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l. Executive Summary

Fiscal2 016 was a productive year for Pennsyl vani g
Between October 1, 201&nd September 30, 2016 DEP closed @ut Growing Greener grants
representingb12.1million in funds distributed to Colleges, Universities, Conservation Districts; non
governmental agencies and local governments for the purpsseah restoration, AMD treatment, dam
removals, riparian buffer restoration and other projects designeditesadnonpoint source pollution.
During that same period of tim88 Growing Greener applications were awarded contractstaling
$20.7 millionin state funds dedicated to the fight against polluted ruMaffe can be learned about the
commonweal t hds Gr ownderghe Bighkgbted®mogrgms sediot@srannual report.
Suffice it to say, these funds represent a significant dion on the part of Pennsylvania to address
nonpoint source pollution through partnering.

While FFY 2016 was a pr oductSowee(NBSgpegranfthasmwashustn n ¢
one of many economically productive and environmentally baakfears. A quick review of success
stories on the Environmental Protection Agencies Success Stories websitd>sAdvs Pidd?en had

a hand in producing0 success storiesver the past decade. Many of the more recent successes involve
the delisting of streams and lakes. That forward progress would not havachearedvithout the wise

use of grant dollars aride continuation dbeneficial partnerships between fedestdie, and local entities
forged over years of dedicated resouceatric work. Most recently, and discussed further in this report,
is the delisting of Lake Wallenpaupack As Pennsyl vani abkakigalaoca | :
iconanda touristdestination The delisting of those 5,000 acres represents 30 years of service offered b
local residents and other partners.

That Lake Wallenpaupack was delisted in FFY 2016 is only part of the story. An additional 3,000 lak
acres were also movedf an impaired list as found in the 2016 Integrated Report. Fu2h8miles of
streams, creeks, and rivers were also delisted this yeafhe delisting of waterbodies represents the
fruition of many projectsmplemented by mangartners both in and oof the DEP working together.
Delisting occurs when implementation of BMPs yieldsgmng results and those results are then
monitored, observed, and reported by state Biologiktss the implementation of BMPs theamowe
nutrients, sediments, i@sand other pollutants fronvaterbodiesndotherwise prevent those pollutants
from entering waterbodies. Implementation of BMPs is the result of many partners working
collaboratively to plan, implement, and monitor these projects watershed by watershed, year after ye
I n FFY 2016 through modeling, Pennsyl vandi84® s
million pounds/year of Nitrogen 590,822pounds/year of phosphorousand 296,626tons/year of
sediment are being kept out of our watelas a result of BMPs implemented by citizens NGO 6 s
multiple agency partnersMore information on these potian load reductions can be foundder the

load reduction totals sectiani this report.

Those load reductionsere made possible through the implementation of many BMBsing 8319
program funds, Pennsylvania was ableward funding to 14rojectsin FFY 2016. That number adds

to the uncounted number of projects implemented throughout the life of the Section 319 program in tf
commonwealth.In the Highlighted Projects section of this report, more information is provided on a few
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of these projects Specifically, additional information is provided on work performed at several sites in
the Goose Run watershed. That work was completed in large part with Growing Greener funds.

The implementation of projects is critical in limiting pollutéedds and restoring water bodies. Equally
critical is the placement ahose BMPs such that they caffeetively and synergistically perform.
Pennsyl vaniads NPS Program has come to the un
(less than 15quare mile) watersheds is meftective and produces long term results in a more economic
manner than does large scale restoration attempts. In Appendix D, ten specific watersheds are discus
These watersheds rangesize from3 square miles (Lik Laurel Run)to 278 square miles (Codorus
Creek)and represent at least two schools of thought in world of watershed restoration. One focusir
efforts in localized areas, the other attempting larger scale restoration. The Codorus Creek WIP is a pri
exampl e of the [ atter. At over 250 square mil
And while much effort on the part of many partners has been expended in this watershed, the grea
successes have been achieved in the smallevatdyshedsvithin the area covered by this WIP. As the
program continues to develop and grow in understanding and as the program has been implemen
projects and restoring waterbodies for over a decade, it can be stated with certainty that localized &
focused efforts on the smaller watersheds produce better results. Take heart, each localized endec
when combined with others in the same basin, does produce positive change. And in that manr
waterbodies the size of the Delaware and ChesapeakeeBlge benefits resulting from the work of
small communities in localized watersheds throughouténemonwealth

Through continued development of the NPS program, not only has the importance of scale in planni
and implementation become apparent, but also the importance of enhanced data collection and tracl
through the use o&IS technology Throughout FFY2016work continued between DEP and other
partners to further develop and enha@¢8 technology that will be used better track past activities and
plan for future projects The use of this technology should provide greater insight into the
accomplishmentsf the many partners of the NPS Program and the ways these projects interact to impro
surface and ground water quality.

