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FINDINGSIN BRIEF

The National Water Quality Monitoring Council and EPA have encouraged dtates to form
sate and regiond Water Qudity Monitoring Councils  ("Councils’) to coordinate monitoring
among the entities active in each state. States generdly have between sx and eight mgor—-and
many more minor—monitoring and data management programs. A dngle Council can teke the
lead role in coordinating thar functions within a state (or across states), especialy in regions or
watersheds where no coordination currently exigs.

EPA’s Office of Water has declared that improved water monitoring is among its highest
priorities, as more comprehensve data can better support informaion-based environmental
protection. EPA recognizes that state and regiond Councils can make sgnificant contributions
to this effort. The oldest Councils have been operating for over a decade; this report studies their
dructure a the state and regiond leve, evaduates ther effectiveness in achieving EPA
objectives, and identifies possble lessons that may help current Councils and facilitate the
operation and establishment of additional Councils.

Through background research and discussions with Council staff, EPA learned severd
important lessons revant to sate and regiond Water Qudity Monitoring Councils:

I Councils Yidd Substantial Benefits: While difficut to auantifv. Councl benefits
ger fromr ther coordination of a sanificant number of independently funded
agencies working in acomplex, seasond, and technically demanding fied.

1 Effective Councils Have State Support: The most effective Councils in our study

st have state support in the form of an expectation of performance, funding, Staff,
management-level endorsement, and/or technica expertise.

I Councils Have Difficulty Keeping Momentum: At nealy dl Councils, building
and keeping momentum for Counall initigtivesis a primary chalenge.

1 Dedicated Staff are Invaluable: Successful Councils have gaff working in an
officia capacity on the Council’ s day-to-day activities.

I Councils Can Unify Disparate Parties. In cases where Council members act to

protect the interest of their primary agencies, collaborative development of a Council
Strategic Plan can bring representatives in line behind a set of clear objectives.

1 Councils Vary in Design and Objectives. What works a one Coundl may not
prove effective a dl Councils. This may aise out of vaiaion in the mix of
persondities at a Council; the powers granted to the Council at its inception; or the
Council’ straditiond relationship with state agenciesin its area of concern.
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INTRODUCTION

Backaround and History of Water Quality Monitoring Councils

In 1992, the United States Office of Management and Budget directed relevant Federa
Agencies to review, evduate, and improve nationd water qudity monitoring activities. To
respond to this charge, the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency and U.S. Geological Survey
created and co-chaired the Intergovernmental Task Force on Monitoring Water Qudlity (ITFM).
In its three-year durdion, ITFM sudied and developed recommendations in several key areas
related to the creetion of an integrated, nationwide monitoring strategy.

Formed in 1997 under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), the National Water
Qudity Monitoring Council (NWQMC) succeeded ITFM and focused attention on developing a
“nationwide drategy to improve water qudity monitoring, assessment, and reporting.”  The
NWQMC ams, through its srategy, to address issues induding the inadequate coverage of
monitoring programs, comparability of collected data, and the need for dtorage systems that
preserve data for future usee. The NWQMC has focused attention on working to increase
cooperation and comparability among states and other entities in monitoring design, data
andysis, and data managemen.

The NWQMC and EPA have encouraged daes to form dmilar Water Qudlity
Monitoring Councils ("Councils’) to coordinate monitoring among the entities active in each
sate. States generaly have between six and eight mgor—and many more minor—monitoring and
data management programs. A sngle Council can take the lead role in coordinating their
functions within a state (or across states), especidly in regions or watersheds where no
coordination currently exigts.

States have responded to EPA’s charge with sgnificant variaion. The Councils in our
study set (see below) represent some of the most well-organized and well-established of the
efforts amed at coordinating monitoring.  Contragtingly, severd daes (not included in this
sudy) have less-forma mechaniams dedicated to the task. For example, Alabama, Connecticut,
Minnesota, and Missouri dl hold periodic technicd meetings to coordinate their monitoring
programs. In other cases, Council objectives are fisheries-specific (e.g., Oregon’s Plan for



Salmon and Watersheds) or watershed-based (e.g., Ohio River Vdley Sanitation Commission;
Susquehanna River Basn Commission).

The noted variation across Councils complicates the task of making generdizations about
Council gtructure and activities.  Using dements common to the Councils in our study set, EPA
drafted a logic model depicting the dructure and activities of a typicad Water Council. EPA
intends for the logic modd to address variability across Councils by representing themes and
edements centrd to most Councils. The modd graphicaly depicts relationships between gods,
activities, and outcomes common to the Councils we studied as pat of this evduation. Usng
the modd, one can track how Council inputs and objectives influence the activities of a typica
Council, yidding outcomes in line with the origind Council objectives. We include the logic
mode as Appendix A.

