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A8OUT THE WORKSHOP

The purpose of the workshop was to explore the potential for greater collaboration
betwccn national estuary, coastal management, and related programs of the U.S. This was
considered an important question because of heightened interest in coastal water quality
issues, and bccausc of the complementary nature of thc two programs. For example, there
is thc potential for the land use control capabilities of coastal managerncnt to be a tool for
achieving some of the water quality and resource protection goals established in thc estuary
progr3ms. Further, recent changes in federal law have given coastal rnanagcmcnt programs
new responsibilities for protecting coastal water quality,

To explore this question about eighty people were invited to a one-and-a-half day
workshop. Participants werc chosen by a steering committee and selected based on
expertise, geographic diversity, and role in coast and estuary management issues. Me
workshop included federal officials, coast/estuary program managers, state and local
government officials, researchers, and others representing interest groups, tribes and
related agency experts.

A brief background paper was circulated outlining thc national estuary and coastal
rnanagcmcnt programs, noting similarities, diffcrenccs, and recent experience with
collaboration. Abstracts of recent research on coast and estuary governance and
management were available at the meting. Short presentations at the outset of the meeting
added additional information about program activities, research findings and needs, and
collaborations in Buzzards Bay, Puget Sound and San Francisco Bay.

Each participant was assigned to one of four concurrent discussion groups  the
Clams, Shrimps, Oysters and Crabs!. Each group discussion proceeded from a common
sct of questions and produced a group report. A synthesis statement, based on the four
youp reports was drafted and presented to all participants at the final plenary session. After
considerable discussion it was revised and is presented at the end of this surnniary. The
workshop concluded with a wrap-up panel offering broader perspectives on specific topics
discussed during the workshop.
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Figure 1. Start-up dates and completion deadlines for estuaries accepted into the National
Estuary Pmgrtun.  Modified from: Mark Imperial et aL. The national estuary program.
Paper presented to the Coastal Society, 12th International Conference, San Antonio, Texas,
October 21-24, 1990.!

Figure 2. Coastal states participating in the federal Coastal Zone Management Program.  Frotn:
OKce of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NODS/NOAA. "Executive Surrimwy: 1990
Annual Meeting of Coastal Zone Program Managers, Appendix C" March 26-28, 1990.!



NATIONAL ESTUARINE & COASTAL MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS � AN OVERVIEW

Following is an overview of the national estuarine and coastal management pm-
grams in thc U.S., comparing these programs, and looking briefly at initial cooperative
efforts.

The National Estuary Program

The NEP identifie nationally significant estuaries threatened by pollution, devel-
opment, or overuse, and promotes the preparation and iinplementation of Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plans  CCMPs! to ensute their ecological integrity. The
Clean Water Act  CWA! amendments of 1987 authorized the Administrator of EPA to con-
vene managerncnt conferences for these nationally significant estuaries, and provided
Federal funds to assist them. As of May 1991, 17 management conferences in fourteen
state jurisdictions have been convened under the NEP, with thc first CCMP approved by
the Administrator for Pugct Sound on May 6, 1991. Subsequent CCMPs arc due to be
completed over the next 5 years  through 1996!.  See Figure 1.!

The NEP represents a partnership across Federal, state, and local levels. This part-
nership is focused within the management conference, a series of interlocking coinmittees
addressing policy, management, science, citizen involvement and local government affairs.
The management conference is convened to reach consensus concerning priority problems
of the estuary, the causes of those problems, and the actions that must be taken to correct
those problems. The management conference achieves this analysis through devcloprnent
of the CCMP.

Thc development of the CCMP occurs in three phases. First, a characterization
study is conducted including collection and analysis of data on estuary segments to deter-
mine significant problems and data gaps. The characterization also includes a report on thc
various control programs in place, what EPA calls a "base program analysis," and the ade-
quacy of the control mechanisms to resolve thc pmblems. Second, thc results of the char-
acterization are used to formulate the goals, objectives and action plans for the CCMP.
Action plans deal with particular estuary problems as well as implementation, monitoring
and finance. For cxarnple, the Puget Sound CCMP, known in state law as the 1991 Puget
Sound Water Quality Management Plan, contains fourteen "action plans" covering such
subjects as shellfish protection, wetlands, contaminated sediments, household hazardous
waste, research and education. Once the CCMP is complete, nortnally a five year process,
it is submitted to the Adininistrator of EPA for approval. Third, the CCMP must be
implcmcnted. Federal law is fairly clear that implementation is primarily a state and local
responsibility. No federal funds aic authorized specificaHy for implementation except for
funds that may become available through other EPA programs. There is active discussion
about how EPA resources could bc used to supplement state iinplementation, and some
interest in seeing a morc active Federal role after CCMP approvaL

From 1987 through 1991 nearly $53 million in Federd funds will have been
comniitted for the development of CCMPs. These Federal funds will have been matched
with non-Federal funds totaling approximately $18 million, for a total FcdcraUnon-Federal
investment of $71 million through 1991.

