE).

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. EPA Wetland Research Program
ERL - Duluth in collaboration with ERL - Corvallis

Major environmental problems. Mg or environmental problemsin the Prairie Pothole Region include
wetland habitat loss and degradation, leading to declines in regional waterfowl production. Agricultural
stressors |eading to wetland habitat degradation include wetland drainage, wetland tillage, sedimentation,



turbidity, and pesticides.

Actions taken or proposed: A series of ecosystem-level experiments are being conducted to assess the
effects of agricultural stressors on the ecological health of prairie pothole wetlands, as well as the
effectiveness of best management practices (BMPs) in protecting these ecosystems. Data from the field
experiments are being used to update, calibrate, and validate ecological response models (vegetation
succession, wetland bioenergetics (food chain), and habitat-based waterfow! population models). Stressor
and response models will be applied to a random sample of prairie potholes across the Missouri Coteau
Ecoregion of North Dakota (Environmental Monitoring and Assessment sites) to predict the effects of
historical, present, and future management scenarios on regional waterfow! production. In addition, the
relative risk of pesticides to wetland biotain North Dakota as awhole is being assessed on a county-by-
county basis. Relative risk indices are being calculated based upon pesticide loading rates, acute and
chronic toxicity, bioaccumulation, and biodegradation potential.

These two assessment strategies will provide tools not only for analyzing existing problems, but also for
examining reductionsin ecological risk associated with alternative future management scenarios.

Stakeholders:

The U.S. EPA, ERL-Duluth has been collaborating with NBS, USGS, and U.S. COE during the
experimental and assessment phases of these projects. Assessment tools and results will be
communicated to appropriate management agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, and Agricultural Extension Service) to ensure that implications of agricultural and
wetland management activities are taken into account.

Contact:

Naomi Detenbeck

(218) 720-5617

FAX: (218)720-5539

E-Mail: detenbeck.naomi @epamail.epa.gov@in
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Size and location: Portion of PPR located within State of North Dakota, with lower level of effort in the
portions of the PPR located in South Dakota and Minnesota.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA's Wetlands Research Program (WRP) is conducting several studies
within the PPR aimed at eval uating ecosystem function, assessing risk, and prioritizing restoration.
Specific projects include pesticide exposure risk assessment, risk assessment relative to mallard
production, determining the influence of landscape factors on wetland habitat, evaluating the ability to

restored farmed pothole wetlands, and mapping priority areas for wetland restoration so as to provide
maximum habitat benefit.

Organization that initiated project:
EPA's Wetlands Research Program
EPA Office of Research and Development -Environmental Monitoring and A ssessment Program

Major environmental problems:



. Drainage

. Pesticide exposure

. Sedimentation

. Habitat loss

. Waterfowl population decline

Actions taken or proposed: Studies to support the risk assessments and to determine the influence of
landscape factors on wetland habitat are underway. Both include development and testing of indicators.
The work on restoration is being planned; we anticipate being in the field in the summer of 1996.

Stakeholders:

Conservation groups, such as Ducks Unlimited
EPA Region VIlI

National Biological Survey

Natural Resources Conservation Service

State of North Dakota

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Various state agencies

Contacts:

Mary E. Kentula

U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory
200 SW 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

(503) 754-4478

FAX: (503) 754-4716

E-mail: kentulamary @heart.cor.epa.gov

Spencer Peterson

U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory
200 SW 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

(503) 754-4457

FAX: (503) 754-4716



E-mail: peterson@heart.cor.epa.gov
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Size and location: The President's Forest Plan covers western Washington and Oregon and northern
Cdlifornia.

Nature of EPA involvement: Advocate for compliance with the Clean Water Act through Watershed
analysis, restoration project identification, monitoring, ecosystem management research, geographic
information system development, and coordination with non-federal land managers. Toward these goals,
EPA has provided approximately $3 million for research and $2 million for restoration activities.

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. Government (President Clinton)
Major environmental problems:

« Court-ordered injunctions on federal (U.S. Forest Service/U.S. Bureau of Land Management)
timber sales/harvest in western Washington, Oregon, northern California

. Endangered Species Act (ESA) issues - northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet - "old growth”
forest ecosystem provides critical habitat

. Pending petitions for ESA listing of other species impacted by forest harvest (e.g., salmon,



steelhead, bull trout)
. Regional economic impacts - significant reduction in forest-related jobs, particularly for rural
communities whose economic base depends on forest industry

Actions taken or proposed: A Final Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision (FEIS ROD)
and accompanying standards and guidelines, filed in federal court on April 14, 1994, provides for
coordinated land management for lands administered by the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) within the range of the northern spotted owl.

This region-wide management direction will provide overall coordination across administrative units,
provinces, and watersheds in Forest Service and BLM lands, for the areas and resources covered by the
recent final Supplemental Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIS) issued in February 1994.

This new management direction will apply to projects that will be conducted after site-specific
environmental analysis. The coordinated management direction established by the ROD will also be
incorporated into all land and resource plans within the range of the northern spotted owl asthey are
completed or revised.

For the Forest Service and BLM, this decision amends current land and resource management plans with
additional land allocations and standards and guidelines.

The President's Plan is divided into two main sections. aquatic and terrestrial. The aquatic conservation
strategy is aimed at restoring and maintaining the ecological health of watersheds. The strategy is
designed to provide a scientific basis for protecting aguatic ecosystems and to enable planning for
sustainabl e resource management. The goals of the terrestrial section of the plan are (1) to maintain late-
successional and old growth species habitat and ecosystems on federal land and (2) to maintain
biological diversity associated with native species and ecosystems in accordance with laws and
regulations.

Stakeholders:

Conservation groups

Federal, state, and local agencies
Industrial and nonindustrial landowners

Interagency Steering Committee (1SC), composed of U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, U.S. EPA, and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Regional Interagency Executive Committee (RIEC), composed of Forest Service, Bureau of Land
Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Bureau of Indian



Affairs, U.S. EPA, Natural Resources Conservation Service, the States of Washington, Oregon, and
Cdlifornia, and three tribal organizations

The public
Contact:

Ron Lee

U.S. EPA Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
(206) 553-4013

FAX: (206) 553-1775
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Size and location: Site incorporates the southern New Mexico, Arizona, and west Texas areas and
includes the Jornada L ong-Term Ecological Research Site.

Nature of EPA involvement: Joint research between Environmental Monitoring Systems L aboratory-Las
Vegas (EMSL-LV) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Agriculture Research Service (USDA ARYS)
to develop alandscape-scal e assessment of vegetation community status and change. EMSL-LV is
funding this project through an interagency agreement with ARS at New Mexico State University. ARS
Is matching the funding.

Organization that initiated the project:
U.S. EPA EMAP

Major environmental problems. Degradation and alteration of critical ecological components and
processes due to the magnitude and distribution of land uses has occurred over the southwestern United
States. These alterations have affected several important ecological resources, including streams,
wetlands, and rangelands. L andscape-scal e processes that have been altered include fire, water flow and
discharge, and extinction/colonization. These alterations have resulted in declinesin water quality,
certain components of biological diversity, and rangeland productivity and have increased the risk of



catastrophic flooding. Large-scale alterations have impacted the river system. However, the extent and
distribution of these forms of alterations across the southwestern United States are currently unknown.
Further, no information is available on the relative degrees of risk and scales of impairment.

Actions taken or proposed: EMAP-Landscapes has initiated development of large-scale landscape
indicators. Specifically, EMAP-Landscapes and ARS are developing an AVHRR-based indicator of
status and changes in vegetation composition, principally through the differential spectral signatures of
different plants exhibited within and among years. The AVHRR satellite is arelatively inexpensive
source of data that provides coverages over large areas twice daily. If successful, this approach could be
used to assess status and changes in the pattern of vegetation communities over large areas and help
prioritize areas needing improvement. Further, these data could be used to identify areas under greatest
risk of decline.