Obj ectives of the Evaluation

The oldest state and regiona Water Quality Monitoring Councils have been operating for
over a decade'; this report evauates ther effectiveness in achieving EPA objectives, and
identifies possble lessons that may hep current Councils and facilitate the operation and
edablisment of additiond Councils.  Additiondly, this report compares and contrasts the
characteristics and objectives of eight Councils, discusses Council successes and barriers to
success; identifies best practices, and develops recommendations for effectively obtaining the
data necessary for criticd Agency decisonmaking.

Organization of the Evaluation

We begin the evauation by describing our methodology and approach, including the
means by which we defined research questions, selected the Councils comprisng our study set,
and collected information. In discussng evaudion findings, we describe the Councils in
generd terms, induding their roles in the dtate(s) in which they operate; ther structure and
membership; and ther objectives and activities. The report then discusses the successes attained
by Councils, areas where Councils have fdlen short, limitations that have contributed to those
shortcomings, and Council best practicess We conclude this study by synthesizing lessons
learned that may hdp streamline current Councils and facilitate the establishment of new
Councils.

The Wisconsin Groundwater Coordination Council was established in 1984. Most other Councils were
established in the mid- to late-1990s.



EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH

Defining Resear ch Questions

EPA and its contractor, Industria Economics, Incorporated (IEC) began by defining the
overarching themes that would drive the research effort, including Council cheracterigtics,
objectives, and successes achieving outcomes. Using EPA's paper Elements of a State Water
Monitoring and Assessment Progran?, IEc developed a core set of questions-in line with the
overarcching themes of the evaluationto explore with representatives of each Council. In
Elements, EPA discusses the components essential to any state water monitoring program. Per
the authority granted EPA in 8106 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), EPA conducts an annual
asessment of each date monitoring program prior to the awad of grant funds it will
incressingly use these dements as evauation criteria The ten dements contained in EPA's

paper are;

Monitoring Program Strategy

Monitoring Objectives

Monitoring Design

Core and Supplemental Water Quality Indicators
Qudity Assurance

Data Management

Daa AndysSs/Assessment

Reporting

Programmetic Evauation

Genera Support and Infragtructure Planning

CmIEMMOUOm»

While EPA intends these dements to focus the activities of states (not Councils), Councils
should idedly drive to support ther respective date(s) in these aress, this study evaluates, in
part, the extent to which Councls support states in attaining these elements.  Through
discussons with EPA, IEc didilled the dements into a series of research questions comprisng
the points most relevant for the evauation.

Defining the Study Set

With the hdp of EPA, we developed a lig of Councils with which to explore our research
questions:

Colorado Water Quality Monitoring Council (Established 1999)
Lake Michigan Monitoring Coordination Council (Est. 1999)
Maryland Water Monitoring Council (Est. 1995)

2 EPA Office of Water. Elements of a State Water Monitoring and Assessment Program (EPA Doc. No.
841-B-03-003). 2003.



Montana Watershed Coordination Council, Water Quality Monitoring Workgroup
(Est. 2000)

Oklahoma Water Quality Monitoring Council (Est. 1998)

Texas Water Monitoring Council (Est. 1997)

VirginiaWater Monitoring Council (Est. 1999)

Wisconsn Groundwater Coordinating Council (Est.1984)

IEc and EPA collabordively arived at this study set by sdecting among those Councils
acknowledged by the Nationd Water Qudity Monitoring Council. We chose Councils to build a
sudy set representative of multiple organizetional levels (eg., dtate, regiona/watershed),
providing for Sgnificant breadth in answering our research questions’.

Coallecting Available I nformation

For each Council, we first conducted an in-depth literature review that involved:

Internet research at Council websites
Internet research at State/Federdl websites rdated to Councils and their activities
Request of rdlevant documents from the Councils directly

During the early stages of the evduaion, IEc and EPA used an Information Matrix (included as
Appendix B) as an organizationd tool to define the information we sought to compile for each
Council, and to idetify data gaps as we moved forward with information collection. After
conducting our basdine research, we organized our findings within the Information Matrix. |1EC
then analyzed these results to identify data gaps, and spoke with key personnd a each Council
to hdp fill these gaps. In spesking with Council personnel, we posed a set of core questions to
dl respondents, additiondly, we posed sadlite quesions that targeted data gaps or explored
issues specific to individud Councils. IEc and the EPA collaboraively developed a discusson
guide-induding core quesions and satdlite questionsfor each Council in our study set. We
include a sample discussion guide as Appendix C.

