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Executive Summary

Section 303(d) of the Federa Clean Water Act requires states to make alist of polluted
waterbodies and develop Totad Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLS) to cleanup those waters.
There are 666 waterbody segments on Washington's 1996 “303(d) list.” In 1997, a consent
agreement was entered into federa court, which requires the Department of Ecology to develop
TMDLsfor dl those waterbodies within 15 years.

Concurrently, numerous salmon runs are listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered
Species Act in Washington and the state, loca and federa agencies are required to take actions
to protect those species. Many of the polluted waterbodies on the 303(d) list impair sdimon
habitat and other beneficiad uses. Habitat Conservation Plans have been investigated as means
for integrating ESA and Clean Water Act TMDL requires and are critical components to
addressing ESA lised sdimon. The TMDL program affords the ability to integrate these related
but different nationd laws.

Workload Model is developed

In 1997, Ecology developed a preliminary cost estimate of the TMDL program. That
preliminary estimate suggested that the TMDL program would require 62 full-time equivaents
(FTEs—annud aff) to implement. At the sametime, Ecology estimated that there were about
20 exigting staff working on the TMDL program. Thus, about 42 new dtaff were estimated to
be needed to fund the program. Thiswas arough estimate, which Ecology committed to
refining.

This report contains aworkload model to more fully evauate the cost of an adequate TMDL
program. The model is a computer-driven spreadsheet that cal culates workload estimates
(expressed in hours) for a particular activity. Those hours are multiplied by the expected
frequency of the activity over thelife of a TMDL project. The mode does this for each activity
then addsto atotd of hours and expresses those hours in a portion of afull time equivaent
(FTE). AnFTE isthe amount of gaff time a person would be employed working full timeon a
given activity. 1.0 FTE indicates afull time employee working for an entire yeer.

Model Estimates 84 FTE Need, 44 of which are New.

The workload modd (Appendices A and B) estimates that the total annua cost of the TMDL
program is $6,735,200 (84.19 FTEs). Of thistota, Ecology has aout 29 FTEs working on
TMDLs.

Additiondly, Ecology has determined that another existing 11 FTEs will be redirected to the
TMDL program. Thisredirection of exigting staff will impact other important functions and will
have the following impacts:

Reduced nonpoint pollution technical assstance to landowners and policy development;
Reduced municipd facility compliance tracking;
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Reduced statewide and regional watershed reports and coordination;

Reduced timber practices watershed anayses and policy development;
Reduced engineering technica assstance to permit holders and smdl towns;
Reduced water quality assessments and coordination with tribes;

Reduced technical assstance on lakes protection and restoration;

Reduced technica assstance on groundwater protection;

Reduced regulatory streamlining and financia assstance program enhancements,
Reduced aguatic pesticides management.

Critical Assumptions of the Workload Model

There are severd critical assumptions of the TMDL Workload Modd that, if not redlized,
ggnificantly impact the cost estimate it derives. If any of these criticd assumptions are
invaidated, the number of additional new FTEswill increase. These critical assumptions are;

The mode assumesthat local planning unitsunder HB 2514 will conduct water
quality planning as offered in the Act.

The model assumesimplementation of the Dairy Nutrient Management Act of
1998, when related to TM DL implementation (i.e., issue dairy permits) isfully
funded under that Act.

The modd assumes continued funding for the existing 29 FTEsin the TMDL
program and for the 11 FTEsto bere-directed to TMDL work.

Other Key Assumptions
Themodd isafull-cost modd and capturesboth direct and indirect costs.

TMDL work isdoneon a project basis capturing multiple parameter s and
water body segmentsrather than individual parametersand individual segments.

Themodd assumesamajor paradigm shift occursfrom traditional TM DL sto new
typesof TMDLSs.

Themodel assumes no Flow or Contaminated SedimentsTM DL swill be done by
Ecology and that this policy determination is supported by EPA.

The modéd assumes EPA will accept the majority of submitted TM DL swith littleto
moder ate amount of negotiation.

The model assumes a lower threshold of research and analytical work nonpoint
source TMDL s (assumed to be Simple TMDL Projects) than TM DL sinvolving
point sour ces.
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Themode isdesigned around the 1996 303(d) list.

Themode includesreporting, public reviews, and other processes specified in the
Memorandum of Agreement between Ecology and EPA regarding the federal
lawsuit.

The model assumes scoping of water quality programsin done on a basin approach
rather than incrementally.
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| ntroduction and Background

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to develop alist of polluted
waterbodies every two years. For each of those waterbodies, the law requires satesto
develop “Totd Maximum Dally Loads’, or TMDLs. A TMDL isthe amount of pollutant
loading that can occur in agiven waterbody (river, marine water, wetland, stream, or lake)
without being polluted. TMDLs are implemented through permits to point source dischargers
and through non-regulatory programs for nonpoint sources. A polluted waterbody stays on the
“303(d) ligt” until it is cleaned up — meaning state water quality standards are met or are
reasonably expected to be met.

The Clean Water Act has required states to implement Section 303(d) requirements since

1972. However, it was only until the early 1990' s when states across the country began to do
0. Thisdday was caused in large part due to nationd attention on controlling effluent from
point source dischargers and integrating water qudity-based limitsinto permits. However, inthe
early 1990's, interest groups nationwide began to sue EPA and states to require the
development of 303(d) lists and total maximum daily loads. Washington State and EPA Region
10 were sued in this manner in 1992.

Washington was ultimately dropped from the federa lawsuit. However, the suit between EPA
and the plaintiffs (Northwest Environmental Advocates) continued. During settlement
negotiations in 1997, a memorandum of agreement between Ecology and EPA was developed
and a court consent agreement was developed between EPA and the plaintiff. The agreement
requires Ecology to develop and implement TMDLsfor al waterbodies on the 1996 303(d) list
within 15 years.

Inapreliminary cost estimate of the TMDL program, Ecology estimated that the current
program would cost about 62 full-time equivaents (FTEs —annua gaff) to implement. At the
same time, Ecology estimated that there were about 20 existing staff working on the TMDL
program. Thus, about 42 new staff were estimated to be needed to fund the program. This
was arough estimate, which Ecology committed to refining. Additionaly, Ecology committed to
redirecting existing staff to meet the TMDL workload demand to the greatest extent feasible.

In the 1998 legidative sesson, Governor Locke requested about $900,000 to begin to phase-in
the TMDL program over severd years. The funding was not provided.! This document fulfills
Ecology’s commitment to refine total TMDL program cost estimates.

' The L egislature appropriated $250,000 ($125,000 to each house of the Legislature) to conduct areview of
the TMDL program. That review began in July 1998.
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How Doesthe Model Calculate Workload Estimates?