Stakeholders:

U.S. EPA EMAP

U.S. EPA Region V1li

U.S. EPA Office of Water
New Mexico State University
USDA ARS

Rio Grande River Consortium
Desert Research Institute
Individual states

The general public

Other federal agencies, including U.S. Geological Survey, National Biological Survey, and Natural
Resources Conservation Service

Contact:

K. Bruce Jones
U.S. EPA/EMSL-LV/MS
P.O. Box 93478



Las Vegas, NV 89193-3478

(702) 798-2671

FAX: (702) 798-2208

E-mail: msdkbj @vegasl.las.epa.gov
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Size and location: The Rio Grande (called the Rio Bravo in Mexico) stretches 2500 kilometers (1551
miles) that border Texas and Mexico, and its watershed encompasses 366,500 square kilometers
(141,506 square miles), 66 percent in Mexico and 34 percent in Texas.

Nature of EPA involvement:

. Development of binational watershed planning framework
. Support of state, U.S., and Mexican monitoring programs

Organizations that initiated project:

U.S. EPA

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

International Boundary and Water Commission
Major environmental problems:

. High levelsof fecal contamination in river downstream of major Texas/Mexican cities
. Elevated levels of chlorinein the river
. Limited information on toxic substance impacts on the aguatic environment

Actions taken or proposed:

. Construction of wastewater treatment plant in Nuevo Laredo, Mexico

. Binational toxics study completed September 1994

. Developing "Watershed Alliance" task force to coordinate stakeholder involvement within the Rio
Grande/Rio Bravo watershed.

Stakeholders:
National, state, and local agencies responsible for water quality along the Texas/Mexico border
Residents of the Texas/Mexico border

Contact:



Carl Young

U.S. EPA Region VI

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733

(214) 665-6645
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Size and location: The San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta estuary covers the 4100-
square-kilometer (1600-square-mile) watershed of the Bay and Delta and 107,000 square kilometers
(41,300 sguare miles) of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River valleysin the Central Valley.

Nature of EPA involvement: The San Francisco Bay/Delta estuary has been a priority watershed for
Region I X for anumber of years. Funding has been contributed through sections 319 nonpoint source,
104(b)(3) wetlands, and 604(b) planning grants, San Francisco Estuary Project (SFEP), Geographic
Initiative, and other base funding. A large amount of staff and managerial time has been committed to
projects in this watershed including technical assistance, participation in multiple workgroups,
management leadership, and facilitation and organizational assistance.

Organizations that initiated project:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

State of California

Other federal agencies



Multiple local agencies
Major environmental problems:

. Destruction or fragmentation of wetlands and riparian forest resulting from agricultural
conversion and urban expansion

. Diversion of fresh water and loss of low-salinity habitat

. Alteration of aguatic habitats related to water supply systems including dams, reservoirs, pumping
facilities, and canals

. Discharge of pollutants such as pesticides, fertilizers, oil and grease, metals, nutrients, and
sediments from farms, ranches, and cities

Actions taken or proposed: The San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta estuary is the largest
estuary on the west coast of the Americas and drains over 40 percent of the water in California. The
estuary supports more than 120 species of fish and is awaterfowl migration and wintering area of
international importance. As aresult of water diversion and other human-induced impacts, the estuary's
ability to support adiverse ecosystem has declined. While the problemsin the estuary are great, they are
matched by opportunities of equal magnitude. EPA and other state, federal, and local agencies have been
developing an integrated ecosystem- based approach to restoring the ecological health of the estuary.
EPA has contributed to these efforts through the National Estuary Program, Water Quality Standards and
Ecosystem Partnership, a Regional Wetlands and Agricultural Initiative, Nonpoint Source Grants, and
the Long-Term Management Strategy for Dredged Material Disposal.

In 1987, Congress established the SFEP under the National Estuary Program. In 1993, SFEP participants
completed a 5-year planning process with a blueprint for the restoration of the estuary - the
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP). Responsibility for implementation of the
CCMP is being overseen by a broad-based committee, with primary leadership from the state's San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.

In 1992, the SFEP established a network of demonstration projects for watershed protection designed to
link environmental protection with economic prosperity. These projects bring together scientists,
regulators, farmers, and citizen activities to devel op strategies for accommodating human activities while
Improving resource protection. Projects include mapping the distribution of native fish and streamside
forests, innovative livestock management, sustainable agriculture, farmland preservation, wetland
restoration, and citizen monitoring. Furthermore, the San Francisco Estuarine Institute has been formed
to implement the Regional Monitoring Strategy to better characterize ecosystem processes and to
measure the performance of CCMP. As the project moves into its implementation phase, geographic
subcommittees have been formed to tailor CCMP actions to address priority problemsin the North Bay,
South Bay, and Delta.

The North Bay includes part of Marin, Solano, Sonoma, and Napa Counties and is known for vast ranch
lands, rich aquatic habitats, and some of the most productive vineyards in the world. EPA Region IX is



coordinating the North Bay Initiative, the purpose of which isto develop and implement a resource
management plan for North Bay watersheds that will improve coordination among various effortsand is
consistent with the San Francisco Bay/Delta CCMP. Fourteen local, stete, and federal agencies have
signed a Memorandum of Agreement to work cooperatively with landowners and local governmentsto
develop the plan, which will address environmental restoration, incentives for continuing agriculture, and
partnerships for determining sensible land uses.

On December 15, 1994, four federal agencies (EPA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation) announced a comprehensive package of actions
under the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act (ESA), and Central Valley Project Improvement Act
to protect the fish and wildlife resources of the Bay/Delta estuary. Previously, the four federal agencies
and the State of California signed an agreement to establish a comprehensive program for the
management of the Bay/Delta estuary. Under the agreement, the state and federal agencies will work
toward adoption of mutually acceptable water quality standards, coordinated implementation of ESA
requirements and water project operations, and development of along-term planning process for water
management in California. The consensus-based effort, now known as the Bay/Delta Ecosystem
Partnership, will be led by an interagency staff drawn from the participating state and federal agencies
and an advisory council representing the State's urban, agricultural, and environmental interests.

The Central Valley Agriculture and Wetlands Initiative is focused on localized outreach and planning to
address agricultural and wetlands issues in the San Joaquin and Sacramento River Watersheds. Through
integration with the other Bay/Delta estuary activities, the Region has a significant opportunity to
promote and expand these initiatives with other state and federal agencies and stakeholdersin the Central
Valley. This approach will help achieve the goal of expanding the focus of the long-term planning
process beyond the impacts of water devel opment to address pollutants, wetlands preservation, habitat
loss, and other factors that affect the ecological health of the watershed. Specific projects are focusing on
pesticides use reduction through whole farming system/integrated pest management demonstration,
selenium reduction through better irrigation management and total maximum daily load (TMDL)
implementation, and protection and management of vernal pool resources through local planning and
outreach.

The Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMYS) is designed to provide a comprehensive regional plan for
the placement of dredged material for San Francisco Bay for the next 50 years. Formed in January 1990,
and led by afour-agency, federal/state partnership, the LTMS involves over 30 participants representing
government agencies, environmental organizations, ports, and fishermen's groups. The overall goal of
LTMSisto publish aManagement Plan in 1996 that guides the dredging, disposal, and beneficial re-use
of dredged material in the region.