Caveats

Readers should condder severd caveats when weighing the results of this evauation.
Firg, the Councils chosen are a subset of the universe of Water Councils active nationdly. In
sdecting Coundls for our study set, we did not choose randomly. Instead, we chose-with the
objective of developing a study set gpanning contrasting organizational  structures-from among
those councls acknowledged by the Nationad Water Quaity Monitoring Council, which are
likdy to represent the most well-established Coundils active nationdly. Our study set of eight

® Through our discussions, we learned that the Water Quality Monitoring Workgroup of the Montana
Council has been inactive since 2001. The Workgroup istaking steps to renew regular activities; for the purposes of
this study, we evaluate it asit functioned while still active.



Councils indudes the mgority of the mgor Councils in the U.S. Second, our discussons
yidded a limited pool of perspectives. While our discussons with key Council personnd were
criticd to the evauation, resource condraints prevented us from capturing the perspective of
those not active in Councils, but yet knowledgesble of or impacted by Council activities.
Findly, this sudy lacks basdine and routine performance data for each Council.

EVALUATION FINDINGS

General Council Characteristics

The Role of Water Quality Monitoring Councils

Councils in our study set vary in what they are trying to achieve. All Councils st as
thar man objective some variation on "providng a forum for effective communication,
collaboration, and cooperation” for individuals and entities involved in monitoring. However,
vaidions occur among Councils objectives in additiona areas of interest. For example, the
Maryland Council focuses on building capacity among monitoring entities and public outreach;
in Wiscongn, the Councl coordinates non-regulatory programs (per statute) and focuses
exdusvey on groundwater; the Colorado Council helps the dtate in providing structure for the
acquidtion, andyds, archiving, and disssmingtion of waer qudity information. The Virginia
and Wisconsn Councils emphasized that they are careful not to involve themselves in setting
policy or usurping power from state agencies, indead they see themsdves as meking objective
recommendationsin the interest of the Sate.

Council Structure

Council structure varies across our study set. Most Councils distinguish between the top-
level advisory members and the generd membership. The Wisconsin Council employs a dtrict
organizationd modd, with a dautorily-defined group of eght holding decisonmaking
postions, and an open membership sarving on committees and recelving the Council newdetter.
The Texas Council dmilaly disinguishes between its "Charter” and "Generd” membership; the
former does not change, the latter does. The Maryland Council differs in the way it sdects
holders of decisonmeking podtions. Rather than pre-defining its decisonmaking dots, a
nominating committee selects from the most involved members, who must be confirmed by an
informd vote of the board. By contrast, the Secretary of the Environment has the find say on
membership in the Oklahoma Council, because the Council’s officid role is as an advisory board
to the Secretary.

Other Councils have more egditarian structures, with leadership roles assumed by those
mogt interested, and a lessforma nomination process (VA, CO, MT). The Lake Michigan
Council is unigue in that it acts as more of an umbrella organization with a media-based
approach. Rather than being organized by task (eg., Monitoring Committee, Data Storage
Committee), the Councl is organized by "Monitoring Network” (eg., Fisheries, Air,



Recreational Waters), which provides for resource leveraging opportunities by capitalizing on
the expertise of individua monitoring entities.

Council Membership

Every Councl in our study set indudes state-agency daff among its decisonmaking
members.  To a lessr degree, Councils include federd and locd (town/county) government
daff, environmentd groups, river groups, indudry, private dtizens, and other interested parties,
as permitted. In particular, the genera membership of Councils is often open to anyone
interested. Councils generdly have limited collaboration with dsatewide professond
asociations; most common is a shared membership across the Council and severd professond
organizetions (OK, VA, WI). In some cases, Councils have co-sponsored conferences or
mestings with professona associations (CO), or digtributed brochures at ther meetings (Lake
Michigan).

Councils have generdly seen little change in organizational representation over time.
While there is flux among individua representatives, member organizations generdly day
congant. The Colorado and Montana Councils have seen generd dedlines in membership
numbers across thar volunteer memberships, the Colorado Council’s membership has evolved
into a"core group” of dedicated individuals.

Nearly al Councils hope to expand their membership. Our discussions reveaed
dgnificant convergence among the sectors into which Councils are hoping to expand ther
membership and/or get more involvement from current members:

1 Loca Government (OK, VA, WI)
Environmenta Groups (OK, MT, MD)
1 Public Hedlth Agencies (MD, WI, CO)

Council Activities

Council ectivities genedly fdl under the commonly-stated objective of incressing
communication, collaboration, and cooperation among water monitoring entities.  All Councils
(with the exception of currently-inactive MT) hold regular meetings-usudly two to four times
annualy—and a regular conference. Many Councils (TX, VA, MT, WI, CO, Lake MI) involve
themsdlves in developing an inventory of al monitoring efforts in their area of concern.  All
Councils recommend (to some degree) minmum data dements and/or sampling protocols to
dlow for comparability across monitoring efforts (though these protocols are not aways
developed internaly a Councils).