The workload modd is acomputer driven spreadsheet that cal culates workload estimates
(expressed in hours) for a particular activity. Those hours are mulltiplied by the expected
frequency of the activity over the life of a TMDL project. The modd does this for each activity
then addsto atotd of hours and expresses those hours in a portion of afull time equivaent
(FTE). LOFTE indicates afull time employee working for an entire year on a given activity.

The modd makes unique workload assumptions within each category of TMDL projects for
TMDL Development, Implementation, Assessment, Appedls, and Data Management. To
caculate full cost of the current TMDL program (that based on the existing 1996 303d list and
the exising MOA with EPA), model-derived FTES per TMDL Project? Category are multiplied
by the number of projectsin each category. Table 1 gives the definitions of TMDL Project
Categories. Table 2 summarizes TMDL workload estimates for individua TMDL projects over
the life spar? of the project. Table 3 gives the approximate number of projects per category
assumed for this workload modd and a summary explanation.

The model aso makes unique workload assumptions for listing, priority ranking, programmatic
apped's, programmatic data management, and program development. Table 4 gives these costs
inannuad FTEs. Based on the calculated total workload of the program, the modd addsin
supervison and clericd staff a arate of 24.8% to meet agency standard direct staff to support
daff ratios (8.5 direct to clerical and 7.7 direct to supervisor). (Table 4). The caculated full
cost of the TMDL program using the per TMDL Project Category FTE cost times the number
of projects within each category is based on a 15-year cost. 15 years was selected because it
is the duration of the MOA between EPA and Ecology on the federd court consent agreement
to settle the lawsuit. To determine annud costs of the program, the modd divides by 15. FTEs
are calculated at the rate of $80,000" per year (which includes sdlary, al benefits, and indirect
costs). Thus, theformulafor caculaing program costsis

# FTEs per TMDL Project X # of Projects X $80,000 = 15 year Cost of TMDL Project
Category

15 year Cost of TMDL Project Category + Cost of All Other Project Categories +
Listing + Priority Ranking + Program Appeals + Program Data Management +

Program Development + Management & Support = 15 year TMDL Program Cost

15 year TMDL Program Cost / 15 = Annual Cost of TMDL Program

2“TMDL Project” isagrouping of individual water body segments and/or parameters of concern. A project
likely contains many individual TMDLs.

% Life span of aTMDL project from inception to completion can vary from two to five or more years, based
on complexity, number of parameters or waterbody segments, etc.

* Thisisarough estimate of the total cost of an annual FTE. Based on inflation and increased costs of
conducting business, that number can be higher and is actually projected to be about $83,000 for state fiscal
year 2000.
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Tablel
TMDL Project Category Definitions

Simple TMDL Project: TMDLsfor nonpoint sources that have alimited scope of technical
andysis because ahigh leve of rigor is not required to establish awasteload dlocation for a
permitted discharge. These TMDLs will be based on limited new monitoring data and will
ingeed rely more heavily on higtorica data or published literature information. The uncertainty
associated with alow leve of rigor will be reflected in alarger margin of safety. Allocationsto
nonpoint sources from Simple TMDLs will be used in the development of implementation plans.

Complex TMDL Project: TMDLsfor mixed point and nonpoint sources a high level of
technical rigor is conducted to provide equity in the dlocation distribution. Since the federd
enforcement provisions only apply to permitted dischargers, EPA requires a high degree of
reasonabl e assurance that nonpoint source plans will be successful in order to give rdief to point
sources bearing an unfair burden of loading reductions. This burden isincreased if the TMDL
technicd analyds has a high degree of uncertainty because of low rigor resulting in alarger
margin of safety. Complex TMDLswill be based on newly collected monitoring data and more
sophigticated modeling anayses to help reduce the regulatory burdens to permitted dischargers
resulting from uncertainty and large margins of safety.

L andscape TMDL Project: TMDLsfor nonpoint sources where the technicd andysisis
conducted using GIS gpproaches over large areas. Many water quality problems can be
clustered into groups with smilar characteristics such as river morphology and land uses.
Landscape TMDLswill be developed using existing data and published andyticd methods.
They can be implemented either on a Site-specific, basin-specific, or programmeatic basis.

Contaminated Sediments TM DL Project: TMDLSs involving risk andyses of contaminated
sediments, cleanup actions for these sediments and associated source control strategies to
prevent recontamination of the sediments.

Flow TMDL Project: TMDLSs or other watershed strategies to address minimum in-stream
flows where insufficient flow has resulted in alisting for either temperature, low dissolved
oxygen or both.

Clean Lakes TMDL Project: TMDLSs involving the restoration of lakes to support
designated uses. The historic gpproach has been Phase 2 Cleanup Plans under CWA Section
314.
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Table?2
Summary of TMDL Workload Model Costs (in Annual Full Time Equivalents— FTES)
Per Project Category and Program Component

Program Component | Smple | Complex | Landscape | Clean | Flow Contam-
Lakes | *** inated
Sediments
* k%

TMDL Development 1.16 3.51 1.21 0.20 2.27 1.39

| mplementation of 1.45 5.33 3.96 3.74 7.59 7.79

Controls

Assessment of WQ- 0.23 0.53 0.19 0.23 0.33 0.62

Based Controls

Appeals 0.04 0.32 0.13 0.13 0.60 0.13

Data M anagement 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09

TMDL Project

Category does not

cdculate the following

Program Components.

SeeTable 4:

Liging Table4 | Table4 Table4 Table4 | Table4 | Table4

Priority Ranking and Table4 | Table4 Table4 Table4 | Table4 | Table4d

Targeting

Programmatic Table4 | Table4 Table4 Table4 | Table4 | Table4

appedls

Programmatic Table4 | Table4 Table4 Table4 | Table4 | Table4

Data Management

TMDL Program Table4 | Table4d Table4 Table4 | Tabled4 | Table4d

Development / Policy

Management and Table4 | Table4d Table4 Table4 | Tabled4 | Table4d

Support

Total per 1 Project 2.97 0.82 5.58 4.39 10.88 10.02
10
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| Over the Project Life | | | | | |

***Theses are workload estimates only. The modd assumes no Flow or Contaminated
Sediments TMDL project will be done, due to other available cleanup programs.

TMDL Workload Model

11



Table3
Estimated Number of Projects’ per TMDL Project Category®

S|mpIeTM DL Projects: 87
Simple TMDL s Projects representing groups of listed parameter-segment combinations
related in geographic scope and likely to be addressed with the same technical andysis and
implementation process. These are waters likely affected only by nonpoint sources. Since
no reasonable assurance for nonpoint source plans must be established to EPA's
acceptance, aless rigorous technica analysisis needed to establish these TMDLS. The
statute and regulations do not require that new data be collected to estimate TMDLS.
These rules Sate that uncertainty due to data limitations is to be addressed by providing a
margin of safety. A nonpoint source TMDL with alarge margin of safety with no legal
authoritiesto leverage just becomes a guide for planning efforts. These TMDLSs can be
edtablished with literature data and limited sampling.