Coastal Zone Management Programs
Coastal Zone Management  CZM! was initiated with the federal Coastal Zone

Management Act  CZMA! of 1972, which provides incentives and policy guidance for the



dcveloprnent of CZM programs at state and local levels of government. The program is
administered within the officc of Ocean and Coastal Resources Management  OCRM! of
NOAA. Thc CZMA, which has been amended five times since 1972, covers a wide range
of coastal problems and issues. State programs have addressed these problems and issues
under five major headings: protecting coastal environments and habitats; enhancing public
access to the shoreline; minimizing harm from coastal hazards; planning for coastal
dcpendcnt uses; and fostering coordination and cooperation among agencies with coastal
interests. At present 29 states, Commonwealth's and territories have approved coastal
management programs.  See Figurc 2.!

The CZMA established a specially tailored intergovernmental structure. It is a
voluntary program, and two types of incentives are offered to states that participate � funds
and federal consistency powers. Funds for state and local CZM programs have been quite
modest. Total federal expenditures have averaged about $35.8 million per year since 1982
with a gradually increasing match requirement which is now at 50 percent.

The second incentive, federal consistency powers, has become a potent legal tool
for states. Federal agencies have thc duty to review their activities to determine if they are
consistent with a state's approved CZM program. Further, a state with an approved CZM
prognun has the power to declare certain federal decisions  activities, funds and permits! to
be inconsistent with the state's program The 1990 amendments to the CZMA substantially
strengthened the federal consistency powers.

Onc result of a national program that is voluntary and based on financial and
consistency incentives is great diversity among state and local CZM programs. They differ
from one another in a variety of ways: geographic and jurisdictional scope, organizational
structure, and regulatory controls. For example, some states rely primarily on a statewide
coastal permit law while others rely on a "network" of state agencies and local authorities
for irnplernentation. Despite their variability, however, there are certain characteristics
common to CZM progratns. For example, CZM prognuns are concerned with the coastal
zone itself, a "belt" of land and water area subject to intense pressure for multiple use.
Further, CZM programs attempt to manage physical development so that a balance is struck
between economic development needs and requirements for environmental protection.
Next, CZM programs that reccivc federal approval must include management mechanisms
for influence and control that are based on enforceable policies. States must have
enforceable policies in place as a basis for decisions on the consistency of federal activities,
permits or expenditure of funds. Also, CZM tends to focus on land use control, where
 primarily! new development occurring on land or in water is reviewed for conformance
with plans, policies, and/or performance standards. As a result CZM programs have
promoted "coHaborative" state/local planning and management, since land use control
traditionally has occurred at the local level. FinaHy, CZM has developed a strong
coordination function stemming from the multiple use characteristic of the coastal zone and
the substantial role of many other public agencies over uses and resources in the zone.

The C'MA amendmcnts of 1990 added coastal water quality as an explicit program
objective for state CZM programs. A "Coastal Nonpoint PoHution Control Program"
 CNPCP! must be developed by state coastal rnanagernent and nonpoint poHution control
programs and submitted to both NOAA and EPA for approvaL Financial sanctions of up to
30% of state program funding are provided for failure to develop the new program. Draft
guidelines for this new program are now under review.

Similarities and Differences

The NEP and CZM programs have similar structural features and many overlapping
and complementary objectives, but are different from one another in important respects. In
spite of the differences the potential for collaboration is high. A few examples are
presented here.



First, both are concerned with a large amount of temtory and many resources and
uses. They must see the "whole" but make choices about what specific problems can be
tackled given available authority and funding, Thc geographic areas covered by each
overlap substantially and both are marine oriented. Yet, the nature of the area they are
concerned with has important difference. Estuary programs focus on thc water
environment and use activities that could degrade the quality of the watcrbody and its
natural resources. CZM programs, in general, focus attention on shoreland and submerged
land uses that might have adverse effects on a variety of values such as views, access,
hazards and others, as well as water quality. The potential for complementary action is
high, especially in thc control of nonpoint pollution sources, because of CZM's land use
control orientation and its collaborative relationship with local government. But there are
large areas of independent action.

A second similarity between NEP and CZM programs is in their guiding document:
NEFs develop CCMP'comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans, and
CZM programs develop CMFs � Coastal Management Programs. Both documents
contain policies, authorities and program descriptions, and both require federal approvaL
Once approved each affords the stale some federal consistency powers, though thc CZM
consistency is much stronger. However, they differ in at least one important respect
CCMP's emphasize "action plans"  how multiple governmental players plan to work
toward achieving a priority objective in the estuary!, while CMP's stress state policies and
enforceable standards  laws, regulations, ordinances, etc.! which become the basis for thc
cxercisc of state controls and of federal consistency powers. CCMP's stress a strategy for
change, whereas CMFs emphasize an existing regulatory and policy framework. A
potential collaborative dcvicc is thc incorporation of new CCMP policics into CMP
programs to the extent possible.