Severa Coundls (OK, MD, TX, VA, WI) dso address data management issues by either
developing or endorsng data storage and transmission protocols.  Three Councils (Lake
Michigan, TX, VA) explictly invove themsdves in monitoring network design, and one
Council (WI) advises the dtate in the disbursement of grant funds for water quality monitoring



research. In some cases, Councils convene workgroups related to state- or watershed-specific
issues (e.g., Post-Fire Water Quality Monitoring Committeein CO).

Support of EPA’s Elements

Coundls adso support, to vaying degrees, the activities recommended by EPA in its
Elements paper. However, given that Council establishment generdly preceded EPA’s Elements
by a decade or more (among our study set), Councils were structured to meet the needs of their
dtate or region rather than to address a Federal mandate. To the extent that Councils support the
EPA's recommended eements, they flow from pre-existing Council activities. Table 1 presents
the dements most important to the scope of this evauation (as determined by EPA and IEc) and

the extent to which Councils support states in completing the noted activity.

Tablel
THE EXTENT TO WHICH COUNCILS SUPPORT EPA’'S ELEMENTS
ELEMENT DESCRIPTION LEVEL OF SUPPORT
Monitoring Helptodesigna Many Councils support the design of acomprehensive
Design comprehensive monitoring program to alimited extent. MT serves asthe
monitoring program review committee for the Statewide Monitoring Program; MD
that addresses the Council'sinternal Strategic Plan also partially supportsthis;
specific concerns of the TX provides monitoring program recommendations, and its
State member organizations perform monitoring as part of their
mandate; WI's Statewide Strategy (in devel opment) will
eventually support this activity.
Coreand Determine core and Five Councilsin our study set do not support their respective
Supplemental supplemental indicators state(s) in determining core indicators for water quality
Water Quality for state- or region- assessment; three Councils provide such support, to varying
Indicators wide monitoring degrees. OK isinvolved in "support assessment protocols" to
help make impairment determinations; at the Lake Michigan
Council, the Great L akes Program Office definesindicators
that Council members expand upon; MD has limited
involvement defining indicators.
Quality Define proceduresto Most Councils provide some support to this element. OK has
Assurance ensure scientific a QA/QC committee that formulates a uniform QA/QC plan
validity of for monitoring entities. Lake MI, WI, and CO define
monitoring/lab minimum data elements to promote consistency across
activities monitoring elements. In MD, the Monitoring Methods
Committee eval uates current methods to determine which are
most appropriate.
Data Help to store/manage Most Councils do not currently support their respective state(s)
Management data electronically, in storing/managing data el ectronically, though some Councils
preferably in asystem either do so currently or plan to do so. WI currently supports
compatible with EPA’s the State’s Department of Natural Resources in promoting the
STORET need for STORET-compatible data. OK isdeveloping a
system that will be compatible with STORET. COis
evaluating the need to emphasize common data standards and
exploring opportunities to increase the use of STORET among
its members.
Reporting Support state in Federal Most Councils do not support their respective state(s) in this




ELEMENT DESCRIPTION LEVEL OF SUPPORT

report completion (e.g., respect—it isleft up to the responsible state agency. COisthe
Clean Water Act or lone exception; its data swaps have targeted data gaps to assist
Beaches Act) the stateinits Triennial Review (Water Quality Standards)
process, which supports the 305b/303d reports.
General Support Forecast resource «  Among our study set, most Councils have some mechanism of
and needsto fund planned forecasting future resource needs. OK, Lake MI, and VA are
Infrastructure Council activities the most comprehensive. OK givesindividual committees
Needs primacy in financial matters; Lake MI discusses resource

needs at the Steering Committee level, then brings results to
the broader group; VA had a strategic planning exercise that
resulted in an estimate of $50k annually to maintain current
Council activities. CO was less comprehensive, identifying
future direction, but not linking activities to budget required.
(WI issimilar, with a chapter inits annual report that
prioritizes activities but does not link to budget.)