In FFY2016, the Pennsylvania NPS Programntmuedthe fight against polluted runoff as that runoff
discharges from urban areasaationed mines, and agricultural activities. Likewise, we corditiue
fight against sediment and nutrient pollution which origis&tam natural sources at unnatural rates such
as bank erosion caused by denuded riparian corralmtsothedand-use changes. Partnering is still
viewed aghekey component to program success and the betimmodel as the framework on how best
to partner. Small watdneds. Motivated citizens. Focused efforts.
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[I. Program Overview

2 Vision Statement )

Pennsyl vani mtdSeourcél Blanggement Program is a guide to
those actively involved with the protection and restoration of the water
resource in Pennsylvania as that resource is impacted by nonpoint
source pollution. This program is a hub, coordinating and encouraging
program partners as they actively engage in watershed restoration and
protection. The Nonpoint Source Management Program emphasizes
partnering to most effectively address nonpoint source pollution issues

Qmpacting Pennsylvani ads water resyrce.

tion

nonpo

sour ce

5|Page



1. Load Reduction Totals

For FFY 2016, the Department continues the trend of enhanced data collection resulting in an improv
understanding of pollution load reduction sources and redultsecent years the Department, in
collaboration with Penn State University and others has obtained additional BMP implementation dat
That data was used in models used by PSU for this report. The results of the model including recer
obtained BMP dat are included below.

The table below divides pollution load reductions by the driving force behind the implemented BMP:
Those BMPs which were constructed as a result of regulatory programs are included in rivaoye.
regulatory programs were coneréd, including the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permitting program, Pennsylvaniads Er ¢
Nutrient Management Act progranThose BMPs which were implemented as a result afntaty state

and federal conservation programs, such as the Dirt, Gravel, and Low Volume Road program, Growi
Greener funded projects and the like are included on a secondTtewthird row represents the load
reductions calculated to be attributed ke timplementation of conservation tillage and cover crop
practices on farms statewide.

Nitrogen Phosphorus Sediment
(Ibs/year) (Ibs/year) (tons/year)
Regulatory 2,460,246.17 161,280.20 5,269.80
Programs
State and Federa
Conservation 1,284,186.8 83,862.3 2,160.0
Programs
Conservation Tillagg
and Cover Crop 14,433,452.0 345,680.% 289,195.90
Implementation
Total: 18,177,884.47 590,822.8 296,626.1

Table 1: Pollutant load reductions derived through modeling the positive impacts implemented BMPs have on watershe
throughout the commonwealtfihese load reductions are generally associated withAMD related impairments.

The results below represent load uetions associated with statewide AMD remediation effort as
determined through modeling both passive and active AMD remediation facilities. These results are al
reported in Appendix A under Goal 1.9 through Goal 1.14.

Iron Aluminum Acidity
(Ibs/year) (Ibs/year) (Ibs/year)
Active 1,053,390 177,025 6,290,410
Passive 17,075,435 3,042,452 17,358,242
Total: 18,128,825 3,219,477 23,648,652

Table 2: Pollutant load reductions associated with AMD remediation work. These load reductiortevieed by modeling

the positive impacts implemented BMPs have on watersheds throughout the Commonwealth.
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V. Highlighted Programs

The Growing Greener Program

The Environmental Stewardship and Watershed ProtectionGkotMng Greener programvas initially
formed by an act of the General Assembly and signed into law on December 15, 1999. This progre
provides funding through four state agencies for a wide variety of conservation, restoration, ar
community improvement projects and is notedtlas single greatest investment of state funds in
environment al pr ot ect iGowng Greend? umds areydisvibuted bat@een thei
Department of Agriculture (PDA), the Department of Conservation of Natural Resources (DCNR), th
Pennswania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PIAA), and the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP).

Each of the four entities receiving a portion of the Growing Greener funds is responsible for a unique ar
or areas with which to focus the use of tnfisnds. Thd®DA administers farmland preservation projects;
DCNR is responsible for state park renovations and improvements]Aldefocuses on infrastructural
improvements such as storm and sanitary sewer improvements and DEP focuses its portion of these ft
on water quality improvements rttugh Watershed Protection Grants and the Conservdiistrict
Watershed Specialist program each of which translates into watershed based pl&wihg
implementationmonitoring and much more

While each entity plays a significant role in the wise use of these funds for the improvement of th
co mmo n w s ralural heSources and mitigation of pollution, this article will focus on how the DEP use:

those funds to address nonpoint source pollution.