A third similarity relates to the institutional structure set up in both progmms.
NEP's and CZMP's estabhsh a federal-state-local partnership to accomplish their missions.
But, the nature of the partnership after program approval changes dramaticaliy. In the case
of NEFs substantially fewer federal funds will go to estuary program offices after
approval, although CCMP pohcies can help to r~ other EPA "base program" funds to
achieve certain objectives, For CZM, however, fcdcral funding and oversight of program
implementation is ongoing. In thc case of both NEP and CZM thc relationship of thc state
programs to local governments is of central concern. In some state CZM programs CZM
has been successful in forming tight legal bonds between state agencies and local
government. NEFs have been active in building consensus around estuary protection
objectives and in encouraging new initiatives at the local level. CZM and NEP officials
could collaborate more in promoting expanded local govcrnrnent capabilities.

A fcw other factors are important when comparing the two programs and
considering the potential for collabomtion. The programs are based in different federal
agencies each of which has its own framework, style of operation and culture. EPA, for
example, has strong regional organizations which influence the NEP program, NOAA's
CZM program is centrally managed. Also, NOAA, in general, is known for its capabilities
and interest in marine and atmospheric science and monitoring, whereas EPA emphasizes
environmental managerncnt, with science and monitoring playing a supporting role. In
designing collaborative efforts the challenge is to capitalize on the particular capabilities of
each program.

CZM Participation in Estuary Program Development

In 1988 an agreerncnt between NOAA and EPA called upon officials of both
programs to move toward greater integration of efforts. During the development of the first
estuary programs some efforts werc made at the program leve1 to build linkages with
CZM. In Puget Sound, for example, the CZM offic did not participate directly on the



management committee for the estuary program, but did receive funds to assist in
developing the wetlands and shellfish protection action plans. Both of these programs had
been underway through the CZM office before iniiiation of thc estuary program. The CZM
program detcrmincd that the CCMP was consistent with the state's coastal program, but a
fcw key issues werc dcferxed for later consistency review. Plans call for the CZM program
to be amended to incorporate particular elements of the CCMP.

In the Buzzards Bay and San Francisco Bay estuary programs, thc CZM-NEP
linkages have been stronger, Thc Buzzards Bay estuary prograin is housed within the
Massachusetts CZM office and because of this the interaction is extensive. Once approved,
all action plans will bc proposed as amendments to the CZM program, and thc CZM office
will be directly responsible for iinplcrnenting some of them. In San Francisco Bay,
officials of the Bay Conservation and Deve!opmcnt Commission  BCDC!, thc agency
which runs the CZM program for San Francisco Bay, sit on the management and technical
committees for the estuary program. More importantly, CZM is involved in the preparation
of three important action plans  wetlands, dredging, land usc! and discussions have begun
about how BCDC's Bay Plan might be used to irnplemcnt aspects of the action plans.



WORKSHOP PRESENTATIONS

National Perspectives

The Challenge ot Eattjarlne Management
Mark Carran, Chiai, Coastal Management Branch, Oceans and Coasta/ Protection DIvision, U.S.
EPA

The task of "managing an estuary" is not a job you can go off and do yourself. This
fact is evidenced by this workshop and the diversity of experience and expertise
represented.

There has been a realization that the impacts being experienced in our estuarie
cannot be controlled by individual entities implementing their own authorities. This was
obviously one of thc factors that drew us all to Seatde. In that sense, we have met the first
chaUenge of managing estuaries: realizing that we aU have to pull together.

The second challenge, then is to find ways to get beyond the bureaucratic
boundaries we all work within to accomplish our common goals, Estuaries don't recognize
our jurisdictions. Estuaries don't care about "the inland extent of the federally approved
coastal zone."

The problems being cxperienccd by estuaries don't fall neatly into "water quality"
and "land usc" categories.

lt's time that wc realize that we are not really facing "water quality" or "coastal zone
probletns": Wc are facing resource problems.

The successes we are seeing on the coasts ate in areas where there has been a focus
on the resource rather than on thc program.

We need to begin to lct that kind of focus on the tesoutcc shape our goals, then we
will be able to find ways to coordinate ow various programs. This will also allow us to
take advantage of our strengths as well as fix our weaknesses.

Sulldlng Collaboration Setweeti EPA and NOAA Coaatal Programl
Manan MIay, Director, Ooaans and Coastal Protection Division, EPA

Thc National Estuary Program gives EPA authority to convene Management
Conferences for up to 5 years for estuaries of national significance. These Management
Confctenccs are charged with assessing environmental problems in thc estuarine
watershed, and developing consensus recommendations for corrective actions to be taken
by fcdcral, state and local entities and the private sector,

Many of the Management Conferences will produce a dtmft management plan within
thc first 3 years of the program. This will allow early action where causes of priority
problems have been idcntificd, and will allow participating agencies more time to develop
enforceable provisions to implement CCMP tecommendations.