Complex TMDL Projects: 26
Complex TMDL Projects are based on the assumption of groups of listed parameter-
segment combinations related in geographic scope and likely to be addressed with the same
technica analysis and implementation process. These are projects where point sources are
assumed to have some component of the loading capacity. In these cases, it was assumed
that a reasonable assurance for nonpoint source plans must be aso established to EPA's
acceptance. Two other projects without point source influences were aso consdered
complex: Upper Y akima River pesticides and the Columbia/Snake River total dissolved gas
issues.

LandscapeTM DL Projects: 12
Landscape TMDL Projects are based on analyses conducted in awest/east approach and
apilot project for each of four parameters to be addressed. Many of the waters on the
1996 list have been grouped to be addressed through the development of “landscepe”
TMDLs. These"landscape' TMDLswill be developed using readily available existing data
and anaytica methods. This processwill employ an gpproach built on preparing a
landscape assessment for large areas, which will leed to developing TMDLs for applicable
waters and parametersin those areas.  Landscape TMDLSs can be implemented in 3
generd ways. (1) Site Specific; (2) Basan Specific; or (3) Programmatic. Load dlocations
or key indicator goas could be used to condition permits or activities (e.g. forest practice
goplications, 401 certifications, mitigated DNS, etc). The conditioning of these activities
may aso be applied across an entire basin (e.g. slvicultura watershed andys's, watershed
plans). If basn specific implementation measures are likely to be smilar among many

®> Most projectsinvolve multipleindividual TMDLSs. Intotal the list of projects here account for about 1554
individual segments-parameter combinations.

® These numbers are best estimates at the present time. As each project is scoped for extent, complexity and
schedule, changes may occur, i.e., a“clean lakes” project could become a“simple” project or visaversa.

12
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basins, a programmeatic approach may be taken (e.g. policy revison, rule or ordinance
adoption).

Clean Lakes TMDL Projects: 48
Clean Lakes Projects are based on the assumption of work needed to finish work started in
Phase 1 restoration grants or other smilar sudies. Each restoration lake grant was assumed
to be a separate project.

Flow TMDL Projects: 0
No TMDLswill be conducted solely for instream flow. Since there is no pollutant defined
for these liged waters, a TMDL is not required. Ecology will use existing programs and
processes (indream flow rules, Chelan-process, 2514) to address flow issues on listed
streams (as described in federd regulations 40 CFR 130.7(b)(2)).

Contaminated Sediments TMDL Projects. O
No TMDLswill be conducted for contaminated sediments. Ecology will use exigting
programs and processes (MTCA and CERCLA) to address contaminated sediment on
listed waters (as described in federal regulations 40 CFR 130.7(b)(1)).

* * * * * * * * * * * *
Table4

Summary of TMDL Workload Model Costs (in Annual Full Time Equivalents
—FTEs)

Per Category-I ndependent Program Components

Program Component Annual FTEs

Listing 1.38

Priority Ranking and Targeting 4.7

Programmatic Appeals 0.14

Programmatic Data M anagement 1.0

TMDL Program Development/Policy 6.84

Management and Support 15.94* **

*** Based on 24.8% additiona cost of total TMDL program.

13
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What arethe Major Components and Types of Activitiesin the
M od€l?

Listing. Thisisthe function of maintaining the 303(d) list for Washington. Activitiesinclude
data collection, evauation of water quality problems, and public process of draft list review.
Activities dso include evaluation of TMDL monitoring data to determine TMDL success, tribal
consultations, negatiations with EPA, and providing technica assstance to loca planning units
under 2514.

Priority Ranking and Targeting. Thisfunction isthe process of identifying existing water
quality data and determining information needs on a basin gpproach in order to identify priority
water qudity solutions by basin. Specific activities include scoping (outreach, briefing papers,
workshops, needs assessments) on a basin-wide scale, reviews of other agencies relevant
watershed plans, conducting and publishing a scoping document and conducting a public
process on a priority list.

TMDL Development. Thisfunction isthe research, sudy, data collection and data andysis
process used to determine assmilative capacity and load dlocations. Specific activitiesinclude
research of previous studies and data, coordination with other entities, development of a qudity
assurance plan, conducting water quality studies, laboratory anaytical work, developing
monitoring strategies, and providing technica assstance to loca planning units who develop
TMDLs. Other activities include packaging results into acceptable TMDL formet for EPA and
responding to and negotiating with EPA over TMDL submittal issues.

Implementation of Control Actions. This function includes the actions taken to effectuate the
TMDL developed. Activitiesinclude coordination with other entities, public process, Ste
specific monitoring, implementation of best management practices, technicd assstance, and
where appropriate TMDL-gpecific revisons to existing wastewater discharge permits or
issuance of new permits, implementation of forest practices controls, issuance of grants and
loans, compliance ingpections, and enforcement.

Assessment of Water Quality-based Control Actions. Thisfunction isthe collection and
andyds of water quality information ng the effectiveness of TMDL implementation.
Activitiesinclude TMDL effectiveness monitoring, developing additiona controls where needed,
and technicd assgtanceto loca planning units under 2514.

Appeals. Thisfunction isthe reponseto TMDL implementers or third party appedls. There
are two main types of appeals. Thefirst typeis programmatic and anticipates appeds on
components of the overdl TMDL program (e.g., listing decisions, load alocation process,

14
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categories, consultation process, etc.). The other isTMDL Project Category appedls (i.e.,
gopedsonindividud TMDLS). Specific activities include staff and attorney time on
discovery/deposition, case preparation, settlement negotiations, hearings and decrees.

Data Management. Thisfunction isthe management of TMDL dataand its support. There
are two types of data management. Thefird is the development and maintenance of aTMDL
database. The second is the day-to-day data entry and data extraction to demonstrate and
track trends and compliance.

TMDL Program/Policy Development. Thisis the support function to ensure balanced and
fair treetment of TMDL implementers. Specific activities include coordination and policy
development in partners with EPA and Stakeholder groups, and development and maintenance
of policies, guidance and resources on listing, prioritization, implementation, technica assstance,
TMDL effectiveness assessments, and dternative controls. Other activities maintain TMDL
workload modd, pertain rules, operator certification, and TMDL and 2514 guidance for local
planning units.

Management and Support. Thisisthe supervisor and clerica function support for the TMDL
program.

15
TMDL Workload Model



Critical Assumptions of the M odel
Some of the key assumptions of the TMDL Workload Modd are:

The model assumesthat local planning unitsunder HB 2514 will conduct water
quality planning as offered in the Act. The modd assumes that planning will result in
TMDLsfor 10% of listed waterbodies. Thus Ecology’s share of work for the TMDL
development, implementation, and assessment is reduced to reflect this assumption. (Inthe
mode this can be seen under the “# of Actions’ column as 0.90, or 90% of thetime
Ecology does). Additiondly, where loca planning units are assumed to be conducting
TMDLs under 2514, the modd assumes a technica assistance workload for Ecology. This
isshown as 0.10, or 10% of the time Ecology does, under certain line items in the modd.