Programmatic Conduct internal audits | « None of the Councils perform regular audits. WI performs
Evaluation to identify areasfor occasional audits; OK plansto incorporate auditsinto its
improvement or upcoming Strategy document.
streamlining

The Councils mogt supportive of state water qudity monitoring programs are those with
clearly-defined member roles and state support. For example, the WI Council's statutory
endowment-which mandates participation by state agencies—ffords it the clout to support the
state in many of EPA's recommended dements. Councils with less dout often have difficulty
building and keeping the momentum necessary to support the EPA eements (many of which are
long-term efforts) through to completion.

| mpact of Council Activities

In gengd, it is difficut to quantify benefits associated with Council activities.  An
emphags on fadlitated information flow or increased awareness of proper monitoring methods
does not lend itsdf to quantitative performance measures.  While it is difficult to track the
changes associated with Council activities, they have clearly had a pogtive effect. Increased
information flow may fadlitate dissemination of core data elements, proper monitoring methods,
and compdible storage formats across the many monitoring entities in a state or watershed. In
turn, states may redize broader data coverage and increased efficiency in monitoring.  With
more detalled and more accessble information, state regulators migt make increesngly
informed decisons about water quality. Such decisons might have effects that can be quantified
through adverse human hedth effects avoided; decreased fish kills, or increased attainment of
Clean Water Act gandards. In sum, while immediate Council effects are difficult to measure,
Coundil activities may yield Sgnificant indirect effects.



Council Successes and Shortcomings

Council Successes

Council benefite stem from ther coordinatior of a Sonificant number of independently
funded aoencies (VA and CO each counts over 100) workina in a complex. seasona. and
technicdly demandina fiedd. State water audity aoencies have estimated annua fundina needs
of over $130 millior¥: Councils are likdy to yidd substantid benefits coordinating activities on
suck a large scale.  In defining ther primary success, Councils most commonly cite increased
communication and collaboration among nonitoring entities.  Councils identify a facilitated
flow of information through meetings, webstes, data swaps and monitoring inventories as a
secondary—though  dill substantial—success.  Consortiums of water monitoring agencies, usudly
at the watershed level, have redized smilar efficienciesin the past®.

As we note previoudy, Council successes do not lend themsdves to quantitative
messure, and are often redized over the longterm. Given the short tenure of many of the
Councils in our study set, more time is necessary for the full suite of potentia Council successes
to be redlized.

Councils often successfully supported EPA’s recommended elements without having
been sructured to address them.  Specificdly, Councils are making sgnificant progress in
hdping sates to desgn comprenensve monitoring programs, and in  fadlitating daa
comparability by recommending core data dements. Interestingly, the Councils most successful
in supporting their respective state(s) in EPA’s dements are those that receive the highest level
of state support and involvement in the Council. States seem to be redizing returns related to
their investment—of time, funding, or saff—in their state or regiona Council.

Council Shortcomings

None of the Coundils in our study set dams to have had a direct, "on the ground” effect
on the water quaity monitoring occurring in its area of concern.  As we note above, however,
Council effects are mogt often fdt indirectly. The Oklahoma Council demondrates this
important point with its building of consensus for the dtateé's new comprehensive monitoring
program.  While the Council did not desgn the monitoring program, it helped to garner the
support necessary to gan momentum for the program. This is a common (and productive) role
for Councils not as technical developer, but as the inditutional mechanism that specidizes in
getting buy-in and publicity for products developed by others.

4 Association of State and Interstate Water Pollution Control Administrators. Water Quality Ambient
Monitoring Program Assessment Project (Draft Report). 2003.

® EPA Office of Water. Monitoring Consortiums: A Cost-Effective Means to Enhancing Watershed Data
Collection and Analysis (EPA Doc. No. 841-R-97-006). 1997.
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Councils have gengdly redized less success in supporting ther respective dates in
achieving severd of EPA’s recommended dements EPA-compatible eectronic data storage;
core and supplemental water quality indicators, Federal report completion; and infrastructure
planning. However, Councils in our study set do not dways count these dements among their
objectives. This is an important distinction: Council objectives and EPA objectives are rarely in
perfect dignment.

To the extent that Councils have fdlen short of attaining EPA’s objectives (See Table 1),
severd limitations are a work. Table 2 outlines the limitations identified in discussons with
Councils, aswell as saverd drategies employed to overcome them.

Table?2
LIMITATIONSTO SUCCESSAND
STRATEGIESTO OVERCOME LIMITATIONS

LIMITATION

STRATEGY

Lack of dedicated resources (time, funds, staff)
Difficult to spread workload with only afew

active memberswilling to take extrawork

Derive budget estimates, and |obby state to
dedicate resources (e.g., VA estimates $50k
annually necessary to fully-fund Council at

present effort)
Make efficient use of resources (e.g., VA aims

to take increasing advantage of data collected
at local level)

Difficult to make significant progress with
volunteer membership working above and
beyond their existing job description; when
Council projectstake abackseat, they take
longer to complete and it becomes difficult to
gain momentum.