The new coastal nonpoint pollution pmgram  CZARA section 6217!, which
requires states to dcvclop and implement coastal NPS managcmcnt progmns, offers
additional opportunities for EPA, NOAA and state agencies to work together in coastal

Thc NEP and CZM programs share a common environmental goal, to tnaintain and
enhance or protect the health of the nation's coastal resources. However, there are some
key differences between the programs. Wc should view those differences as strengths.

For cxamplc, EPA views the NEP as a national dcinonstration program which
applies comprehensive watershed management to selected estuaries. In contrast, the CZM
program provides an ongoing management framework which covers nearly all of the
coastal Meas of thc U.S,



A Strength of the NEP is the consensus building environment and strong focus on
involving the implemcntors and the public. The purpose of the NEP is ~to create a new,
pcrtnanent bureaucracy, but rather to incorporate thc action components of the managerncnt
plans into existing state and local institutions for implementation.

CZM pmvides many of the regulatory and management authorities which will be
ncedcd to carry out the consensus recommendations in an NEP management plan.

In 1988, EPA and NOAA signed a formal agreement which spelled out our
concepts for coordinating the NEP and CZM programs. Jim Burgess and I do not see a
need to formally revise that agrcemcnt, but to implement it. Our focus now is on
developing a joint EPA-NOAA Implementation Plan for thc coordination of the CZM and
NEP programs, and integration with the new coastal nonpoint souKe control program.

Components of the Implementation Plan
Jim Burgess and I, as well as our staffs, will continue to meet periodically to

identify and resolve issues, and work on joint projects.
EPA is committed to having the involvement of NOAA in our NEP program

asscssrncnt project. EPA has recently given a grant to the Urban Institute, a Washington,
DC based think tank, for the development of an evaluation methodology to monitor the
progress being made under thc NEP.

Wc will be working with thc National Conference of State Legislatures to
sttengthen involvement of state legislators in the development and irripiementation of
estuarine managemcn! programs, and I have asked Jim to work with us on this project.

Jitn and I shate thc hope that thc NEPs will lead the way as states develop and
irnplernent coastal NPS pollution control programs under CiddV< 6217. NEP
Management Conferences should play an integral role in developing a NPS management
strategy for their watersheds, and providing information on the extent and nature of the
NPS problem in those areas.

Proposed KPA Policies to Ensure Integration
EPA will require that in states where the lead agency for the NEP is different than

the CZM agency, the two agencies dcvclop an MOU describing how the CZM and NEP
programs will bc coordinated at the state level, Where the CZM agency is also the lead
agency for the NEP, EPA will work with that agency to ensure that CZM staff are available
to assist thc NEP committccs.

In accordance with EPA's policy of submitting NEP rnanagernent plans for
consistency review under CZMA 307  c! �!, our Regional ofIices will be responsible for
developing a consistency determination for the final CCMP and providing it to thc state
CZM agency 90 days prior to the EPA Administrator's decision on whether or not to
approve the CCMP.

While thc EPA Administrator has no authority under the Clean Water Act to require
cnforccable policies as part of CCMP approval, wc plan to make additional funds availablc
m FY 92 to assist Management Conferences in their fuial year with the development of
enforceablc policies necessary to irnplernent CCMP recommendations. We hope that this,
along with our increased emphasis on producing a draft CCMP by year 3, will produce
CCMPs with enforceable recommendations.

EPA will continue to participate, where appropriate, in NOAA's CZM program
evaluations under CZMA section 3 l2, particularly as NEP management plans are
completed and incorporated into CZM programs for implementation.

The NEP is our "great experiment" in watershed management with broad
participation by all levels of government, industry and user groups, scientists, and the
public. The NEP offers EPA and those other agencies thc flexibility to try out different
processes and solutions in different at@as.



Status and Trends In Coordination Between
EPA I NOAA Coastal Programs
Edwant Kruse, Coastat Programs Oivision, Ol5ce of Ocean and Coastal Resotlrca Management.
INDAA

The 1990 Atnendments to the Coastal Zone Management Act provide ncw
opportunities for further coordination between OCRM and EPA. There is a renewed effort
by CPM to further understanding and cooperation between the federal Coastal Zone
Management Program  CZM! and the National Estuary Program  NEP!.

The CZM and NEP prognuns share a common goal of maintaining and enhancing
or protecting thc health of the nation's coastal tesoutees. The addition of Section 6217
now gives state coastal management progratr5 a clear water quality mandate.
Fundamentally, OCRM views the NEP conferences as being similar to Special Area
Management Plans under the CZMA.

The thtee year old NOAA-EPA Agreement has not achieved success in all areas.
NOAA has condnucd to use the Section 312 evaluation process as a tool to examine the
NEP/CZM program interaction at the state level, %bere has been success in involving CZM
program staff in the NEP process. However, the level of CZM involvement varies widely.
Thc Buzzards Bay NEP is an example of an early linkage of CZM and NEP program staffs
in thc management conference process. There is a clear and continuing need to incmm
state CZM involvement in the Management Conference process. Section 307 consistency
review of the CCMP remains an area of contention.