Watershed Protection Grants

The Environmental Stewardship and Watershed Protection Act authorizeDepartment of
Environmental Protection (DEP) tallocate Growing Greenegrants for local watershedased
conservation projectsbandonednine drainage abatement, mine cleanup effartdabandoned oil and

gas well pluggingThe primary purpose of the mn@am is to restore impaired waters or protect waters that
are in jeopardy ofbecoming impaired These projects can include: watershed assessments anc
development of watershed restoration or protection plans; implementation of watershed restoration
protection projectssuch asstormwater managemenmntparian buffer fencing and planting, streambank
restoration andagricultural BMPs; construction of mine drainage remediation systems; reclamation of
previously mined lands; and demonstration/education psog outreach activities.

These grants are available to a variety of eligible applicants, includnegrporated watershed
associationsrounties, authorities and other municipalities; county conservatsinicts and other
organizations involved ithe restoration and protection of Pennsylvania's environment. These grants wil
support local projects to clean up Rpoint sources of pollution throughout Pennsylvan@ver the last
threeyears Growing Greener has given out 56 million dollars for 300 projects in the state.
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Conservation District Watershed Specialist Program

The Conservation District Watershed Specialist (CDWS) program is a unique program funded throu
the GrowingGreener program. The CDWS program is open to any conservation district and provide
funding for up to 80% of one position per county conservation district. That individual is then responsibl
for the improvement of water quality within the bounds ofrtleenploying conservation district. Water
quality improvements are achieved through the implementation of BMPs that are designed at
implemented to meet the goals of watershed based plans or similar wafersisstl strategies. The
creation of the CDWSmpogr am was inspupedsblhooheofibbohooagqh
involvement of local citizens and other stakelesdo affect change at or near whereytlive. Much of

the work accomplished by watershed specialists is accomplished thtwigheation, motivation and
collaboration with watershed association&his program has achieved a reputation as being a funding
amplifier. This reputation has developed as Watershed Specialists hone their grant writing skills, set
and obtain norstatemoniesfor BMP implementation projects for the purposeaohievingwatershed
based water quality improvement&or more information on the CDWS program, please refer to the
article written specifically on this program in the FFY 2015 NPS Annual Report.

Environmental Good Samaritan Act

The Environmental Good Samaritan Aas signed into law the same time as Growing Greener program.
It is designedo protectlandowners, groups and imitluals who volunteer to dprojectsthat improve
watershedsfrom civil and environmental liability. This law is intended to encourage landowners and
others to reclaim abandoned mineral extraction lands and abate water pollution caused by abando
mines, and oil and gas wells. The DEP is accepting projects fecpost under the Environmental Good
Samaritan Act. DEP will administer and review project proposals to determine project eligibility.

The Environmental Good Samaritan As a program initiatives oReclaim PA a program designed to
maximize reclamatiom f Pennsyl wmillioh acfes of apbandanedenineral extraction lands,
through increased mine operator, volunteer and DEP effarislandowner that allows a project on their
property without compensation is eligible. Algadividuals or norprofit groups and government entities
involved in the project are eligible if they provide equipment, materials or services for no profit; did no
cause the problem or was ordered to fix it; not completing the work under a contract for profit; and a
not the surety that issues the bond for the site. Once approved participants are protected from injury
damage that occur while work is being done and any pollution that might result from the pibject.
interested individuals and groupsan contact theirolcal District Mining Office (DMO). DMOs are
located throughout PA.

District Mining Office Locations

Knox
Moshannon
L]

w
New Stanton - Pottsville
Cambria

California
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PACD TAG Grant

Since 2001the Pennsylvania Association of Conservation Districts (PACD) fundethéysrowing
Greener Program and USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has been providi
technical help to eligible organizations that need engineering and soils technical assistance. Since
beginning of the program engineers and conservaéionnicians have completed oveB00 projects.
This, in turn, hasproduced an estimated $60 million in environmental improvements.

The engineers and conservation technicians in this program work on installing BMPs throughout the ste
These projectare focused oaddressing NPS pollution, nutrients and sediments, originatingfénons

For examplefrom 20132015 the program provided assistance for a total of 175 projects incldding
abandoned mine drainageojects 11 stream corridor restoratigprojectsand 151projectsrelated to
agriculture.