Demonstrate successes-however small—-as a
means of building momentum (VA, CO)

Elect strong |eaders to galvanize effort and
build consensus (MD, CO)

Since Councils primarily "borrow" staff from
other agencies, the Councils themselves are
sometimes | eft beholden to agency desires:

1 Challenging to get membersto
take off their "agency hats"

1 Council members competing for
Requests for Proposals

1 Councils hesitant to criticize

other agencies

MD consolidated its committeesto rely lesson
volunteer effort (i.e., fewer agency volunteers
beholden to their agencies).

W] gives careful treatment to “hot button”
issues, and allows significant recommendations
to stem from Conferences or Symposiarather
than from the Council itself.

OK isdrafting a strategy document to get
people lined up behind asingle set of
objectives rather than debating each Council
activity piecemeal.

Both VA and MT cited the logistical concerns
of working in alarge geographic area(i.e.,
tough to get folksin the same room at the same
time).

Align Council meetings with meetings of

organi zations with overlapping membership to
alow leveraging of limited travel funds

Hold meetingsin varying locations across state
to facilitate attendance by all members

Work viaemail and conference call

The most often-cited barrier is the lack of dedicated resources (cited by al Councils).

The

Wisconsn Council-which has dedicated daff—cited this as a mgor contributing factor to its
success. Further, the lack of dedicated resources contributes to other barriers.  Councils lacking
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dedicated resources are hard-pressed to mantan momentum among ther largely volunteer
membership. Further, staff shared with state agencies may have dlegiances to their employing
agency—contributing to the noted difficulties with Councils beholden to other entities.

Best Practices

Councils can take severa steps to efectively use thar budget and infrastructure to assist
dates in obtaining the data necessary for Agency decisonmaking:

1 Support Communication, Collaboration, and Cooperation: Councils are generdly
well-equipped to fufill ther primary role as fadlitator among the monitoring entities
in their area of concern.  While this role may not yiedd immediate, easly-quantified
results, it may set the groundwork for significant long-term success.

1 Develop Responsible Budget Practices. Successful Councils project future activities
and cdculate the budget necessary to achieve objectives. In cases where state support
is not avalable, Councils should research aternate funding mechanisms and make
efficient use of current resources.

I Strive to Achieve Current Objectives. Councls should focus primaily on
achieving current objectives before looking to expand their role.  Councils ready to
expand capacity should consder using EPA’s Elements paper as a framework for
areas in which they could fulfill avauablerale.

LESSONSLEARNED

This evaduation reveded important lessons about the utility of Councils in generd, as
well as what congtitutes a successful Water Quaity Monitoring Council:

I Councils Yidd Substantial Benefits. While difficuit to quantify, Council benefits
sgem from thar coordination of a dgnificat number of independently funded
agencies (VA and CO each counts over 100) working in a complex, seasonal, and
technicdly demanding fidd. State water quality agencies have estimated annua
funding needs of over $130 million; Councils are likdy to yidd substantid benefits
coordinating activities on such alarge scae.

1 Effective Councils Have State Support: The most effective Councils in our study
st have date support in the form of an expectation of performance, funding, staff,
management-level endorsement, and/or technical expertise.  Smilaly, the Councils
that receive the highest levd of state support and involvement are most successful in
supporting their respective state(s) in EPA’s dements.  States seem to be redizing
returns related to their invesment—of time, funding, or saff-in their date or regiond
Coundil.



Councils Have Difficulty Keeping Momentum: At nealy dl Councils, building
and kegping momentum is a primay chdlenge.  Councils largely rely upon
volunteers working above and beyond ther exiding job descriptions at state or locdl
agencies.  When Council activities receive low priority (as is sometimes the case) in
their members workloads, Council initiatives can lose momentum.

Dedicated Staff are Invaluable: Successful Councils have daff working in an
offidd capacity on the Council’s day-to-day activities Staff can hdp to mantan
momentum by scheduling and arranging meetings, distributing  minutes  and
summaries, mantaning webstes, and preparing reports, documents and displays for
public mestings.

Councils Can Unify Disparate Parties. In cases where Council members act to
protect the interest of ther primary agencies, collaborative development of a Council
Strategic Plan can bring representatives in line behind a set of common objectives.
Councils with buy-in for ther primary objectives have grester flexibility to make
recommendations in the public interest, regardless of politica popularity. Wdll-
organized medings and pos-meeting action items adso contribute to greater
cohesveness among Council members.