Themodel assumesimplementation of the Dairy Nutrient Management Act of
1998, when related to TM DL implementation (i.e., issue dairy permits) isfully
funded under that Act. Hence, coverage actions are shown with “0” number of actions or
“0” hours per action.

The model assumes continued funding for the existing 29 FTEsin the TM DL
program and for the 11 FTEsto bere-directed to TMDL work. In order for the cost
esimate of the TMDL Workload Modd to be sustained, exigting funding to continue those
40 FTEs (29 exigting and 11 redirected FTES) is needed.

Other Key Assumptions
The modd isa full-cost model. * The workload model provides workload estimates for
esch of thefollowing TMDL program components:
303(d) ligting process
TMDL Development, unique for eech TMDL Project Category
Implementation of Controls, unique for each TMDL Project Category
Assessment of WQ-based Controls, unique for each TMDL Project Category
Appeds, programmatic and TMDL Project Category-specific
Data management, programmeatic and TMDL Project Category-specific
TMDL Program Development
Management and Support

YVVVYVYVYVYVYVY

TMDL work isdoneon a project basis. Rather than looking a one waterbody segment
for one parameter, the mode assumes TMDL implementers will assess a broader stretch of
awaterbody for al parameters of concern. Thisis amore efficient and effective way to

" A major difference between the cost estimate Ecology developed in preparation for the 1998 L egislature
and that contained in this workload model is that the previous estimate did not include TMDL program
costsfor the Listing, Priority Ranking and Targeting, Data Management, and Management and Support
components. The model isa“full cost model;” however, it islimited by itsinherent assumptions and by the
policy determinationsthat are included here.

16
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cleanup polluted waterbodies than the segment-by-segment, parameter-by-parameter
approach.

Themodd assumesamajor paradigm shift occurs. Themodd limits detalled field
work, sampling, and modeling workload in each category and includes only the most
intensive andytica workload to Complex, Flow, and Contaminated Sediments TMDL
projects.

The modd assumes no Flow or Contaminated Sediments TM DL swill be done by
Ecology and that EPA will agreeto thispolicy determination. The modd assumes
that existing processes such as instream flow setting, watershed management under
HB2514, or Chelan-like processes will address waterbodies listed for low flows. The
mode aso assumes that cleanups under CERCLA, MTCA, (as described in federd
regulations 40 CFR 130.7(b)(1)) and Bedlingham Bay-like whole bay management
processes will address Stes listed for contaminated sediments.

The modd assumes EPA will accept the majority of submitted TM DL swith littleto
moder ate amount of negotiation. A smdl amount of timeis built into the model
anticipating Ecology responses and discussons with EPA on TMDL submittals. However,
protracted disagreements would be outside the mode’ s time estimates.

Themode assumes alower threshold of research and analytical work on nonpoint
source TMDL s (assumed to be Smple TMDL Projects) than TM DL sinvolving
point sources. Themode assumes the need for analysis of existing data, augmented as
necessary, and does not require the EPA test of reasonable assurance. The mgjority of
listed water bodies are nonpoint source impacted. Therefore use of exigting datawill
streamline TMDL development and reduce costs. Since no reasonable assurance for
nonpoint source plans must be established to EPA's acceptance, aless rigorous technical
andysisis needed to establish these TMDLs. The statute and regulations do not require
that new data be collected to estimate TMDLSs. These rules Sate that uncertainty due to
datalimitations is to be addressed by providing amargin of safety. Thus, these TMDLSs can
be established with literature data and limited sampling, thereby reducing the cost of the
andytica work. Thisassumption includes arisk of potential increased chalenge of not
collecting additiona new data

Themode isdesigned around the 1996 303(d) list. The modd assumes only the
workload needed based on the status of exigting listed waterbodies and takes into
consideration the work aready completed on some of those TMDLSs. For example, the
modd accounts for the 18 Smple TMDL Projects on the 1996 303(d) list where
developmental work is completed. Additiondly, the Clean Lakes TMDL Project category
assumes the work needed is that which is needed to finish work started in Phase 1
restoration grants or other smilar studies.

17
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Themodd includes reporting, public reviews, and other processes specified in the
Memorandum of Agreement between Ecology and EPA regarding the federal
lawsuit. The MOA specifies severd unique public review periods and document
preparations. The mode includes those requirements.

The model assumes scoping of water quality problemsisdone on a basin approach
rather than incrementally. Specificdly, the modd assumes that the current basin-wide
scoping process (including preparation of issue papers, holding workshops locally,
conducting outreach, and preparing basin-specific water quaity needs assessments)
continues.

Workload Estimates of the TM DL Workload M odédl, based on

the 1996 303(d) List

The workload modd estimates the cost of the TMDL program, based on the 1996 303(d) list
and the existing memorandum of agreement between Ecology and EPA Region 10is
$6,415,585 (80.19 annua FTESs). Thisisshown in the attached spreadsheet entitled
“Department of Ecology TMDL Workload Model Summary.” An additiond 4.0 FTEs are
required in order to achieve the modd’ s key assumption that loca planning unitswill conduct
10% of the TMDLs under 2514 and thus reduce Ecology’s overdl workload. This4 FTE
resource amount will be supplemented with existing Ecology resources to provide assstance to
2514 planning units. Thus, total annua cost of the TMDL program is $6,735,200 (84.19

FTES).

Of thistotal, Ecology has exigting staff conducting TMDL work and has decided to redirect
other staff to offset impact of this program.

Existing TMDL Resources

In 1998, the Department of Ecology had about 29 FTEsworkingon TMDLSs. Thisisshownin
Table 5. Continued funding of these FTEsisacritica factor in determining the number of
additiona new resources.

Redirect of Existing Resources

Ecology has determined that 11 FTEs will be redirected to the TMDL program. Continued
funding of these FTEsisa criticd factor in determining the number of additiona new resources.
Redirecting this many staff means saverd key functions will be reduced or diminated. Specific
exiging functions to be redirected and implications of that redirection are identified in Table 6.

Cost of Program is based on Conservative Assumptions

The cogt estimate provided here are minimums needed and are derived using conservetive (low)
edimates. For example, the model assumes a much lower rigor of effort for the mgority of
TMDLs than has been higtorically the case. Additiondly, certain TMDLSs are assumed to be

18
TMDL Workload Model



not conducted by Ecology (e.g., contaminated sediments and flow TMDLS), based on the

existence of other control practices. Also, others are assumed to conduct TMDLs (e.g., 2514
planning units) and certain implementation actions are assumed addressed elsawhere (e.g., dairy

nutrient permitting). See model assumptions, above, for additiona key assumptions of the
modd. All of these conservative assumptions drive down the cost of the TMDL program.