Stakeholders:

Bay Conservation and Development Commission



Business

Cdlifornia Department of Parks and Recreation

Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

Delta Protection Commission

Elected officias

Environmental groups

Industry

National Marine Fisheries Service

Nine countiesin the Bay Area and three countiesin the Delta
Resource Conservation Districts

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Boards #2 and #5
The Nature Conservancy

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service

Y olo County Resource Conservation District

Contacts:

Patrick Wright, Chief



Bay/Delta Section (W-2-4)
(415) 744-1989

Maria Rea, Chief

Northern California and Hawaii
Watersheds Section (W-3-1)
(415) 744-2005

U.S. EPA Region I X

75 Hawthorne St

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
FAX: (415) 744-1078
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Size and location: The South Florida Geographic Initiative encompasses watersheds in the southern
terminus of the Florida peninsula. This region includes the Kissimmee River, Lake Okeechobeg, the
Everglades, Big Cypress, Florida Bay, and the Florida Keys; it contains 3 National Parks, one National
Preserve, 2 National Marine Sanctuaries, and 12 National Wildlife Refuges. The watershed is also home
to over 6 million people.

Thisinitiative is linked with a number of smaller place-based projects, including the Florida Keys
Wetlands Advance I dentification Project, the Florida Everglades Mercury Ecological Assessment, and
the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. All of the related smaller projects are listed in Part Two:
Regional Summaries, in the Region IV Chapter.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA is active in the South Florida Ecosystem in avariety of ways:

. Conducting an investigation of mercury contamination in the watershed.

. Developing a Water Quality Protection Program for the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
(FKNMS).

. Participating as a member in the Federal Interagency Task Force, which addresses environmental
problemsin South Florida.

. Providing funding (more than $2 million in FY 93-94) to the state and research agencies.

. Developing a comprehensive South Florida Wetlands Permitting and Mitigation Strategy.

Organizations that initiated project:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Commerce

State of Florida

Major environmental problems:

. Mercury contamination of Everglades fish and other biota
. Ecological degradation of Florida Bay and the FKNMS
. Water supply conflicts among agricultural interests, natural resources, and an expanding urban



population
. Nutrient enrichment of the Everglades by agricultural or urban drainage water
. Lossof historic hydropatterns, water gradients, and discharge
. Rapid regional population growth
. Spread of exotic plants and animals
. Lossof native populations and species of floraand fauna
. Extensive conversion of remaining wetlands and natural lands to other land uses.

Actions taken or proposed: In 1993, a 5-year interagency agreement on South Florida Ecosystem
restoration was signed by six federal departments including EPA, creating atask force to further
ecosystem restoration, protection, and maintenance. The watershed was chosen as an appropriate unit for
ecosystem management. Efforts are to be comprehensive in nature, with various agencies taking the lead
on specific restoration activities. A focus of the interagency effort is the submission of an integrated plan
for ecosystem restoration, maintenance, and protection that details current achievements, ongoing
activities, and projected accomplishments. This plan, which isto be updated annually, isto include an
evaluation of the effectiveness of ongoing efforts.

A multitude of specific efforts are under way to address environmental problemsin the South Florida
watershed. EPA has designed and begun to carry out a comprehensive interagency multidisciplinary
study to address the mercury contamination issue and identify sources and solutions. EPA isworking
with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the State of Florida to develop and
implement awater quality protection program for the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. The
Army Corps is proceeding with a number of projects that will attempt to provide the hydrologic
capability to restore the hydrology and ecology of portions of Everglades National Park, the Kissimmee
River, and the ecosystem as a whole. The State of Florida and the federal government are working with
private interests to rectify the phosphorus enrichment issue that the Everglades faces. A South Florida
wetlands conservation plan will be developed through the Wetlands Permitting and Mitigation Strategy
to address problems associated with historic wetland losses and rapid population growth.

Stakeholders:

Local governments

National and local environmental groups
South Florida agricultural interests
South Florida urban interests

State of Florida

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers



U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Commerce

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Contact:

Daniel Scheidt

U.S. EPA Region IV

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30365

(404) 347-3555 ext. 6552
(706) 546-2294
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Size and location: Southern Appalachians, which includes parts of Georgia, Tennessee, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Alabama, and Virginia.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA is co-leading, with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), an ecological
assessment of the region.

Other agenciesinvolved include:
National Park Service

Fish and Wildlife Service

Natural Resource Conservation Service
National Biological Survey

Army Corps of Engineers



Oak Ridge National Laboratories (DOE)

Economic Development Administration

U.S. Geological Survey

Appalachian Regional Commission

The States of Georgia, North Carolina and Tennessee
Organizations that initiated project:

U.S. EPA

U.S. Forest Service

Major environmental problems: The Southern Appalachians are at risk for environmental degradation
because of their unique setting, including the immense biological wealth, pleasant climate, and unique
cultural resources. Some of the major environmental stressors or issues identified for the areainclude:

. Population growth, urbanization, and second-home recreational developments

. Acid and air toxic deposition

« Mine runoff and leaching to surface waters

. Erosion and siltation from mining, logging and recreational developments

. Nonpoint source pollution runoff from agriculture and other development activities
. Theintroductions of exotics

Habitat has been diminished, as has the quality of air, water, and land. The consequences of these
stresses include diminished forest health and a reduction in species diversity and productivity.
Conseguences of special note include the disturbance to high-elevation bogs and the loss of endemic
species and species of special concern, such as a number of freshwater mussels. The rich Southern
Appalachian culture and existing socioeconomic structure, which have developed under an economy
largely dependent on the region's natural resources, is aso at risk due to environmental stresses placed on
the region.

Actions taken or proposed: EPA and participating agencies are collecting data on the region to
determine what problems exist and to develop a geographic information system program that is user-
friendly for the public. The datawill be grouped into five areas: terrestrial, aguatic, air, cultural, and
landscape.

To save time and avoid redundancy, the project directors of the Southern Appalachian Assessment and
the Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Reserve Area (SAMAB) Landscape-Scale A ssessment



project have agreed to follow EPA's Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP)
protocol, which will allow the more in-depth SAMAB Landscape-Scale Assessment project to utilize the
results of the Southern Appalachian Assessment. The description following on the next page describesin
detail the landscape assessment portion of the interagency project.

Contact:

Cory Berish

U.S. EPA Region IV

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30365

(404) 347-3555 ext. 6770

FAX: (404) 347-1043

E-mail: Berish.cory@epamail .epa.gov
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Southern Appalachian Man and the
Biosphere Reserve Area (SAMAB)
Landscape-Scale Assessment
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Size and location: Site incorporates what is know as the SAMAB area, which includes the six-state area
of Tennessee, southwest Virginia, northern Georgia, northern Alabama, western South Carolina, and
western North Carolina. The project areais considered regional.

Nature of EPA involvement: Conduct research on landscape indicators and conduct assessments of
status and trends of landscapes and medium-sized watersheds and relate findings to conditionsin awide
number of aquatic and terrestrial resources. The majority of this work will be conducted and cost-shared
by the Tennessee Valley Authority. Results from the Mid-Atlantic Landscape project will be applied to
this project. Similar to the Mid-Atlantic project, results generated from assessments will be useful in
generating alternatives for ecosystem management and in conducting ecological risk assessments.

Organization that initiated the project:
U.S. EPA EMAP

Major environmental problems. Degradation and alteration of critical ecological components and
processes due to the magnitude and distribution of land uses have occurred over the SAMAB Region.
These alterations have affected several important ecological resources within the SAMAB Region,
including streams, wetlands, forests, estuaries, and breeding birds and other attributes of biological



diversity. Landscape-scale processes that have been altered include fire, water flow and discharge, and
extinction/colonization. These alterations have resulted in declinesin water quality and certain
components of biological diversity and have increased the risk of pest outbreak and catastrophic
flooding. However, the extent and distribution of these forms of alternations across the SAMAB region
are currently unknown. Further, no information is available on the relative degrees of risk and scales of
Impairment.