Eligible organizations include watershed groups, county conservation districts, municipalities, educatior
institutions and other neprofits. An organizatioseekingassistanceanfill out a request fornavailable

on P ACDOG sSomeeamples & assistaqprevided through this program includessistance with
watershed assessments, soil investigations, syrdeggns and construction quality assurance.

Market -driven Pollution Management

Theideaofmarked r i ven pol |l uti on management, commonly
Frequently associated with management of airborne pollutants, cap and trade concepts are also applic
to water quality issues aselt Generally speaking, cap and trade methods of pollution managemen
establish a management area (such as ashad or a watershed) and within that area place limit as to the
amount of pollutants individual emitters are allowed to discharge. Evguated entity is expected to
meet those limits. Any reductions of pollutant loads exceeding the established reductions result in cred
Those credits may then be bought and sold to other regulated entities. For example, a regulated er
may be peritted to discharge 10 units of pollutaiXX 0, applying new technologies that entity may
achieve a discharge of not more than 2 units of polliitéat In this case, that entity generated 8 credits
that now may be sold to other similar regulated entitiasdre unable or unwilling to otherwise meet the
established limit.

In Pennsylvania, the cap and trade method of regulating and limiting the discharge of nutrients known
pollute surface and ground water began around 2006fir§hsuccessfupointto nonpoint sourcdrade

of a nutrient credit occurresh October 18, 2006. Less than two years later, ateng sales agreement
betweera broker and a municipality occurred on April 4, 2008 and involEslyeearcontract for 20,000
pounds/year of tiogen.Credits are generated by both point sources such as waste water treatntent plar
and nonpoint sources such as farms. The intent of this program when it was first introduced
Pennsylvania was to create a means by whighient and sedimemollution could be addressed at the
source in an affordable manner and to create
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TreeVitalize

What is TreeVitalize?TreeVitalize® is a publiprivate partnership established by the Pennsydvan
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) to restore tree cover in Pennsylvar
communities. The program was launched in 2004, following two influential research reports showing th
urban tree canopy, particularly in the greater Philddalpegion, had decreased significantly. Partners
rallied together to fund the program, which paid for tree plantings and training of citizens and municip:
of ficials through the PA Horticultural Sodi et
to all corners of the state, and what began as a tree planting and citizen education program has grow
encompass much more. TreeVitalize now covers a broad range of urban and community forestry subje
Some of the services provided to citizens thgfothe TreeVitalize program include

1 Technical assistance to communities in a variety ofriekded subjects

1 Financial assistance to communities for tree planting, tree inventories, urban tree canoy
assessments and tree improvement

1 The aeaton of urban tree canopy assessments and plans

1 Training for professionals and communities on how to complete tree inventories that assi
communities in planning efforiswith additional value in combating threats such as the emerald
ash borer

1 Training for citizens and municipal officials on how to properly select, plant, and maintain trees
in their local communities

1 Coupons for private citizens to purchase trees at local nurseries

1 Education and outreach regarding the benefits of utteses by partnering with local sports
teams and public radio station membership drives
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V. Highlighted Projects

Lost Creek, Juniata County

Like many watersheds in the ridge and valley province of Pennsylvania, Lost Creek has high water qual
in the uppereaches, but becomes degraded lower in the sledr Approximately seven mile$ the
headwaters of the Lost Creek watershed is classified as a high qualityatefdishery (HQCWF) with
native brook trout inhabiting the stream. Water quality begidst¢tine when the creek leaves the forested
headwaters region and enters the valley region of intensive agriculture. The tipping point of the watersh
is the Lost Creek Golf Course; this very property is the point of transition from the HQCWF portion o
the Lost Creek watershed to the increasingly degraded waters downstream. Lack of forest cover, ¢
instream habitat, as well as nutrient runoff and nonpoint source contributions from a variety of loc:
properties add to the impairment of Lost Creek dowastre

Interested in protectingost Creekfrom further degradation and restoring the-palp portions of the
watershed to their full potential, Juniata County Conservation District and project partners including U.!
Fish and Wildlife Service, The Nature@@servancy, The Trust for Tomorrow, Juniata College, Penn State
Agriculture and Environment Center, and a newly formed local watershed group called the Junia
Watershed Alliance, set out to begin the Lost Creek restoration efforts and raise furtheessvaneong

the local community about the potential of Lost Creek to once again be a prime fishing stream throughc
its entire reach.