Table5

Summary of Existing Ecology TMDL Resources (Annual FTES)
TMDL Program Component HQ | Regions EILS Others Totals
Listing 13 0.3 0.3 0.1 2.0
Priority Ranking and 04 1.0 0.7 0.0 21
Targeting
TMDL Development 0.5 4.0 4.2 0.0 8.7
Implementation of Control 0.3 4.4 0.5 0.0 52
Actions
Assessment of WQ-based 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 15
Controls
Appeals 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 1.6
Data M anagement 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3
Program/Policy Development 1.0 0.0 04 0.1 15
Subtotals 4.2 10.8 7.4 0.5 22.9
Management and Support** 1.0 2.7 1.8 0.1 5.7
TOTAL 5.2 135 9.2 0.6 28.6

** Management and support calculated using stlandard average ratios as follows.

Direct gtaff to supervisors. 7.7to 1
Direct staff to support gaff: 8.5t0 1
Together, these account for 24.8% additional FTES (13% for supervision, 11.8% for clerica).

TMDL Workload Model
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Table6

Summary of Existing Ecology Staff Resources to be Redirected to TMDL Work
(Annual FTES)

Function to be Redirected | Number | Impacts

of FTEs

Senior nonpoint source policy 1.0 Reduced regional nonpoint source pollution

implementation prevention and partnership development in
Northwest Region

Municipd facility compliance 0.3 Reduced non-compliance tracking of municipal
wastewater dischargersin Northwest Region

Watershed lead and regiond 10 Reduced regiona coordination of watershed

coordination management actions in Southwest Region.

Weatershed analysis 1.0 Reduced forest practices watershed analysesin
Southwest Region.

Aquatic pesticides 1.0 Reduced short-term modifications and lake
protection in Southwest Region.

Watershed coordination 1.0 Reduced statewide watershed coordination from
Headquarters.

Watershed management 0.5 Reduced service delivery on watershed approach
to water quality management and elimination of
watershed reports in Eastern Region.

Nonpoint technical assistance 0.5 Reduced technical assistance to individual
landowners (e.g., TFW and agriculture landowner
assistance) in Eastern Region.

Point source engineering 04 Reduced engineering delegations, report reviews,

technical assistance small towns assistance, and sewer extension
reviews in Eastern Region.

Water quality assessments and 0.5 Reduced triba involvement with assessments and

tribal coordination watershed activities from Headquarters.

L ake restoration and 0.3 Reduced technical assistance on lake protection

protection and restoration from Headquarters.

Groundwater standards 0.5 Reduced technical assistance regarding

technical assistance implementation of groundwater standards and
reduced coordination on significant statewide
groundwater quality issues from Headquarters.

Consolidated and revision of 1.0 Reduced permit regulations streamlining from

permit rules Headquarters.

Financial assistance program 04 Elimination of effort to improve grant and loan

restructuring processes from Headquarters.

Timber/Fish/Wildlife policy 0.6 Reduction of forest practices and water quality

development policy and partnerships from Headquarters.

Engineering/technical 1.0 Reduced technical assistance for facility

assistance engineering and sewer extension reviews in
Centra Region.

TOTAL 11.0
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Department of Ecology TMDL Workload Model Summary

Pure Workload Model Summary, based on 1996 303(d) List

Note: TMDL Projects are Multiple Waterbody Segments and Multiple Parameter Combinations.

Number FTEs Total FTEs Additional Total Costs per Year
of TMDL | per TMDL | per TMDL Type | Program Costs over
Type of TMDL Projects Projects Project Project Costs 15 years
Listing 20.72 $ 1,657,600 $ 110,507
Priority Ranking and Targeting 70.50 $ 5,640,000 $ 376,000
TMDL Development
Simple TMDL Projects 69 1.16 80.04] $ 6,403,200 $ 426,880
Complex TMDL Projects 21 3.51 73.71] $ 5,896,800 $ 393,120
Landscape TMDL Projects 12 1.21 14.52] $ 1,161,600 $ 77,440
Flow TMDL Projects 0 2.27 0.00] $ - $ -
Clean Lakes (96 list) TMDL Projects 48 0.20 9.60] $ 768,000 $ 51,200
Contaminated Sediment Projects 0 1.39 0.00 $ - $ .
Implementation of Controls
Simple TMDL Projects 87 1.45 126.15] $ 10,092,000 $ 672,800
Complex TMDL Projects 26 5.33 138.58] $ 11,086,400 $ 739,093]
Landscape TMDL Projects 12 3.96 47.52 $ 3,801,600 $ 253,440
Flow TMDL Projects 0 7.59 0.00 $ - $ -
Clean Lakes (96 list) TMDL Projects 48 3.74 179.52] $ 14,361,600 $ 957,440
Contaminated Sediment Projects 0 7.79 0.00 $ - $ -
Assessment of WQ-based Controls
Simple TMDL Projects 87 0.23 20.01] $ 1,600,800 $ 106,720
Complex TMDL Projects 26 0.53 13.78] $ 1,102,400 $ 73,493
Landscape TMDL Projects 12 0.19 2.28] $ 182,400 $ 12,160
Flow TMDL Projects 0 0.33 0.00] $ - $ -
Clean Lakes (96 list) TMDL Projects 48 0.23 11.04] $ 883,200 $ 58,880
Contaminated Sediment Projects 0 0.62 0.00] $ - $ -
Appeals
Simple TMDL Projects 87 0.04 3.48] $ 278,400 $ 18,560
Complex TMDL Projects 26 0.32 8.32 $ 665,600 $ 44,373
Landscape TMDL Projects 12 0.13 1.56 $ 124,800 $ 8,320
Flow TMDL Projects 0 0.60 0.00] $ - $ -
Clean Lakes (96 list) TMDL Projects 48 0.13 6.24] $ 499,200 $ 33,280
Contaminated Sediment Projects 0 0.13 0.00 $ - $ .
Program Appeals 2.10 $ 168,000 $ 11,200
Data Management
Simple TMDL Projects 87 0.09 7.83 $ 626,400 $ 41,760
Complex TMDL Projects 26 0.13 3.38] $ 270,400 $ 18,027
Landscape TMDL Projects 12 0.09 1.08] $ 86,400 $ 5,760
Flow TMDL Projects 0 0.09 0.00 $ - $ -
Clean Lakes (96 list) TMDL Projects 48 0.09 4.32] $ 345,600 $ 23,040
Contaminated Sediment Projects 0 0.09 0.00] $ - $ -
Program Data Management 15.00 $ 1,200,000 $ 80,000
TMDL Program Development/Policy 102.60 $ 8,208,000 $ 547,200
Management and Support 239.04 $ 19,123,379 $ 1,274,892
Totals xHE 752.96 449.96 $ 96,233,779 $ 6,415,585

Annual Costs (FTEs):
Annual Costs ($):