Actions taken or proposed: EMAP-Landscapesis proposing two primary activities:

(1) Landscape indicator development that can be applied to multiple-scale ecological assessments
(2) An assessment of status and trends in landscapes as rel ated to:

. biological diversity and integrity

. watershed integrity (water quality, quantity, and timing)

. landscape resilience (the ability of alandscape or watershed to maintain options for ecological
goods and servicesin the face of combinations of anthropogenic and natural disturbance).

EMAP-Landscapes will assess status and trends in landscapes and watersheds over the entire region.
This activity will be conducted in conjunction with EPA Region IV's regional ecological risk assessment.
Part of this assessment will include relating individual ecological resources, including forest, streams,
estuaries, and a variety of wildlife habitats, with landscape pattern at multiple scales. The outcome of this
assessment should be afundamental understanding of the scales at which landscape change influence
different ecological resources. It is EMAP-Landscapes hypothesis that different resources will have
different scaling relationships with landscapes. Thisinformation will be key in understanding the range
of risksinfluencing ecological resources, and in deriving approaches to improve existing conditions.
Completion of this project depends on availability of land cover data.

Stakeholders:

General public

Individual States

National Biological Survey

Natural Resources Conservation Service
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
SAMAB partners

Tennessee Valley Authority



U.S. EPA Region IV

U.S. EPA Office of Water
U.S. EPA EMAP

U.S. Geological Survey
Contact:

K. Bruce Jones

U.S. EPA/EMSL-LV/MS

P.O. Box 93478

LasVegas, NV 89193-3478
(702)-798-2671

FAX: (702)-798-2208

E-mail: msdkbj @vegasl.las.epa.gov
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Southern Appalachian Mountains
Initiative (SAMI)
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Size and location: The area of concern is the Southern A ppalachian Mountains within the boundaries of
Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia

Nature of EPA involvement: SAMI is amulti-organizational alliance of state and federal government
agencies, industries, academia, environmental organizations, and other stakeholders across the region. As
amember of this partnership, EPA Region IV provides direction and technical assistance to the Initiative
through itsinvolvement on the SAMI Governing Body, committees, and subcommittees. In addition to in-
kind services, EPA has also contributed $225,000 annually since FY 93 from EPA's 105 Air Grants
Program.

Organization that initiated project: The Federal Land Managers for Shenandoah National Park, Great
Smoky Mountains National Park, and James River Face Wilderness Area made adverse impact
determinations in reviews of proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air permits for magjor
new sources of air pollution. It was these adverse impact findings on PSD permits that spurred the
voluntary creation of SAMI.

Major environmental problems:

. Research and monitoring in national parks and wilderness areas of the Southern Appalachian



M ountains have documented adverse air pollution effects on visibility, streams, soils, and
vegetation.

. Air pollutants such as sulfur and nitrogen oxides, ozone, and volatile organic compounds,
adversely affecting park and wilderness resources, come largely from existing mobile and
stationary sources both near and distant.

. The precise amount that each source contributes to the regional air pollution problem is not clear.

Actions taken or proposed: Through a cooperative effort, SAMI will identify and recommend reasonable
measures to remedy existing and prevent future adverse effects from human-induced air pollution on the
air-quality-related values of the Southern Appalachians, weighing the environmental and socioeconomic
implications of any recommendations. This goal will be realized through the development of an integrated
assessment framework, which will be used to evaluate the impact of the Clean Air Act Amendments as
well as other emission management options.

Stakeholders: In addition to Region IV and the states mentioned above, other stakeholders include:
EPA Region 11

National Park Service

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

U.S. Forest Service

Representatives from industry, special interest groups, and academia

Contact:

Susan Martin

EPA Region 1V - APTMD
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30365

(404) 347-3555 ext. 4185
FAX: (404) 347-2130
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Upper Midwest Initiative, Interagency

Cooperation on Ecosystem Management
(ICEM)
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Size and location: The collection of states differs due to how the participating agencies delineate
boundaries. Agencies cooperate in a given location when there is a specific problem to be addressed.
(States generally included are Minnesota, WWyoming, Michigan, Illinois, Missouri, Indiana, and Ohio.)

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA provides support staff to coordinate interagency technical workgroups
formed by 22 participating agencies (research, education, mapping, information systems, landscape
design, and monitoring and assessment). Region V arranged a listserv function through Research
Triangle Park to support communications for all workgroups.

Organization that initiated project: Midwest Federal Environmental Roundtable (an annual meeting of
regional federal and state agencies)

Major environmental problems:

« Lossof biodiversity

. Protection of savanna and grassland ecosystems

. Classification and mapping systems that identify potential for restoration and protection
. Coordination on interjurisdictional issues

« Budgeting for activity in mutual areas of concern



Actions taken or proposed: Listserv established, attempting to create one for senior managers of
signatory agencies; beginning to create a process for more senior management involvement; research
workgroup provided to Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO) aranking of research needs for
oak savannarecovery; proposed to inventory and create a data base for regional terrestrial ecosystems
research beginning with savanna types and use the same system that the University of Chicago has for
aguatic research, allowing the systems to be integrated; initiated two upcoming training sessions, one on
conflict resolution and the other on biodiversity conservation; provided a preliminary inventory of
multiownership landscape management projects in the region; facilitated the acceptance and use of the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) National Hierarchy of Ecological Units and related mapping effort (to
subsection level) for the region.

Stakeholders:
Formal signatories:

. Argonne Lab (Department of Energy)

« Bureau of Land Management (2 parts)

. Department of the Interior

. Indiana Department of Natural Resources

« Michigan Department of Natural Resources

« Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

« Missouri Department of Conservation

. Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
. National Park Service

. Natural Resources Conservation Service

. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

. US EPA

. U.S. Forest Service (3 parts)

. U.S. Geologica Service

« Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

« Workgroups include members from universities and nongovernmental organizations

Contact:

Janette Marsh

U.S. EPA RegionV

77 West Jackson (ME-19J)

Chicago, IL 60604

(312) 886-4856

FAX: (312) 353-5374

E-mail: marsh.janette@epamail .epa.gov
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Part Two: Regional Summaries of Local-
Scale Ecosystem Protection Efforts

Whereas EPA's |large-scale projects are more widely known, its local-scale projects are more abundant
and considerably more diverse. The places where these projects occur range from afew hectares to
thousands of square kilometersin area. Many of the projects focus on watersheds of various scales as the
natural unit of interest. Other projects are based on areas bounded by other types of ecological
boundaries, and afew are based on jurisdictional boundaries. The activities within these projects might
include ecological assessment, research, monitoring, economic valuation, planning, or environmental
management.

These local-scal e projects might or might not have the ecological complexity of the larger regional
initiatives. There are, however, usually fewer stakeholders concerned with the area. This could indicate
that it is easier to involve all major interests in the place-based approach on the local scale.

List of sites

The following 10 chapters include summaries of all 10 Regions' |ocal-scale projects, and a Regional
projects map accompanies each chapter. Projects that extend across Regional boundaries are repeated
under each Region in which they occur.

The local-scale projects in the Inventory at this time, sorted by EPA Region, include:

. Region | Projects (CT,ME,MA,NH,RI,VT)




. Region Il Projects (NJ,NY,PR,VI)

. Region Il Projects (DC,DE,MD,PA VA, WV)

. Region IV Projects (AL,FL,GA,KY,MS,NC,SC,TN)

. Region V Projects (IL,IN,MI,MN,OH,WI)

. Region VI Projects (AR,LA,NM,0K,TX)

. Region VIl Projects (IA,KS,MO,NE)

. Region VIl Projects (CO,MT,ND,SD,UT,WY)

. Region IX Projects (AZ,CA,HI,NV)

. Region X Projects (AK,ID,OR,WA)
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Region | Projects

Example projects submitted by the Region | include the 14 projects listed below, plusitslarge-scale
initiatives (see Part 1) and place-based activities related to many of the multisite projects (see Part 111).
The map at left indicates the location and distribution of the large-scale and local-scale projectsin this
Region.