A grant funded by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation through the Chesapeake Bay Stewardst
Small Watershed fundshich awarded a total of $199,990 to Juniata County Conservation District and
their partners for a project, entitleshst Creek Restoration Initiative: A Watershed Wide Community
Collaboration Uniting PlairSect Populations, Golf Gurus, and Local Leaderan Effort to Extend
Eastern Brook Trout Rang&hich included the design and permitting, community outreach, capacity
building for the new watershed group, and-anetpost restoration monitoring. The full project cost,
including inkind contributionswiill total $332,096.

R 2 e - S )

The headwaters of the Lost Creek are
primarily forested and provide high
quality cold water habitat to many
plants and animals. As a healthy
stream, the Lost Creek is a resource to
the community in this area including
the Lost Cr eek Rod and Gun Club and
the Lost Creek Golf Course.
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Figurel: Land use in the Lost Creek Watershed includes; forest (green), rural development (purple), agricultural lands (bismg, and
industrial land use (dark blue).

An unusual partner, the Lost Creek Golf Club, has also played a key role in the Lost Creek Restorati
project through allowing the Conservation District and their partners to develop the stream ecosyste
showcase project on Golf Club property. During 20h&, following BMPs were installed at the Lost
Creek Golf Course:

-296 Feet of Mudsill

-5 Rock Cross Vanes

-3 Log Cross Vanes

-2 Rock Vanes

-7 Log Vanes

-794 Feet of Bank Grading

-2 Rubble Cross Vanes

-955 Feet of Bankfull Bench

-1 Rain Garden

-250 treeseedlings planted in the riparian zone
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The installation of additional BMPs is planned for 2017, but those exact specifications are dependent ug
potential further grant funding for this project.

The full length of the community showcase stream restorgiroject includes about 5,000 liner feet
(centerline measure) of Lost Creek dtoivs through the Golf Course. The Lost Creek Golf Club, a small
business in Juniata County, has been cooperative and very excited to see their namesake stream be
from streambank stabilization and habitat structures installed on Golf Club property. Once completed, t
project will be a showpiece for the entire watershed community, demonstrating to others the types of b
management practices that they might be abégrtploy on their own lands to help improve water quality
and fish habitat.

Outreach efforts planned for the summer and fall of 2017 by the Juniata Watershed Alliance, Penn St
Agriculture and Environment Center, and Juniata County Conservation Digtriehcourage other area
landowners to visit the restoration project at the golf course, and consider implementing similar restorati
work on their own properties. A portion of the outreach is planned to be conducted with members of tl
Anabaptist commuities, as there are high numbers of plaect people residing within the watershéth

are not typically served by the Conservation District or similar agencies.

The outreach portion of the NFWF project will be interconnected to another grant recemttie@wo
Juniata County Conservation District by PA DCNR under the Riparian Buffer Grant Program in th
amount of $50,000. While raising awareness about the Lost Creek Golf Course restoration proje
partners conducting outreach will also be seeking laméos interested in participating in the new
Riparian Buffer Grant Program in Juniata County. Approximately ten additional acres of riparian buffer
will be planted with these funds.

Already, JCCD has installed informational wayside signage about ralargaand buffers at a local park
and gave -ip-aBadikBatfd erri pari an planting starter k
Conservation District (PACD) NPS Pollution Prevention Mini Granttaling over $3,500

JCCD and its partners walso be able to measure the impacts of their work, as Juniata College professo
Dr. Christopher Grant, Ph.D and a team of students have and will conduct pre and post restorati
assessments of water chemistry, fish and macroinvertebrate populations, itaitdsbakeys throughout

the entire watershed.

JCCD and their partners are excited to see the Lost Cresthridtion Initiative throughand to continue
their restoration efforts in the Lost Creek Watershed in the coming years.
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Cameron County Waterdhed Restoration

The Cameron County Watershed Restoration is a phased grant to do streambank stabilization and
habitat enhancement in waterways of Cameron County. The Sinnemahoning Watershed Grant Progt
(SWGP) through Headwaters RC&D has funded axipnately 40 projects for $417,500 in Salt Run,
North Creek, Portage Creek, Driftwood Branch, Sterling Run, Hunts Run, West Creek, Clear Creek, al
East and West Cowley Run. Hundreds of structures such as modified mudsill cribwalls, multilog ar
single Ia@ deflectors, log crossvanes, log framed stone deflectors, and random boulders have be
installed. These devices not only provide great streambank stabilization (reducing skedidiegt but

also provide high quality instream habitat.