$ 6,415,585

***Total Number of TMDLs is 1554 individual segments-parameter combinations.

version 6
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DJEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY TMDL WORKLOAD MODEL

ife Cycle Total FTEs: 260.09 Prorated Workload (X-Categories) Simple TMDL Complex TMDL Landscape TMDL Project Clean Lakes TMDL (96 list) Contaminated Sediments TMDL Flow TMDL
.nnual FTEs: 52.02 # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project
‘rogram Activity Actions Each Hours FTEs [Action | Each Hours FTEs [Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs [Actions| Each Hours FTEs
s
MDL Program Universe 1.00} 1.00] 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.00}
iummary 328,234.50 210.95 4,610.60 2.96 15,277.40) 9.82 8,683.61 5.58 6,816.26 4.38 15,582.12]  10.01 16,946.40  10.89
ZLISTING 1.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00j 0.00
.ollect existing data 7.50 451.00 3382.50] 2.17
;onduct 2514 TA to locals 7.50 104.00 780.00) 0.50
‘valuate existing data to characterize water quality problems/sources 7.50| 1044.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘valuate water quality problem to detemine if a listing is appropriate 7.50 612.00 4590.00] 2.95
‘eview TMDL monitoring data to determine TMDL success 7.50 80.00 600.00} 0.39
'repare first proposed list 7.50 120.00 900.00} 0.58
:onduct tribal and public comment period 7.50 96.00 720.00) 0.46
'repare responsiveness summary 7.50 192.00 1440.00 0.93
:onduct internal reviews 7.50 120.00 900.00} 0.58
‘evise preliminary list based on comments 7.50 80.00 600.00} 0.39
;onduct tribal consultations 7.50 80.00 600.00} 0.39
iubmit draft list to EPA for approval 7.50 8.00 60.00] 0.04
‘espond to EPA requests (e.g. basis for decisions) 7.50 16.00 120.00} 0.08
legotiate with EPA over list issues 7.50 160.00 1200.00 0.77
'ublic notice of approved list 7.50 80.00 600.00} 0.39
‘espond to public requests on list 3960.00 2.00 7920.00] 5.09
ubtotal 20.72
“PRIORITY RANKING AND TARGETING
:onduct basin scoping per watershed approach 60.00] 1375.00 82500.00 53.02
sutreach, briefing papers, workshops)
‘eview local government's 2514 plans 60.00 40.00 2400.00] 1.54
‘eview other agencies watershed plans and priorities 60.00 40.00 2400.00] 1.54
'repare scoping document for each basin according to 5-year cycle 60.00 122.00 7320.00] 4.70
'ublish scoping document 60.00 16.00 960.00} 0.62
:onduct public involvement on scoping document 60.00 40.00 2400.00] 1.54
‘evise scoping document based on comments received 60.00 80.00 4800.00] 3.08
)evelop statewide priority list 15.00 40.00 600.00} 0.39
:onduct public process on priority list 15.00 40.00 600.00f 0.39
'repare responsiveness summary 15.00, 40.00 600.00f 0.39
'stablish prioritized list of waterbodies for TMDLs 15.00 8.00 120.00 0.08
'stablish TMDL annual work plan 15.00 340.00 5100.00 3.28
ubtotal 70.57
MDL DEVELOPMENT
lesearch past studies/existing data 0.90[ 34.00 30.60 0.02 0.90 85.00 76.50] 0.05 0.90 34.00 30.60 0.02 0.90 16.00 14.40 0.01 0.33]  120.00 39.60) 0.03 0.50) 85.00 42.50) 0.03
ite reconnaisance 0.90[ 26.00 23.40 0.02 0.90 64.00 57.60) 0.04 0.90 26.00 23.40 0.02 0.90 8.00 7.20 0.00 0.33 24.00 7.92 0.01 0.50) 64.00 32.00) 0.02
aterview and coordinate with other agencies and locals 0.90[ 53.00 47.70 0.03 0.90| 132.00 118.80) 0.08 0.90 53.00 47.70 0.03 0.90 16.00 14.40 0.01 0.33]  120.00 39.60) 0.03 0.50f 132.00 66.00 0.04
revelop scope of work and cost estimate 0.90[ 67.00 60.30 0.04 0.90| 168.00 151.20] 0.10 0.90 67.00 60.30 0.04 0.00 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.33] 170.00 56.10) 0.04 0.50| 168.00 84.00) 0.05
ribal coordination of QA and monitoring 0.90 6.00 5.40 0.00 0.90 16.00, 14.40 0.01 0.90 6.00 5.40 0.00| 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 8.00 2.64) 0.00 0.50 16.00 8.00) 0.01
revelop quality assurance plan 0.90[ 43.00 38.70 0.02 0.90|  108.00 97.20) 0.06 0.90 43.00 38.70 0.02 0.00 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.33]  120.00 39.60) 0.03 0.50f 108.00 54.00) 0.03
PA review of quality assurance plan 0.90 4.00 3.60 0.00 0.90 8.00 7.20) 0.00 0.90 4.00 3.60 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 8.00) 2.64 0.00 0.50) 8.00 4.00) 0.00
:onduct water quality monitoring surveys 0.90( 184.00 165.60 0.11 0.90|  920.00 828.00 0.53 0.90|] 368.00 331.20 0.21 0.00 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.33] 160.00 52.80) 0.03 0.50f 920.00 460.00] 0.30
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DJEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY TMDL WORKLOAD MODEL

ife Cycle Total FTEs: 260.09 Prorated Workload (X-Categories) Simple TMDL Complex TMDL Landscape TMDL Project Clean Lakes TMDL (96 list) Contaminated Sediments TMDL Flow TMDL
.nnual FTEs: 52.02 # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project
‘rogram Activity Actions Each Hours FTEs [Action | Each Hours FTEs [Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs [Actions| Each Hours FTEs
s