Section 6217 provides an opportunity to combine CZM and NEP tesourccs to
address coastal nonpoint pollution concerns. The legislative history supports the
conclusion that thc centt31 purpose of Section 6217 is to strengthen the linkage bctwccn
federal and state coastal management and water quality programs to enhance state and local
efforts to manage land use activities that contribute to degradation of coastal waters and
habitats. Furthmnote, the statutory requirements require coordination with other existing
state and local water quality plans/programs; establishment of coordination mechanisms
within the state; and development of enforceable policies and tncchanisms to implcrnent the
CNPCP. The program implementation schedule calls for thc issuance of Fied
Management Mcasute and Program Development Guidance in May 1992; followed by
submission of state programs for joint NOAA/EPA review in November 1994. Failure to
subtnit an approvable program within 30 months after publication of thc tnanagetncnt
measures guidance can result in a reduction of the state's federal Sections 319 and 306
program funding.

Thete are several areas where OCRM would like. EPA to continue to take a stronger
position. C~Jvl urges EPA to give clear guidance that CCMP's, as a matter of policy,
will adhere to Federal Consistency review under thc CZMA. Secondly, new or relatively
young NEPs should focus on developtnent of the draft CCMP within a three year period.
Later work should focus on implementation issues and addtess Section 6211 program
requirements. Lastly, there is a clear need for early involvement of the CZM agency in thc
Management Conference. The continuing NOAA/EPA dialogue has yielded agrecmcnt on
these issues. OCRM will continue to support the use of Section 312 evaluation process to
monitor and assess thc interaction between state CZM and NEP programs and identify
areas requiring further improvement.





belief by many management and/or funding agency derision makers in a technocratic model
of decision making. This has resulted in research budgets dorninatcd by scientific and
tcchnical RAD and in monitoring programs heavily oriented toward thc physical, chemical
and biological characteristics of marine systems. As emphasis in management programs
shifts toward non-point pollution and toward land use planning as a primary tnanagement
tool, mote effort will have to be put into the study of human and organizational behavior if
control efforts are to succeed.

Reference

Chclimsky, E., 1991. On the social science contribution to governmental decision-
making, Science 254' .226-231, 11 October 1991.

Managing CaeataI EnViranmental Ouality Irt the U.S.: Art EvOltttlOnary
Perapectlve on the Development ot the National Eatuary Program
Tim Hennessey, Department of Political Science, University of Rhode Island
Mark T. Imperial, Gradtrate Student, Department of Ivtarine Affairs, University of Rhode Island
Donald Robadue, Coastal Resources Center, University of Rhode Island

There is a trcinendous amount of historical experience in managing coastal
environmental quality in the United States. Some of thc programs that have had a strong
influence on the development of contemporary coastal cnvironmcntal quahty progt3ms,
such as thc National Estuary Program, have been thc Deiawtuc River Basin Commission,
the Federal River Basin Planning Program under the 1965 Water Resources Planning Act,
the Section 208 Areawide Waste Treatment Planning done pursuant to the 1972 Clean
Water Act, the preparation of Coastal Zone Management Programs under the 1972 Coastal
Zone Management Act, the Chesapeake Bay Program, and the Great Lakes Program.

We examined the strengths and weaknesses of these programs as models for
managing coastal environmental quality, We also examined some of the lessons that can be
learned from thcsc experiences. Based on these strengths and weaknesses, current
administrative and financial realities, and the nation's progress in managing estuarine
quality, wc proposed criteria for the evaluation of the strategy, structure, and process of
coastal environmental quality programs. These criteria can be used to cvaluatc
contemporary programs such as thc National Estuary Progratn  NEP!. They also help to
assess the contributions that current programs can make as models for managing coastal
environmental quality.

Thc strategy criteria reflec thc need for coastal and water quality management
programs to address problems in an ecological manner and across jurisdictional boundaries
when necessary, They should also coordinate and im ptovc existing regulatory planning
capacities while at the sanM: time involving the appropriate political and public actors in the
management process. Finally, coastal environmental quality programs should bc designed
to provide for planning beyond thc itnplementation of thc first rnanagemcnt plan, This
allows programs to address new issues and correct or improve existing management
strategies.

These criteria represent the greatest challenge to the future success of the NEP.
Even though financial assistance is given for the planning phase, there is no significant
soutane of funding for implementation. It is also unclear what implementation authority will
be required for approved Comprehensive Conservation and Manageinent Plans.
Furthcrmorc, there is no provision for program planning beyond the implementation of thc
first management plan. Planning beyond the implementation of the first management plan
has been very successful in the Coastal Zone Managcmcnt Ptograms and the Chesapeake
Bay Programs.