The Region's projects vary in size, in the types of ecosystems considered, in the types of partners
involved with EPA, and in their goals. Many are based on watersheds, but these range from inland lakes
and riversto coastal watersheds, estuaries, and sounds. Nutrient enrichment, habitat degradation, ocean
pollution, human and environmental health hazards, and chemical and pathogenic contaminants are
reported among the problems these projects seek to address. Actions taken include developing
partnerships with avariety of local, state, and federal agencies, industries, private citizens groups, and
other organizations. Depending upon the environmental problems present, these multiorganizational
teams might identify and assess important or degraded habitats; sponsor needed research; monitor and
analyze loading rates, pollutant sources, and options for pollution prevention; propose devel opment or
revision of water quality standards; develop outreach and educational programs; or jointly develop
management plans. Many of the local-scale projects also will enhance as well as benefit from the large-
scaleinitiatives in the Region, which include the New England Resource Protection Project, the Gulf of
Maine Initiative, and the Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) Northeastern

L ake Assessment.

List of sites



Region | projectsin the Inventory at this time include:

. Blackstone River, MA

. BuzzardsBay, MA

. Casco Bay Estuary Project, ME

. Green Spaces Healthy Places Project, MA

. Lake Champlain, NY, VT*

. Lake Champlain Advance Planning Area, VT

. Longldand Sound, NY, CT*

. Massachusetts Bays Program, MA, NH

. Massachusetts Bays Program/Mini-Bays Project, MA

. Merrimack River, NH, MA

. Narragansett Bay, MA, RI

. New Bedford Harbor Watershed Assessment Project, MA
. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Ecological Risk Assessment, NH, ME
. Waguoit Bay, MA

* indicates projects that involve land in more than one EPA Region. Projects that extend across Regional
boundaries are summarized under each Region in which they occur.
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Blackstone River

Blackstone River
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Size and location: The Blackstone River islocated in south-central Massachusetts and flows from
Worcester, Massachusetts, to the Seekonk River in Pawtaucket, Rhode Island. The Blackstone has a total
length of 77 kilometers (48 miles) with adrainage area of 1400 square kilometers (540 square miles).
Theriver isthe second largest freshwater tributary to the Narragansett Bay. The Blackstone River is an
important natural, recreational, and cultural resource to both Rhode Island and Massachusetts. In 1986,
the U.S. Congress established the Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Corridor along portions of
the river in both Massachusetts and Rhode Island.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA has provided funding and technical assistance to the States of
Massachusetts and Rhode Island to develop a wet- and dry-weather total maximum daily load (TMDL)
for toxics consistent throughout the mainstem of the Blackstone River. EPA also has undertaken
extensive water quality sampling in the watershed with the states.

Organization that initiated project:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, based on recommendations from Massachusetts and Rhode
Island

Major environmental problems:

« Industrial and municipal discharges
. Water withdrawal
. Heavily contaminated sediments

Actions taken or proposed: Both Massachusetts and Rhode | sland have adopted numeric and whole
effluent water quality criteria and antidegradation provisionsin their state water quality standards. Strict
water-quality-based permits have been issued to major wastewater dischargers and combined sewer
overflow strategies are being implemented. The following actions have been taken or are currently under

way':

. Historic analysis of existing water quality data.

. Collection of dry-weather data.

. Calibration of adissolved oxygen model to include impacts from phosphorus and nitrogen.

. Calibration of trace metals model for the development of adaily load TMDL and waste |oad
allocation (WLA).

. Collection of wet-weather data to determine annual wet weather loads to Narragansett Bay as well
as intermediate locations along the river, and the identification of water quality hot spots to target
best management practices.

In addition to the above, the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs hasinitiated a
technical assistance program that is providing pollution prevention assistance to industries to assist them



in reducing the use of toxic materials. The assistance is provided by a nonregulatory state office and
consists of various activities including multimedia eval uations, economic evaluations, educational
materials, seminars and workshops, and identification of aternative chemicals and process technologies.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as part of its Section 22 Planning Assistance to States Program, has
funded a study to investigate the feasibility of restoring anadromous fish and enhancing waterfowl
habitat along the Blackstone River.

The State of Rhode Island has completed a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for
Narragansett Bay that includes recommendations for the Blackstone. The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts is including the Blackstone in its Watershed Permitting Plan.

Stakeholders:

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Environmental, recreation, cultural, and watershed organizations
Local governments

Local industries and utilities

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission
State of Rhode Island

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Geologica Survey

University of Rhode Island

Contact:

Gerald C. Potamis

U.S. EPA New England Region (WMN)
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203



(617) 565-3575
FAX: (617) 565-4940
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Size and location: Buzzards Bay is located in southeastern Massachusetts. It has a surface area of 591



square kilometers (228 square miles) and a watershed area of 1119 square kilometers (432 square miles).

Nature of EPA involvement: In accordance with the National Estuary Program, EPA has provided
funding and technical and programmatic support and has participated in various committees in the
Buzzards Bay Program.

Organizations that initiated project:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
Major environmental problems:

. Nitrogen enrichment
. Toxic pollutants
. Pathogenic contamination of shellfish

Actions taken or proposed: Buzzards Bay was selected for inclusion in the National Estuary Program in
1987. A Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan that recommends priority corrective actions
to restore and maintain the estuarine resources has been devel oped. Actions accomplished include:

. Development of nitrogen loading limits for localized embayments.

. Establishment of atri-town nitrogen management district.

. Creation of atoxic use reduction program for the highly industrialized New Bedford area.

. Establishment of a boat "no discharge area” for the waters in the towns of Wareham and
Westport.

. Completion of two storm water remediation projects and partial completion of four others.

. Establishment of a Mutual Aid Compact for Oil Spill Containment among the 12 municipalities
surrounding Buzzards Bay.

. Establishment of atri-town health district.

Stakeholders:
Anglers
Boaters
Citizens

Coastal property owners



Environmental organizations

Industry

Local governments

M assachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
Naturalists

Tourists

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Contacts:

EPA:

Bruce Rosinoff

U.S. EPA New England Region (WQE)
JFK Federal Bldg

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-9448

FAX: (617) 565-3962

State:

Joseph E. Costa
Buzzards Bay Project
2 Spring Street
Marion, MA 02738
(508) 748-3600

FAX: (508) 748-3962
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Casco Bay Estuary Project

Casco Bay
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Size and location: Casco Bay covers 593 sguare kilometers (229 square miles) and its watershed covers




2251 sguare kilometers (985 square miles). The bay extends from Cape Elizabeth, Maine, to Phippsburg,
Maine. Portland, Maine's largest city, borders Casco Bay.

Nature of EPA involvement: In accordance with the National Estuary Program, EPA has provided
funding and technical and programmatic support and has participated in various committees of the Casco
Bay Estuary Project.

Organization that initiated project:
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Major environmental problems:

. Water quality impacts from storm water and combined sewer overflows

. Habitat impacts from devel opment

. Water quality and human health impacts from individual wastewater systems (septic systems)
. Living resource impacts from existing sediment contamination

. Lack of public stewardship

Actions taken or proposed: Casco Bay was selected for inclusion in the National Estuary Program in
1990. A preliminary management plan for the bay has been developed, and afina Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan with recommendations for priority corrective actions to restore and
maintain the estuarine resources is due in September 1995. To date, a series of implementation and
demonstration projects have been undertaken, including:

. The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service distributed over $200,000 in cost-share
funds in Casco Bay watershed to address agricultural nonpoint source pollution.