aboratory analytical work 0.90[ 234.00 210.60 0.14 0.90| 1167.00 1050.30f 0.68 0.25| 467.00 116.75 0.08 0.00 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.33| 2334.00 770.22] 0.50 0.50| 1167.00 583.50] 0.38
'stimate pollutant loadings from all sources 0.90[ 96.00 86.40 0.06 0.90|  240.00 216.00] 0.14 0.90 96.00 86.40 0.06 0.00 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.33|  200.00 66.00] 0.04 0.50|  240.00 120.00f 0.08
'stimate assimilative capacity 0.90[ 96.00 86.40 0.06 0.90|  240.00 216.00] 0.14 0.90 96.00 86.40 0.06 0.00 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.33|  300.00 99.00] 0.06 0.50|  240.00 120.00f 0.08
Ise predictive modeling to determine total allowable pollutant loads 0.90( 384.00 345.60 0.22 0.90|  960.00 864.00 0.56 0.90| 384.00 345.60 0.22 0.90 40.00 36.00 0.02 0.33|  400.00 132.00] 0.08 0.50|  960.00 480.00 0.31
'repare and review TMDL technical report 0.90[ 48.00 43.20 0.03 0.90|  120.00 108.00] 0.07 0.90 48.00 43.20 0.03 0.90 48.00 43.20 0.03 1.00f 120.00 120.00] 0.08 0.50|  120.00 60.00) 0.04
-ommunicate results to public; develop solutions with stakeholders 0.90 476.00 428.40 0.28 0.90| 1190.00 1071.00f 0.69 0.90| 476.00 428.40 0.28 0.90 80.00 72.00 0.05 1.00( 240.00 240.00] 0.15 0.50| 1190.00 595.00] 0.38
'evelop summary implementation strategy 0.90[ 38.00 34.20 0.02 0.90 96.00 86.40) 0.06 0.90 38.00 34.20 0.02 0.90 24.00 21.60 0.01 1.00 48.00 48.00 0.03 0.50 96.00 48.00] 0.03
revelop TMDL effectiveness monitoring strategy 0.90[ 42.00 37.80 0.02 0.90| 104.00 93.60) 0.06 0.90 42.00 37.80 0.02 0.90 16.00 14.40 0.01 1.00 96.00 96.00] 0.06 0.50|  104.00 52.00] 0.03
'rovide TA to local TMDL development efforts (2514, 0.10[ 204.00 20.40 0.01 0.10[  511.00 51.100  0.03 0.10[  204.00 20.40 0.01 0.10[  204.00 20.40 0.01 0.10|  160.00 16.000  0.01| 0.50[ 511.00 25550,  0.16
‘eview and approve locally-developed TMDLs 0.10[ 112.00 11.20 0.01 0.10|  280.00 28.00] 0.02 0.10| 112.00 11.20] 0.01 0.10| 112.00 11.20] 0.01 0.10 80.00 8.00) 0.01 0.50|  280.00 140.00f 0.09
‘ackage into a TMDL for EPA approval 1.00f 22.00 22.00 0.01 1.00 56.00 56.00] 0.04 1.00 22.00 22.00 0.01 1.00 22.00 22.00 0.01 1.00 56.00 56.00] 0.04 1.00 56.00 56.00] 0.04
‘espond to EPA requests 1.00f 13.00 13.00 0.01 1.00 32.00 32.00] 0.02 1.00 13.00 13.00] 0.01 1.00 13.00 13.00] 0.01 1.00 32.00 32.00] 0.02 1.00 32.00 32.00] 0.02
legotiate with EPA over submittal issues 1.00f 96.00 96.00 0.06 1.00( 240.00 240.00] 0.15 1.00 96.00 96.00 0.06 1.00 16.00 16.00] 0.01 1.00( 240.00 240.00] 0.15 1.00[ 240.00 240.00] 0.15
ubtotal 1.16 3.51 121 0.20 1.39 2.27
VIPLEMENTATION OF CONTROL ACTIONS
vork with local watershed & resource agencies 1.00[ 200.00 200.00 0.13 1.00f 500.00 500.00 0.32 1.00[ 200.00 200.00 0.13 1.00[  200.00 200.00 0.13 1.00f 500.00 500.00 0.32 1.00[ 500.00 500.00] 0.32
revelop draft implementation plan 0.90[ 172.00 154.80 0.10 0.90|  429.00 386.10 0.25 0.90| 172.00 154.80 0.10 0.90| 172.00 154.80 0.10 0.90|  429.00 386.10 0.25 0.50|  429.00 214.50] 0.14
:onduct public involvement 0.90[ 40.00 36.00 0.02 0.90|  100.00 90.00] 0.06 0.90 40.00 36.00 0.02 0.90 40.00 36.00 0.02 0.90|  100.00 90.00] 0.06 0.50|  100.00 50.00] 0.03
revelop final implementation plan 0.90[ 32.00 28.80 0.02 0.90 80.00 72.00] 0.05 0.90 32.00 28.80 0.02 0.90 32.00 28.80 0.02 0.90 80.00 72.00] 0.05 0.50 80.00 40.00] 0.03
‘eport and engineering reviews for TMDL implementation 1.00f 378.00 378.00 0.24 3.00| 126.00 378.00 0.24 1.00[ 378.00 378.00 0.24 0.00] 126.00 0.00 0.00 1.00f 378.00 378.00 0.24 1.00[ 378.00 378.00] 0.24
ssue/Reissue permits with additional TMDL requirements 0.00[ 850.00 0.00 0.00 1.00f 850.00 850.00 0.55 1.00[ 850.00 850.00 0.55 1.00[ 850.00 850.00 0.55 1.00f 850.00 850.00 0.55 1.00[ 850.00 850.00] 0.55
‘evise general permit coverages for basin 0.00[ 32.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 80.00 26.40] 0.02 0.33 32.00 10.56 0.01 0.33 32.00 10.56] 0.01 0.33 80.00 26.40] 0.02 0.33 80.00 26.40) 0.02
ssue dairy nutrient permits 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00j 0.00
'stablish TFW perscriptions and habitat 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00j 0.00
srants/loans application reviews 1.00f 48.00 48.00 0.03 3.00 16.00 48.00 0.03 1.00 48.00 48.00 0.03 1.00 48.00 48.00 0.03 1.00 48.00 48.00 0.03 1.00 48.00 48.00] 0.03
srants/loans administration 1.00[ 900.00 900.00 0.58 3.00| 300.00 900.00 0.58 1.00[ 900.00 900.00 0.58 1.00[  900.00 900.00 0.58 1.00[ 900.00 900.00 0.58 1.00[ 900.00 900.00] 0.58
:onduct site specific monitoring 1.00f 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 8.00 8.00) 0.01 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00] 0.03
aboratory analytical work 0.90[ 56.00 50.40 0.03 0.90|  140.00 126.00] 0.08 0.25 56.00 14.00] 0.01 0.90 56.00 50.40 0.03 0.90|  140.00 126.00] 0.08 0.50|  140.00 70.00f 0.04
rack BMP implementation 1.00 8.00 8.00 0.01 1.00 8.00 8.00) 0.01 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00] 0.03
‘eview dairy nutrient inspection plans 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00j 0.00
:onduct dairy inspections 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00j 0.00
:onduct tech assistance ps and nps 1.00f 311.00 311.00 0.20 1.00( 4668.00 4668.00) 3.00 1.00[ 3110.00 3110.00 2.00 1.00[ 3110.00 3110.00 2.00 1.00( 7780.00 7780.00] 5.00 1.00[ 7780.00 7780.00] 5.00
:onduct compliance inspections and actions 1.00f 64.00 64.00 0.04 1.00f 160.00 160.00] 0.10 1.00[ 320.00 320.00 0.21 1.00[ 320.00 320.00 0.21 1.00( 800.00 800.00 0.51 1.00[ 800.00 800.00] 0.51
:onduct formal enforcement 1.00f 32.00 32.00 0.02 1.00 80.00 80.00] 0.05 1.00 32.00 32.00 0.02 1.00 32.00 32.00 0.02 1.00 80.00 80.00] 0.05 1.00 80.00 80.00] 0.05
ubtotal 1.45 5.33 3.96 3.74 7.79 7.59
SSESSMENT OF WATER QUALITY-BASED CONT] NS
:onduct TMDL Effectiveness Analysis