Thc process criteria include thc need to structure the management process such that
the decision inaking is based on consensus. A specific role must also be given to science in
thc decision making process. Finally, the planning process should enable the participating



organizations to learn, Developing a learning capacity is perhaps the most important criteria
f rite agernent process of coastal envitonmental programs, Some of the ways that
participating organizations learn is by: developing state and local capacities to p an1 and

manage their coastal environmental quality; allowing for flexibility in the selection of
management issues; utilizing cycles of planning to address new issues over time and
improve management strategies based on new information; flexibly structuring programs
around diffcrcnt jurisdictional units to generate a greater diversity of experience;
transferring rnanagcment innovations across programs; and sharing the management and
implementation experience across programs. This appears to be one of the strongest
elements in the NEP. There appears to be a firm ability for programs to learn from one
another's experience. It is hoped that this continues into the future and that other coastal
environmental programs make a concerted attempt to learn frotn the experiences of past
programs that addressed similar issues.

How Can the Research Community Corttrlbttte
8, J. Copeland, Director, University of North Caro/ina Sea Grant Coitege Program

The acadctnic cotnmunity, especially those at public universities, often serves as a
bridge betwccn federal programs and state/local entities that manage state coastal resources.
Universities are in the business of research, extension and education: research to find an-
swers to qucstiOnS/barrierS tO CffcctivC management; extension programs to eduCate man-
agers, decision makers and public interest groups on environmental quality and how estuar-
ies function; and education to enhance the ability of future stewards to utilize and conserve
natural coastal resources. Thc objective of this workshop is to explore the potential for
greater collaboration between the national estuary program and coastal zone management
programs of the United States and to address measures to improve the effectiveness of the
programs; with thc overall goal of improving the nation's coastal water quality. I have
~n tasked with surrtmarizing the role of academic institutions in achieving that goal. The
following reflect cornrnents made by workshop participants and my own sense of univer-
sity responsibility. I have the following suggestions:

History of Estuarine Understanding
Investigation of estuarine function is a young discipline. We simply do not know

all we need to know about how these complex ecosystems function and, therefore, how
estuarine sySternS reSpond tO Certain rnanagCment SChemeS  e.g., hOw much nutrient in-
flows stitnulate nuisance eutrophication?!. As a collective inquiry, investigations have oc-
curred only during thc past 40 years and true multidisciplinary programs during the past
decade. For instance, wc desperately nccd to know more about thc effects of interactions
among land-use activities, ecological responses and socio-economic ramifications.
Universities have the corporate understanding to provide the synthesis of collective studies
of estuarine function.

Multidisciplinary Research
Estuarine function, and the potential for improvcrnent through management, is not

manifested through the understanding of any one entity. Instead, the interrelationships that
describe water quality resulting from a combination of poBution, development and use are
multi&sciplinary and interactive. Most, if not all, water quality management questions are
mul ti-disciplinary in nature, especially those involving non-point sources. Effects of man-
agernent, therefore, are measured at ecological, social, economic, legal and govemrnental
interactions,

Public Awareness

Incremental changes in effectivenes and willingness of management reflec the in-
rerests and understanding of local communities, My experience is that the people ttxxive
mixed signals depending upon the interests of those producing the information. Our re-
sponsibility at universities is to provide the best information possible about estuarine func-



tion and the potential for inanagement and governance involvement. We need to develop
education programs leading to better inforined citizens, practitioners and users.

Improving the Role of Research
We tnust move toward a better understanding of what research is and is not and

what research can provide and cannot provide. Often times, researchers do not understand
the questions being asked by managers and managers do not understand thc limitations of
rcseatch. In addition, the time tcquire4ifundamental nature of research is often out of
phase with the needs of managers. For exarnplc, there are wetlands, wetlands and wet-
lands: the respective toles that a watershed plays in water quality differ greatly dcpcnding
upon the type, position and size of wetlands.

Measuring the Success of Management
One of the great needs of water quality management is the measurement of dMercnt

management schemes both in temis of investment and the degree of success in achieving
water quality improvement goals. We in university research must learn to understand thc
goals, degree of success required and how management may be interpteted by thc local
management xegimes. I believe that multi-disciplinary teams from universities can cotne up
with mcasurcmcnt criteria and develop ways to apply them.

1Veed for Innovation
We in the research community inust develop new and tnore effective ways to

achieve management goals. For example, can we apply the best fundamental research to
develop water zoning techniques much like we have applied land zoning? Universities
must bridge the gap between basic research and its apphcation in thc real world and do so
in such a way as to attract the best researchers available.

Case Studies

New York State and Estuary Management
Anne S, PVest-Vatic, Waste Management Institute, Marine Science Research Center,
State University of New York, Stony Brook

I will present information on some of the coHaborative programs New York State
has been involved in; discuss some of thc problems encountered with the data generated by
the state and federally mandated poHution programs; and present the history of Jamaica
Bay, NY as an cxainple of inconsistent-management of a coastal system.