’ PN il %<\
Sinnemahoning Porta

ge Creek: Log Crossvane

The above project was made possible by funding from the Sinnemahoning Watershed Grant Progr
(SWGP). This grant program was developetesponse tadevastatingollution incidentthat occurred

in McKean Coumty, PAin June 2006 That incident involved train operated by Norfolk Southern
Corporation deraithg andspilling 48,000 gallons of sodium hydroxide in a small waterstheBig Fill
Hollow. Fishkills, macroinvertebrate kill, reptile kill, amphibidall and vegetation kill all occurred
downstream as far as the Driftwood Branch of Sinnemahoning. Basically anything that was in conte
with the water was affected; there were even reports of terrestrial wildlife receiving burns. PA DEP ar
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Fish Commision worked together to take action against Northfolk Southern. A settlement was reache
with thecommonwealth of PA fo$7.35 million, half of which went to the Fish and Boat Commission to
develop the SWGP. The funding is used for projects that ealishing and boating and the aquatic
resources of Cameron, McKean, Elk and Potter Counties. More information can be found :
http://headwaterspa.org/swgp/

,,,,,,
)

Driftwood Branch Sinnemahoning: 500 FeeMafdified Mudsill Cribwall

The Delisting ofL ake Wallenpaupack

In this 2016 Nonpoint Source Annual Report, DEP is reporting that over 8,00@deds have been
removed from the list of impaired waters. Over 5,000 of those aames from the delisting ofake
WallenpaupackLake Wallenpaupack is a 5,760 acre lake in northeast Pennsylvania. With over 52 mile
of shoreline and stretching for 13 miles in length, Lake Wallenpaupack is credited as being the third larg
lake in Pennsylvania. This lake ipapular destination for tourists and commonwealth citizens alike. The
delisting of this lake represents over 30 yearassessmerand restoration efforts put forth from many
partners. For the citizens of Pennsylvania and others who enjoy this valaadédeicon, the improved
ability of this lake to sustain aquatic life means a healthier, more enjoyable place to live and play.

Beginning in the early 1980606s, t he L all\WavMja |l |
managed aeries ofgrants focued at addressing both point armhpoint sourcepollution. Those grants
provided the necessary funtisimplement watershed control measutesigned to reduce the influx of
phosphorus from existing sourceghe LWWMD made use of th&/atershed Implementation PIAVIP)

to guide the design and installationB®ifPs forthe selected projects. Funds for projects were provided
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by Section319(h) grantsPenrsy | v a Grioveiny $Sreener grant programas well as from PP&L and

local LWWMD fundraisers. A list and summary of the projects and costs completed to date at Lak

Wallenpaupack are shown below.

198019811 Clean Lakes 314 funds for a Phase | Diagnostic & Feasibility Study

19851 PADER & LWWMD Septic

Leachate Study

19861 DEP SolidWaste Planning Study$50,000
19871990- Phase Il Clean Lakes projec$239,700, with 50% match from LWWMD; total project

was $479, 400.

BMP6s instal

| ecantrol structuresastreambarkt e

stabilizations, urban stormiea projects, publiawareness efforts and stormwater management

ordinances along with lake and watershed monitoring.
1990 19947 Phase Il Extension$240,529 installation of more BMPs.

199171 Study for $75,000 for a Groundwater Survey funded by PR&

1993- PPL funded study for $50,000Biomanipulation of Lake Wallenpaupack water to determine

algae bloom stimulants.

1998, 1999 Two EPA 104(b)(3) grants totaling $2.2MBMPs, GIS mapping and pollutant budget

development.

19951 Section319 gramfor $25,500for Environmental Education (Lake Ecology curriculum was

developed)

19971 Section319 grant for $90,500 for streambank and habitat restoration BMPs.
20011 Growing Green (GG) grant $99,460 for updating the watershed management psareamd

monitoring.

2007 GG grant for $7,300 for shoreline stabilization near the public PFBC launch
20081 GG grant for $40,530 for Agricultural BMPs/barnyard improvements.

20081 GG grant for $26,240 for salt shed, Paupack Twp.
20127 GG grant, $76,05@r stormwater wetland and floodplain habiEathancement at the
Hideout/Roamingwood Lakes Community with four lakes in the watershed.

LakeWallenpaupack is a popular
destination for many reasons.

Sailing on Wally Lake.

A boatside view of just one small part of
Lake Wallenpaupack.
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