- collect wq data 0.90[ 64.00 57.60 0.04 0.90|  160.00 144.00] 0.09 0.90 64.00 57.60 0.04 0.90 64.00 57.60 0.04 1.00f 160.00 160.00] 0.10 0.50|  160.00 80.00] 0.05

- laboratory analytical work 0.90[ 78.00 70.20 0.05 0.90|  194.00 174.60] 0.11 0.25 78.00 19.50] 0.01 0.90 78.00 70.20 0.05 1.00[ 389.00 389.00 0.25 0.50|  194.00

- assess BMP effectiveness 1.00f 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00( 100.00 100.00] 0.06 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 80.00 80.00] 0.05 1.00[ 100.00 100.00f 0.06

- coordinate and track land use changes 0.90[ 32.00 28.80 0.02 0.90 80.00 72.00] 0.05 0.90 32.00 28.80 0.02 0.90 32.00 28.80 0.02 1.00 80.00 80.00] 0.05 0.50 80.00 40.00] 0.03

- review data and assess TMDL effectiveness 0.90[ 48.00 43.20 0.03 0.90|  120.00 108.00] 0.07 0.90 48.00 43.20 0.03 0.90 48.00 43.20 0.03 1.00f 160.00 160.00] 0.10 0.50|  120.00 60.00f 0.04

- develop additional controls if needed 0.50( 128.00 64.00 0.04 0.50|  320.00 160.00] 0.10 0.50| 128.00 64.00 0.04 0.50| 128.00 64.00 0.04 0.50|  160.00 80.00] 0.05 0.25|  320.00 80.00] 0.05
‘'rovide assistance to locals under 2514 0.10[ 96.00 9.60 0.01 0.10|  240.00 24.00] 0.02 0.10 96.00 9.60 0.01 0.10 96.00 9.60 0.01 0.10|  160.00 16.00f 0.01 0.50|  240.00 120.00f 0.08
ssess dairy implementation plans and permits 1.00f 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 1.00 40.00 40.00 0.03 0.00 40.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 40.00 40.00] 0.03
ubtotal 0.23 0.53 0.19 0.23 0.62 0.33
PPEALS
liscovery/deposition 3.00] 320.00 960.00] 0.62| 0.10[ 109.00 10.90 0.01 0.50| 272.00 136.00) 0.09 0.50|  109.00 54.50 0.04 0.50] 109.00 54.50 0.04 0.50|  109.00 54.50] 0.04 1.00[ 272.00 272.00] 0.17
:ase preparation 3.00|] 640.00 1920.00f 1.23| 0.10| 128.00 12.80 0.01 0.50|  320.00 160.00] 0.10 0.50| 128.00 64.00 0.04 0.50] 128.00 64.00 0.04 0.50|  128.00 64.00] 0.04 1.00[ 320.00 320.00] 0.21
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DJEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY TMDL WORKLOAD MODEL

ife Cycle Total FTEs: 260.09 Prorated Workload (X-Categories) Simple TMDL Complex TMDL Landscape TMDL Project Clean Lakes TMDL (96 list) Contaminated Sediments TMDL Flow TMDL
.nnual FTEs: 52.02 # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project # of Hours Total Project | # of Hours Total Project
‘rogram Activity Actions Each Hours FTEs [Action | Each Hours FTEs [Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs | Actions Each Hours FTEs [Actions| Each Hours FTEs
s
iettlement process 3.00 80.00 240.00 0.15 0.10{ 240.00 24.00 0.02 0.25 600.00 150.00] 0.10 0.25 240.00 60.00 0.04 0.25 240.00 60.00 0.04 0.25 240.00 60.00] 0.04 0.50 600.00 300.00 0.19
learing 3.00 24.00 72.00] 0.05 0.10 64.00 6.40 0.00 0.25 160.00 40.00 0.03 0.25 64.00 16.00| 0.01 0.25 64.00 16.00] 0.01 0.25 64.00 16.00) 0.01 0.25 160.00 40.00] 0.03
.onsent decree 3.00 24.00 72.00] 0.05 0.10 16.00] 1.60 0.00 0.13 40.00 5.00 0.00 0.13 16.00 2.00 0.00 0.13 16.00 2.00 0.00 0.13 16.00 2.00 0.00 0.13 40.00 5.00| 0.00
ubtotal 2.10 0.04 0.32 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.60
JATA MANAGEMENT
‘evelop TMDL data base 1.00| 2088.00 2088.00] 1.34
lodify permit data bases for WLAs 1.00 480.00 480.00 0.31
flaintain TMDL/303(d) data base 15.00] 1385.00 20775.00) 13.35
)ata entry 60.00 1.00 60.00 0.04 60.00 2.00 120.00] 0.08 60.00 1.00 60.00 0.04 60.00 1.00 60.00 0.04 60.00 1.00 60.00] 0.04 60.00 1.00 60.00] 0.04
:ompliance and Trends Report 10.00 8.00 80.00 0.05 10.00 8.00 80.00] 0.05 10.00| 8.00 80.00 0.05 10.00] 8.00 80.00 0.05 10.00 8.00 80.00] 0.05 10.00 8.00 80.00] 0.05
ubtotal 15.00] 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
“*TMDL PROGRAM/POLICY DEVELOPMENT
:oordinate with EPA on TMDL program issues | 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
vork with stakeholders on TMDL program issues 15.00| 1044.00 15660.00] 10.06]
‘evelop/maintain listing guidance/policy (e.g. data QA) 15.00 209.00 3135.00] 2.01
‘evelop/maintain prioritizing guidance/policy | 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
)evelop/maintain implementation guidance/policy 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain technical guidance 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain public involvement guidance 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain BMP effective analysis guidance 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain alternative control methods 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain TMDL workload model 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
‘evelop/maintain 303d/TMDL/WQS rules 15.00] 3132.00 46980.00) 30.19
flaintain operator certification for TMDL-required projects 15.00| 1556.00 23340.00) 15.00]
‘evelop TMDL/2514 guidance for locals 15.00 522.00 7830.00] 5.03
ubtotal 102.56
*MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT
Jlerical support (@ 8.5 direct to clerical)
upervision (@7.7 direct to supervisor)
‘ortion of cost allocation
ubtotal (calculated after all above @ + 24.8% additional) 0.00

**|Indicates prorated workload, based on number of TMDLs and staff required to implement assigned

inctions.

"MDL Workload Model
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