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation Collaborative Programs
Three successful coHaborative programs, the Bi-State Oil SpiH Prevention

Conference, the Floatables Action Plan, and The Intcragcncy Drcdgcd Material Steering
Committee, aH came out of crisis situations-situations that needed itnmediate solutions.
The NYS Department of Environmental Conservation worked with EPA, US Army Corps,
US Coast Guard, NJ Environmental Departments, private companies, and university
researchers to develop these programs. Because the cost of failing to remedy these
situations was enormous, successful solutions had to be developed. Other state programs
have not been so successful.

Data that are questionable
The Waste Management Institute, Marine Sciences Research Center, has found that

at least with regard to studying the problem of low dissolved oxygen, the data generated by
the state and federally mandated pollution programs is in a difficult form to usc; spotty;
often collected at inappropriate times; and of questionable quality. New York and
Connecticut wiH be making rnultibiHion doHar decisions on sewage treatment plant
upgrades based in part on this sketchy data With regard to the National Estuary Programs,
it is not clear that thc best decision tcgaxding management of a body of water will be made
within a 5-year program constraint. Given the itnplications and costs associated with some
management stratcgics, flexibilit with tcgard to identifying inanagement action is advised.



We ~ sound sampling, better ways of transforming data to information to aid
managctnc~nt and we need agencies to work with local governments and research scientists
to develop these strategies.

Jamaica Bay � An example of inconsistent management
Juca Bay, ~, has been subjected over the past IOO years to a number o

managetncnt plans. These plans called for various sorts of developrncnt of Jamaica Bay.
Each eeneration has had their own view an best uses of the Bay. Although not all plans
were fully implcrncntcd, most of thc physical modifications, which were substantial, were
carried through. Thcsc major physical alterations, bulkheading, dredging, and filling, have
had long lasting impacts on Jamaica Bay as the circulation pattern has been changed,
resulting in a longer residence time and this has changed the overall health of thc
ecosystem. A portion of Jamaica Bay was designated as a Wildlife Refuge in 1948, yet, l9
years later a major runway for JFK Airport was built out into the Refuge. How do we
ensure that management plans today are implemented and adhered to? Wc must make long-
term commitments to managing an area and fallow through with a sound management plan.
This has been especially difficult in Jamaica Bay because af the averlapping jurisdictions of
the many agcncics that have control over various aspects of Jatnaica Bay. The actual water
af Jamaica Bay is under thc control of the National Park Service, but, thc sources of
contamination and degradation are under thc authority of many agencies. These agencies,
who control the railroad trestle, thc roads, thc boat traffic, and the sewerage systein, do not
have maintenance of a healthy aquatic ecosystem as their highest priority

Final comments

~ More emphasis on public cducatian and cotnrnunication is needed so that the public
is informed and involved in environmental programs before cnvironrncntal
situations reach the crisis stage.

~ Can economic growth and envitonrrental protection occur simultaneously? Or with
the next fiscal crisis will environmental protection be put aside? We must set our
prieritieS SO aS nOt tO COmprarniSe Our enviranmentai agCnda.

tntegratlnp 1'wo National Estuary Program Manapernent Conferences Into
the MassachUsetts Coastal Zone Manapernant Proprem
Jeffrey R. Henoit, Director, Maaeachuaette Coastat Management Program

The Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, through its federally
approved Coastal Zone Management  CZM! Program, currently adininisters two National
Estuary Program  NEP! Management Conferences; ihc Buzzatds Bay  Tier I!, and the

husctts Bays  Tier Ill!. Both Conferences utilize a general rnanagcment structure
similar to other participants in the NEP and include: a Policy Committee; Management
Committee; Citizens Advisory Committee; Tcchnical Advisory Committee; and a
Management Plan Advisory Committee. Several differences exist, however, between these
two Conferences and most others. First, the Policy Coinmittce is composed of only two
members; the Environmental protection Agency  EPA! Region I Administrator, and the
Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs. Second, the Management Coinmittce of
each Conference is chaired by either a representative of EPA  Buzzards Bay! or the Director
of thc Massachusetts CZM Program  Massachusetts Bays!.

The close relationship between the Massachusetts coastal pragram and the NEP hasbeen, and will continue to bc, advantageous to both efforts. Because the CZM Program isdesigned as a "networking" program, it has the ability to work closely with key agencies of
the Commonwealth that influence and/ar regulate water quality. Incorporation. of approved
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans  CCMP! into thc CZM Plan will
C
"institutionalize" and further ensure ihe successful implementation and longevity of the
CMP, Also, through the federal consistency provisions of the state CZM Program, the
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Commonwealth can legally impose the "enforceable policies" of the CCMP on federal
actions and/or activities within the study area.

On the other hand, a CCMP has thc ability to evaluate the adequacy of state water
quality policies and programs, identify weaknesses in these efforts, and solicit
commitments for improvements. A primary focus for this review should be state CZM
programs that are in fact, often the state clearinghouse for such coastal activities. State
CZM programs should welcome the opportunity to work closely with the NEP in an
attempt to further the effectiveness of their own program.