« A public education campaign provided information on the need to restore eroding stream banks
along the Pleasant River. Volunteers performed the restoration work.

. A training program for municipal officials was developed to provide information on nonpoint
source pollution and best management practices.

. Administrative structures to ensure the inspection and maintenance of septic systems are being
evaluated.

. A storm water management plan for atown center is under development to demonstrate storm
water control planning in areas designated as growth areas under local zoning ordinances.

Stakeholders:
Business and industry

Environmentalists



Farmers and foresters
Fishing industry
Homeowners

Local, state, and federal officials
Marina operators

Realtors and land developers
Contacts:

EPA:

Diane Gould

Regiona Coordinator

EPA Region 1

Suite 1100 (CME)

1 Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114-2023
e-mail: gould.diane@epa.gov

State:

Katherine Groves, Director
Casco Bay Estuary Project
University of Southern Maine
PO Box 9300

49 Exeter St.

Portland, Maine 04104-9300
e-mail: kgroves@usm.maine.edu
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Green Spaces Healthy Places Project

Green spaces healthy places project
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Size and location: 31-block areawithin the Roxbury/North Dorchester area of Boston, Massachusetts.



Nature of EPA involvement: Provide technical assistance to a National Service Corporation team and a
community development organization for the following:

. Creation of lead-safe zones. Priority areas are identified with input from the neighborhood
community organizations.

. Reduction of indoor environmental health risks to Public Housing Authority residents.

. Building capacity for environmental accountability at the community level.

. Demonstration of energy efficiency and water conservation.

Organizationsthat initiated project: EPA New England and City Y ear, acommunity outreach/service
organization, entered into a cooperative agreement to secure a grant from Americorps.

Major environmental problems. Density of listed hazardous waste sites (54 within a 3.9-square
kilometer/1.5-square mile ared); lead and hazardous waste in soil within the 31-block project area; pest
management; and energy inefficiencies due to infrastructure and lifestyle.

Actions being taken or proposed:

. Thefall component - green spaces development: to clear two vacant lots and transform them into
aresource for and with the community. One ot will be acommunity garden, and the other could
become a community composting center

. Indoor health hazards, energy conservation - healthy places development: Energy auditsin
targeted buildings. Based on the findings the team will retrofit lights, water, and insulation.
Conduct indoor health hazards audits and appropriate environmentally sound remediationin a
public housing development in Roxbury.

Stakeholders:
Americorps

City Year
Community residents
Corporate partners
Contact:

LoisK. Adams
Urban Ecosystems Coordinator



EPA New England Region - RRA
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02130

(617) 565-4891

FAX: (617) 565-3335
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Lake Champlain

Lake Champlain
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Size and location: Lake Champlain islocated in the northeastern United States. Its basin includes
portions of Vermont, northeastern New Y ork, and the Province of Quebec, Canada. The lakeis 177
kilometers (110 miles) long and 19 kilometers (12 miles) wide at its widest. The total area of the basinis
over 21,000 sgquare kilometers (8200 square miles).

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA has provided funding and technical support for the study of Lake
Champlain. Furthermore, EPA chairs the Lake Champlain Management Conference and participatesin a
number of its committees,

Organization that initiated project:
U.S. Congress
Major environmental problems:

. Toxicsin lake sediments, with elevated levelsin Malletts and Cumberland Bays and Burlington
Harbor

. Eutrophication, caused by both point and nonpoint sources, affects water quality and causes
increased plant growth in the bays

« Phosphorus, especially from nonpoint sources

. Consumption advisories due to contaminated fish

. Non-native nuisance aquatic vegetation and fauna, e.g., zebra mussels

Actions taken or proposed: Planning actions date to the 1940s. In 1979 the New England River Basin
Commission performed a Level B Study.

In 1988, New Y ork, Vermont, and the Province of Quebec signed a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) on Environmental Cooperation on the Management of Lake Champlain. Important
accomplishments include the creation of Citizen Advisory Committees to advise agencies on public
concerns and opinions about |ake management and facilitating the adoption of consistent phosphorus
standards in the lake. The MOU was renewed in 1992.

In 1989, EPA awarded a Clean Lakes Program grant for a Phase | diagnostic/feasibility study, whichis
nearing completion, under the joint administration of the New Y ork State Department of Environmental
Conservation and the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources. This study will analyze the lake's condition
and determine the causes of that condition, examine the watershed to determine the sources of pollution,
and then evaluate solutions and recommendations for the most feasible procedures to restore and protect
lake water quality.

The Lake Champlain Management Conference was established under Title 3 of the Great Lakes Critical
Program Act of 1990, the Lake Champlain Special Designation Act of 1990. Comprising 31



representatives from both sides of the lake, including federal, state, and local governments; local interest
groups; and citizens, its goal isto develop a Pollution Prevention, Control and Restoration Plan. A
Program Office funded through the conference has been established in Grand Isle, Vermont, and funding
provides for education, research, monitoring, planning, and demonstration projects.

Stakeholders:

Academic Institutions

Anglers

Audubon Society

Businesses

Environmental groups

Farmers

L ake Champlain Chamber of Commerce
L ake Champlain Committee

L ake Champlain Research Consortium
L ake George Commission

Local citizens

L ocal watershed groups

National Park Service

States of Vermont and New Y ork
Tourists

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

Contacts:

EPA:

L ee Steppacher

U.S. EPA New England Region
JFK Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-4874

FAX: (617) 565-4940

Theresa Faber

U.S. EPA Region ||

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278B
(212) 269-8708

FAX: (212) 264-2194

VT:

LisaBorre

Lake Champlain Basin Program
54 West Shore Rd.

Grand Idle, VT 05458

(802) 372-3214

FAX: (802) 372-6131

NY:

Jm Connolly

NY SDEC

Rt. 86

Ray Brook, NY 12977
(508) 897-1211

FAX: (508) 897-1394
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Size and location: Northwestern Vermont - Chittenden, Franklin, Grand |sle, and Addison Counties.



This project covers about 2600 square kilometers (1000 sguare miles) (260,000 hectares/650,000 acres)
in northwestern Vermont of the 20,700-square-kilometer (8,000-square-mile) Lake Champlain basin.

Nature of EPA involvement: Designed and implemented field sampling protocols and accuracy
assessment of Landsat Thematic Mapper- derived land use/land cover map. EPA is supporting the state
wetlands program implementation to identify and protect the most valuable and threatened wetlandsin
the study area.

Organization that initiated project:
Wetland Protection Section, EPA New England Region

Major environmental problems: The wetlands of the 26 towns composing this areawere previousy
identified as under the greatest threat from direct and cumulative development impacts. This project will
better protect the hydrologic, habitat, and biodiversity functions and values of this region's aguatic
environment. These wetlands provide the full gamut of hydrological and biological functions and human-
centered values. Approximately one-third of endangered and threatened plants and one-half of the
animals are dependent on Lake Champlain basin wetlands.

Action taken or proposed: The project has completed an accuracy assessment of land use/cover map for
study area. Two University of Vermont graduate students have completed theses using this data set. A
104(b)(3) wetlands grant was given to the state to implement this project beginning in fall 1994. Goals
include determining and better protecting the most valuable and threatened wetlands of this study area.
Documentation and technology transfer of the methodology may encourage application throughout the
entire Lake Champlain basin. Compilation of existing wetland and critical habitat information and
determining an optional inventory methodology for the entire basin have been identified as the top
priority for these resources. An extensive public outreach effort will be mounted once study products are
available to involve people in the planning process. Local, regional, state and federal agencies will be
encouraged to utilize thisinformation and strengthen protection of valuable and threatened aquatic
resources.