Councils Vary in Design and Objectives. What works at one Council may not
prove effective at dl Councils This may arise out of vaidion in the key issues
facing the Coundil; the mix of persondities a a Council; the powers granted to the
Council at its inception; or the Council’s traditiona relationship with State agencies
in its area of concern. Sgnificant date involvement in the Council exids as an
exception to this rule; regardless of desgn or objectives, Councils with state support
have proven effective.
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LOGIC MODEL FOR
TYPICAL WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Short-Term
Outcomes

Long-Term
Outcomes

*Facilitated information
flow across monitoring
entities

*Increased awareness of
proper monitoring
methods

Core data elements
«Consistent data storage
formats across monitoring
entities

*Efficient water quality
monitoring with coverage
that supports state needs.
*Detailed, clear, accessible
water quality information
*Comparable data across
various temporal and
geographic scales

—>

Long-Term
Environmental
Outcomes

* Clean, safe, abundant
water that supports human
health and ecological
functions

Activities/
Inputs Goals Outputs
« Legidation * Serve as forum for +Develop and/or promote
«State buy-in effectlve_ _ condistent data collection
*Resources communication, methods, data elements,
*Paid staff cooperation, and and storage formats
Volunteer staff collaboration among «Inventory monitoring
—> mon!torﬁ ng entities —» efforts
monitoring programs «Draft various
+Build and support publications/pamphlets,
partnerships in including sampling
monltorlng method manuals
community *Design monitoring
*Heighten public strategy and/or
awareness of and monitoring network
involvement in water »Convene conferences,
monitoring, protection, Council meetings
and regtoration »Organize committees or
working groups around
key issues
Partners
*National Water Quality Monitoring Council
EPA
*USGS

*Monitoring entities, including Individuals and organizations
«State and local regulators

*Tribes

*Public health agencies

*Environmental groups

*Professional organizations

«Citizens groups

Industry representatives

“\

Contextual/External Variables

* Budgetary changes at Councils at state,
regional, or Federa level

* Personnel changes at Councils, states,
EPA, or monitoring personnel

* Prices/cost of materids, energy,
environmental services, etc.
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INFORMATION MATRIX

| Maryland

| Texas | Oklahoma | Virginial Colorado

| LakeMich.

| Wisconsin GW

| Montana

How is the Council organized?

Palitica level (e.g., State, regional, watershed)

Geographic Area

Jurisdiction(s)

Other

Which key State activities does the Council support?

Designing acomprehensive monitoring program that
addresses specific concernsfo the State

Determining "coreindicators' appropriateto support
program goals and State information needs

Defining procedures to ensure scientific validity of
monitoring/laboratory activities

Collaborating with state-wide professional associations

Managing and reporting data

Planning for future resource needs

Auditing regularly to identify areasfor improvement

Other

What are the objectives of the Council?

Providedataon al watersinitsfocusarea

Facilitate resource savingsin participating
organizations

Attain demonstrableinstitutiona results (e.g., more
efficient monitoring)

Addressregional concerns (e.g., water quality vs.
water quantity)

Support state policymaking needs

Support Clean Water Act objectives

Other

Hasthe Council achieved its objectives?

Yes/No

Explain (i.e., Arethere barriers? Which are most
important? How can they be overcome?)
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EVALUATING STATE AND REGIONAL
WATER MONITORING COUNCILS

SAMPLE DISCUSSION GUIDE

The EPA Office of Water's highest priority isto improve and increase monitoring to support
information-based environmentd protection. Recognizing that Water Monitoring Councils are
often mgjor contributors toward these important ends, EPA initiated a study of Councils across
severd criticd states and watersheds.

State and Regond Water Qudity Monitoring Councils provide a forum for coordinating and
improving water quality monitoring across their geogrephic area of interest.  Councils often
comprise stakeholders in state and local government; dtizens groups;, and various private
organizations. The oldest Councils have been operating for over a decade. EPA now wants to
review the past and ongoing activities of Councils to determine the degree to which they are
meeting gods and objectives, and to identify possble lessons that can hdp current Councils and
fecdlitate the egablishment of additiona Councils. EPA and its contractor, Industrid
Economics, Inc., researched publicly available materids to edtablish basdine information for a
set of Councils. To vdidate and supplement the information gained from this initid data
collection, we are conducting a number of more detailed discusson sessons with individuds
fulfilling criticd roles a the Councilsin our study set.

The attached questions will be used to help direct conversations in these discussion sessons.
Our conversations will help EPA evauae the value of Councils a the State and regiond leve,
the extent to which they have been successful at achieving objectives thus far; the means by
which they support dates;, and the potential for them to assume an expanded role in optimizing
water quality monitoring. Please review the atached questions; this will help to streamline and
enhance our conversation. We have dlotted one hour for each discusson.