Stakeholders:

Citizens

EPA New England Region
Lake Champlain Basin Program
Loca municipalities

Regiona Planning Authorities



State of Vermont Wetlands Program
USFWS Cooperative Research Unit
Vermont School of Natural Resources
Contact:

Greg Hellyer

U.S. EPA New England Region (WWP425)
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-4427

FAX: (617) 565-4940

EPA Mail: EPA91161

E-mail: hellyer.greg@epamail .epa.gov
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Size and location: Long Island Sound is 177 kilometers (110 miles) long and 34 kilometers (21 miles)
wide. The Sound stretches from the Battery in Manhattan to the Race at the eastern end of Long Island.

Nature of EPA involvement: Program coordination and oversight; participation in management
conference committees and technical work groups; and funding assistance.

Organizations that initiated project:

New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Major environmental problems:

. Hypoxia (low dissolved oxygen)

. Toxic substance contamination

. Pathogen contamination

. Floatable debris

. Threats to habitat and living resources

. Land use and development resulting in habitat |oss and degraded water quality

Actions taken or proposed: The Long Island Sound Study (L1SS) was selected for inclusion in the
National Estuary Program in 1987. A Management Conference was convened, and the members of the
Management Conference developed a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) for
the Sound that recommends priority corrective actions to restore and maintain the resources of the Sound.
The CCMP was approved by the LISS Policy Committee on March 1, 1994. The governors of New Y ork
and Connecticut and the Administrator of EPA signed both the CCM P and a special implementation
agreement on September 26, 1994.

The Management Conference is implementing a phased agreement to reduce nitrogen loads to Long
Island Sound. In 1990, to prevent continued declines in dissolved oxygen levels, the LISS Policy
Committee called for a freeze on point and nonpoint source nitrogen loadings to the Sound in key
geographic areas at 1990 levels. This "no net increase” policy is being implemented by the States of
Connecticut and New Y ork through consent orders and permit modifications. Phase I, detailed in the
CCMP, includes significant, low-cost nitrogen reductions of 18.6 percent to begin the process of
reducing the severity and extent of hypoxia. Phase |11 actions will be developed over the next year to
identify additional nitrogen reductions needed to meet the long-term dissolved oxygen goals.

Other activities include:



. Reviewing municipal and industrial discharge permits to surface waters to reduce the allowable
concentrations of toxic pollutants from the previous permitted values.

. Implementing combined sewer overflow abatement programs in areas affecting Long Island
Sound to decrease pathogen contamination and floatable debris.

. Developing enforceable policies to control storm water in areas where it causes closures of
bathing beaches and shellfish beds.

. Encouraging public participation in activities related to the cleanup and protection of the Sound
and providing support for activities including storm drain stenciling, beach grass planting, and
beach cleanups.

Stakeholders:

Association of Marine Industries

Citizen's Campaign for the Environment

Connecticut Department of Agriculture/Aquaculture Division
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
Connecticut Sea Grant Marine Advisory Program
Empire State Marine Trade Association

Interstate Sanitation Commission (NY/NJCT)

Long Island Sound Foundation

Long Island Sound K eeper

Long Island Sound Taskforce

Long Island Sound Watershed Alliance

National Audubon Society

National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration

New York City Department of Environmental Protection



New Y ork Sea Grant Extension Program

New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation
New York State Department of State

North Fork Environmental Council

Northeast Utilities

Pfizer, Inc.

Sound K eeper

Sound Waters

State University of New Y ork at Stony Brook

University of Connecticut

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Geological Survey

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Westchester County Department of Environmental Facilities
Westchester County Department of Planning

Contact:

Mark Tedesco

Long Island Sound Office
Stamford Government Center
Stamford, CT 06904

(203) 977-1541

FAX: (203) 977-1546
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Size and location: The Massachusetts Bays study area contains both Cape Cod Bay and Massachusetts



Bay, which in turn consist of amyriad of smaller embayments along the entire eastern coast of
Massachusetts. The bays encompass a surface area of approximately 5200 sgquare kilometers (2000
square miles), with a contributing watershed area of about 16,000 square kilometers (6300 square miles).
The watershed consists of significant portions of both Massachusetts and New Hampshire and, in
particular, includes amost half of Massachusetts 351 cities and towns.

Nature of EPA involvement: As part of the National Estuary Program, the Massachusetts Bays Program
(MBP) receives $5 million over 5 years from EPA. The MBP has received funding from other EPA
funding sources such as the Action Plan Demonstration Program. EPA also provides full-time technical
and programmatic assistance to the MBP.

Organization that initiated project: The Massachusetts Bays Program (MBP) is ajoint federal/state/l ocal
partnership initiated in 1988 with an award of $1.6 million in settlement funds from the federal lawsuit
over the pollution of Boston Harbor.

Major environmental problems:

« Chemical contamination of water and sediments

. Bioaccumulation and effects of chemical contamination
. Pathogen contamination

. Impaired water quality

. Habitat loss and modification

. Sealevd rise

Actions taken or proposed: The MBP was selected for inclusion in the National Estuary Program (NEP)
in 1990. With NEP designation and accompanying federal funding, the MBP began development of a
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) to achieve the goals of restoration and
protection of water quality and enhancement of the marine resources of the bays. The CCMP, first
drafted in 1991, is currently under revision. A final draft CCMP will be released in May 1995 for public
review. Final publication of the CCMP is scheduled for September 1995.

The CCMP and accompanying annual work plans serve to direct numerous program activities including:

. Establishment and staffing of governing committees, such as those for Policy, Management,
Steering, Technical Advisory, Local Governance, and Public Outreach purposes.

« Implementation of the CCMP on aregional, geographic basis.

. MBP-funded research, demonstration, and "Mini-Bays" projects (see next project summary).

. Protection of living resources from chemical contamination through source reduction.

. Numerous education and outreach efforts (e.g., teacher training, publication of a coastal access
guide and watershed map).

. Protection and restoration of harvestable shellfish resources through storm water remediation and
septic system upgrades.



Stakeholders:

Academic community

Business and industry

Commercia and recreational users such as anglers, whale watchers, boaters, swimmers
Environmental groups

Federal, state, and local government agencies
Shipping industry

Tourists

Waste disposal industry

Contacts:

EPA:

Matthew Liebman, Ph.D.

U.S. EPA New England Region (WQE)
JFK Federa Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-4866

FAX:(617) 565-4940

State:

Diane Gould, Ph.D.
Massachusetts Bays Program
100 Cambridge Street

20th Floor

Boston, MA 02202

(617) 727-9530, ext. 406
FAX: (617) 727-2754
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Size and location: The Mini-Bays Project includes the following three areas:

. Waellfleet Harbor on Cape Cod (24.6 square kilometers/9.5 square miles)
. Fore River Estuary, just south of Boston in Braintree, Quincy, and Weymouth (13 square
kilometers/5 square miles)

« Plum Island Sound and Rivers System on the north shore of Boston (18 square kilometers/7
square miles)

Nature of EPA involvement: Asasubsidiary of the Massachusetts Bays Program (MBP), the Mini-Bays
Project receives $50,000 per year from EPA and limited staff support.

Organization that initiated project:
Massachusetts Bays Program (MBP)

Major environmental problems:

. WEellfleet Harbor: pathogens and excessive nutrients, which threaten a nationally known oyster
population

. Fore River Estuary: chemical and pathogenic contaminants, the control of which could improve
shellfish bedsin ahistorically industrialized area

. Plum Island Sound: pathogen contamination from existing and future development, which
endangers the nationally famous |pswich clam

Actions taken or proposed: With a 5-year funding commitment from the MBP, each Mini-Bays project
has developed a plan of action, has created management and advisory committees, and has actively
begun identifying pollution sources. Additional effort has included and will include the development and
implementation of cost-effective corrective actions, the establishment of monitoring programs (typically
staffed by volunteers), and the generation of local support. Specific examples of these efforts include
creation of the Plum Island Sound volunteer monitoring program and reseeding of oyster bedsin
Wellfleet Harbor.