Following these discussion sessions, EPA will develop a draft report centered on our evauation
objectives, and drawing upon our basdine research and informaion gathered during our in
depth discussons.  After the draft report is complete we will be caling upon dl discusson
sesson paticipants to provide comments and suggestions to improve the evauation report’s
ovedl daity, accuracy, quality, and usefulness. In addition, we hope to convene a conference
cdl invaving dl paticipants to describe our research findings and give dl paticipants an
additional opportunity to comment on the evauation report. If you have any questions about
the statements and questions below, do not hedtate to contact Colin Macdondd of IEc
(617/354-0074; cmacdonald@indecon.com) or Charles Spooner (202/566-1174;
spooner.charles@epa.gov). Thanksin advance for you interest and cooperation.



A. COUNCIL BACKGROUND
1. Weunderstiand that your Council has been in operation since 1999. Isthis accurate?
2. Council Organization

2a. 'Y our membership includes [ Sample member ship from Council materials]. Hasthis mix
changed over time?

2b. Who ison your Council at present (i.e., 2003 membership)?
2c. How do you decide upon specific member?
2d. Arethere additiond partiesthat you fed should participate? If so, which parties?
3. To what degree do you collaborate with statewide professional associations?
B. COUNCIL OBJECTIVESAND SUCCESSES
4. Questions Related to Potential Objectives
4a. From our literature review, it gppears that your Council has the following objectives:
[Sampl e objectives from Council materials]
Are these correct? Are some objectives more important than others?
4b. Y our website notes that your Council undertakes the following activities:
[Sample activities from Council materials]

To what extent did you accomplish these? Are there other Council activities not
listed in available program materids? (If so, please describe)

4c. What effect have each of these actiong/activities had? To what extent has each enabled
you to meet your objectives?

4d. What are the most important barriers to achieving each objective?

4e. How can Councils most effectively overcome these barriers?

4f. Are Councils playing an gppropriate role in water quality monitoring? From your
perspective, what should Councils do to best contribute to improving water quality?

5. Questions Rdlated to Council Success



5a Overdl, how would you rate your Council’s success Snceitsinception? (Why?)
5b. Please describe some of your Council’ s successes.

5c. To what do you attribute these successes?

5d. Arethesedirectly related to your Council’ s objectives?

5e. Arethere any changesin monitoring that are directly or indirectly attributable to your
Council’ s ctivities?

C. STATE ACTIVITIESSUPPORTED BY THE COUNCIL

EPA’s Office of Water produced a draft document entitled Elements of a State Water
Monitoring and Assessment Program (March 2003). In Elements, EPA discussesthe
components essentia to any state water monitoring program. While these are not specific
criteriafor Councils to meet, EPA isinterested in identifvina how important the eements are to
the operation of the vour Council. Ouestions 6 throuah 13 address vour familiaritv with the
document and how your Council’ s activities rel ate to specific dementsincluded in the
document.

6. Familiarity with Elements

6a. Areyou familiar with this document and the elements it recommends?

6b. Areyou awarethat it was recently finalized?

7. Towhat extent does your Council help to design a comprehensive monitoring program that
addresses the specific concerns of the State?

8. “Coreindicators’ may support awide range of activities, including assessing attainment of
applicable water qudity sandards, establishing basdlines or trends; and piloting innovative
monitoring methods. How involved is the Council in determining “ core indicators’ for State-
or region-wide monitoring?

9. Pease describe in more detail how the Council defines procedures to ensure the scientific
vdidity of monitoring and laboratory activities?

10. Doesthe Council help the State(s) store/manage datain an electronic system (e.g., EPA’s
STORET)?

11. Federd dtatutes require statesto submit severd periodic reports on water quaity. The
Clean WaterAct mandates a biennid water quality inventory report (and annual updates
thereto) as part of Section 305(b); Section 303(d) requires an annud list of impaired waters



for each state. Section 406 of the Beaches Act also requires submission of water qudity
information. To what extent do Council activities support the State(s) in timely and
accurate completion of reports?

12. Doesthe Council have a mechanism in place to forecast future resource needs? (Please
describe)

13. Doesthe Council perform interna audits to identify areas for improvement?

14. We learned from our literature review the roles of your Committees. To what extent do
individual Committees collaborate?

15. Arethere other state activities, not captured here, that your Council supports? (Please
describe)

16. Fina Question

16a. Looking back, what have you learned that you would have liked to know at the outset?