Stakeholders:
Academic community
Business and industry

Commercia and recreational users such as anglers, whale watchers, boaters, swimmers



Environmental groups

Federal, state, regional, and local governments
Shipping industry

Tourists

Waste disposal industry

Contacts:

EPA:

Matthew Liebman, Ph.D.

U.S. EPA New England Region (WQE)
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-4866

FAX: (617) 565-4940

State:

Diane Gould, Ph.D.
Massachusetts Bays Program
100 Cambridge Street

20th Floor

Boston, MA 02202

(617) 727-9530, ext. 406
FAX: (617) 727-2754
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Size and location: The Merrimack River has a 13,000-square-kilometer (5,010-square-mile) watershed
located in New Hampshire and Massachusetts.

Nature of EPA involvement: EPA has been an active participant, as well as the primary funding source,
for the project. The project is an example of "holistic" watershed management and provides an
opportunity for the Agency to explore how to address environmental problems from that viewpoint.

Organizations that initiated project:

U.S. EPA

States of New Hampshire and Massachusetts

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission
Major environmental problems:

. Combined sewer overflows

. Nonpoint source pollution

. Toxics

. Loss of wetlands and habitats
. Increasing demand for water

Actions taken or proposed: In an effort to reach out to stakeholders or user groups in the watershed and
to better define the issues, the Merrimack River Watershed Consortium was held in February 1992. Asa
result of the Consortium, a Management Committee and four issue-oriented subcommittees were formed.
The Management Committee and subcommittees include federal, state, regional, and local interest group
representatives. The subcommittee issues are water quality, instream flow, information
management/geographic information system (GIS), and resource use and value.

On June 7-8, 1993, the first annual Merrimack River Watershed Management Conference, " Solutions for
the Future. . . Actionsfor the Present," was held. More than 200 people attended the conference and
contributed to the development of a draft Watershed Management Plan. In fiscal year 1993 the initiative
had approximately $400,000 in funding. This funding was used for staffing the initiative and pursuing a
variety of priority projects determined by the subcommittees and Management Committee. These include
aresource use and value inventory of the watershed, water quality assessment, hydrologic analysis,
communication strategy, two pilot subwatershed studies, hydrographic coding of the watershed, and the
development of GIS base maps.

Projects selected for action in fiscal year 1994 included the formation of awatershed advisory group, the
development of a citizen environmental monitoring network, resource assessment, information access



network, business/government forum, and biomonitoring. The second annual Watershed Management
Conference was held in June of 1994. In addition, internal EPA workgroups are pursuing projects related
to doing a better job of ecosystem management by integrating internal data bases, targeting compliance
efforts and inspections based on where critical resources are located, addressing combined sewer
overflow issues through increased public participation, and locating waste sites as an aid in local
planning and priority setting.

The project will receive afinal year of funding in 1995. The emphasis will be on implementation projects
and outreach and education, sharing tools devel oped and the lessons learned in doing "holistic"
watershed management. A watershed management plan with recommendations for further work will be
prepared in 1995 and will assist in guiding the effort in the absence of further EPA funding.

Stakeholders:

Environmental organizations
Industry and business

Local governments
Massachusetts

National Park Service

New Hampshire

Regional planning agencies
U.S. EPA

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Geological Survey
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Universities

Utilities



Watershed organizations
Contacts:
EPA:

Trish Garrigan

U.S. EPA New England Region (WSS)
John F. Kennedy Bldg.

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-2987

FAX: (617) 565-4940

Regional:

Carolyn Jenkins

New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission
255 Ballardvale St.

Wilmington, MA 01887

(508) 658-0500

FAX: (508) 658-5509

State (MA):

Andrew Gottlieb

Office of Watershed Management
Bureau of Resource Protection
Dept. of Environmental Protection
40 Institute Road

North Grafton, MA 01536

(508) 792-7470

FAX: (508) 839-3469

State (NH):

Chris Simmers

New Hampshire Dept. of Environmental Services
P.O. Box 95

Concord, NH 03301

(603) 271-2961

FAX: (603) 271-2867
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Size and location: Narragansett Bay is an estuary covering 381 square kilometers (147 square miles) of



water surface. Its watershed comprises 4292 square kilometers (1657 square miles), 61 percent of which
Isin Massachusetts and 39 percent of which isin Rhode Island.

Nature of EPA involvement: In accordance with the National Estuary Program, EPA has provided
funding and technical and programmatic support and has participated in various committees in the
program.

Person that initiated project:
Governor of Rhode Island
Major environmental problems:

. Toxic pollutants

« Nutrients and eutrophication

. Land-based impacts on water and habitat quality

. Declining health and abundance of living resources

. Need for fisheries management

. Adverse hedlth risk to consumers of seafood

. Adverse environmental impacts on commercial and recreational uses

Actions taken or proposed: The Narragansett Bay was selected for inclusion in the National Estuary
Program in 1987. A Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) has been developed as
the blueprint for immediate coordinated action by federal, state, and local implementing authorities,
Recommended actions to address the problems listed above are prioritized and will be staged over a
number of years to achieve measurable progress. Since the CCMP received EPA approval in January
1993, some examples of implementation activities that have been completed include:

. Development of a Marina Pumpout Siting Plan that will help lead to arequest to EPA to designate
the Bay asa"no discharge area.”

« A Quahog (hard-shell clam) Management Plan for Greenwich Bay.

. A regulatory review to identify and resolve inconsistencies in state policies regarding water
quality issues.

. Revision of the state'sindividual sewage disposal system regulations and industrial pre-treatment
regulations.

Stakeholders:
Environmental advocacy groups

Federal, state, and local government agencies



Industry

Land development interests
Local citizens

Marine trade organizations
Universities

Contacts:

EPA:

JoAnne H. Sulak

U.S. EPA New England Region (WQP)
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 565-3523

FAX: (617) 565-4940

State:

Richard Ribb

Chris Deacutis
Narragansett Bay Project
Rhode Island DEM

291 Promenade Street
Providence, RI 02908
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Size and location: The Acushnet (New Bedford Harbor) and Slocums Rivers Basin are sub-basins of the
Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, watershed. The total study areais about 288 square kilometers. The
embayment-only (i.e., water surface) areas of the New Bedford and Slocums Rivers are 73.3 square
kilometers and 5.5 square kilometers, respectively.

Nature of EPA Involvement: The overall goal of this project isto conduct research that will improve our
ability to understand, quantify, and predict the cumulative effects of multiple anthropogenic stresses on
the productivity and sustainability of coastal marine ecosystems. Ultimately, this research will provide a
generic management tool that can be used to make decisions supporting specific regulatory programs
(e.g., Superfund) in the context of watershed-level ecological effects. This research will utilize an
integrated information and data assessment approach geographic information system (GIS) to produce
guantitative characterizations of waste streams and other anthropogenic activities that act as cumulative
stressors in the marine environment. Corresponding characterization of ecological responses will provide
a better understanding of the cause-effect relationships between categories of major stressor and
ecological effects. Theintent of this research isto provide an ability to predict the outcome of regulatory
management decisions on watershed-level measurable changes in coastal water bodies.

The initial phase of thiswork, approximately 2 yearsin duration, involves a comparative study that
focuses on an "impacted" watershed (more appropriately termed a sub-basin), New Bedford Harbor
(New Bedford, MA), and an "unimpacted" watershed, Slocums River (Dartmouth, MA). New Bedford
Harbor was selected because th