Of particular interest to the Massachusetts CZM Program is the issue of program
boundaries. The Buzzards Bay Conference has finalized its CCMP and thc drainage basin
boundary is substantially inland from the designated CZM boundary. This is similar to thc
situation that most coastal states will face when developing the Coastal Nonpoint Pollution
Control Program pursuant to section 6217 of the federal Coastal Zone Management
Reauthorization Act. Given that it may be politically and/or programniatically infeasible to
expand the geographic boundary of a state CZM program, the resolution of this issue may
be perceived as difficult. However, it could be very straightforward. If the NEP
Conference has done its job adequately and has documented thc direct link between land
use within thc drainage basin and marine water quality of adjacent waters, it has, in fact,
demonstrated that activities within the drainage basin affect the designated coastal zone.
Therefore, for purposes of federal consistency, thc state does have sufficient contml over
federal actions and/or activities. Also, in the case of a networking CZM Program such as
Massachusetts, the ability to influence the appropriate state agencies and their decisions will
result in additional revision of water quality programs.

In conclusion, a close working relationship between state CZM programs and NEP
Management Conferences is not only beneficial, it is imperative if the two programs are to
be successful.

San Francisco Bay as a Case Study
Steven A. McAdarn, Assistant Executive Director
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Coinmission  BCDC!
administers thc coastal managcrncnt program for the San Francisco Bay segment of
California's coastal zone, which was approved by thc U.S. Department of Cornrncrcc in
1977 under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. California also has a separate
system of regulatory controls to protect the quality of the State's waters, created with the
passage of the Porter-Cologne Act in 1968, that is administered by the State Water
Resources Control Board  State Board! and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
 Regional Boards!,

In 1986, the San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary was added to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency's  EPA's! National Estuary Program  NEP!. The SFEP
is run by the Sponsoring Agency Cornrnittee  SAC!, made up of the EPA, the State Board,
and the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Boards, and the Management
Committee  MC! which has over 40 members representing federal and state agencies, local
governments, business and industry, civic and cnvironrnental organizations, and other user
groups.

As the SFEP program began, some state agencies became frustrated at the SFEP's
insistence upon seemingly ignoring thc existing State estuary protection prognms and
policies which have achieved great successes. In addition, the NEP programs rely on the
philosophy of "consensus" in creating its CCMPs, but because state coastal management
agencies had been reeling under eight years of hostility from the federal and state
administrations, there was some suspicion that the effort to reach consensus could lead to a
weakening of our existing management programs, which were not adopted as a result of
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consensus, but were adopted in the face of strong opposition from thc regulated interests
and only with good legal and planning work and strong public support These problems
could have been obviated by gteater collaboration between the EPA/SFEP and BCDC
staffs.

Moreover, there seems to be a general lack of "partnership" between EPA and
NOAA on coastal issues, which appears to have directly contributed to Congress's
requiretnents during the teauthorization of thc Coastal Zone Management Act for the coastal
non-point source pollution control program. Also, we perceive a fairly significant lack of
cotnmunication between EPA Headquarters and the EPA regional offices. These probleins
could be minimized with greater cotnmunication and focus.

Perhaps the gteatest opportunity for mmasing collaboration exists between the
EPA and state coastal management agencies which could help achieve both agency's goals.
For example, coastai management agencies can use their land use experience and regulatory
authority to provide for wetland protection, better land usc managcinent and non-point
source controls over and above what the EPA and water quality agencies can effect. On the
other hand, EPA's Near Coastal Waters and wetlands planning grants could help to
improve state coastal management programs, particularly in terms of wetland protection and
dredged material disposal. Also, the EPA should fully mtegrate state coastal management
programs into individual NEP progratns. For exatnplc, the EPA should insist that states
seat both water quality and coastal inanagement agencies on the final decision-making body
of estuary projects, not only to benefit from thc coastal management agencies' expertise,
but also to encourage thc participation of these agcncics and enable thein to buy into the
CCMP. Of course, coastal management agencies stand to benefit from the estuary projects
because they may receive political support and scientific information that should help them
improve their own programs.

State coastai management and state water quahty agencies, as natural allies, should
try much harder to collaborate among themselves on these issues as well. They should
support improvements in thc laws, policies, and decision-making as a means of better
protecting the resource they are charged with managing, In the future, there will bc greater
effort by the coastal managerncnt and water quality agencies in developing a comprehensive
non-point source tnanagement strategy, because of thc requirements of the reauthorized
<~CA,

State and fcdcral agencies involved in national estuary projects should break out of
the bureaucratic molds to which wc have become accustomed. Water quality and coastal
management agencies in particular need to coUaboratc closely and creatively not only within
the federal government and within coastal states, but also between federal and state
agencies. The EPA/state coastal management agency link will be very important in the
future,

Land Use Change arid Impacts ori the San Francisco Estuary: A Aegiotill
Aaaeesment with Natlonai Policy itnpUcatlons
Scott McCreery, Robert Tw'iss, 8onittt Warren, Carolyn White,
Kenneth Gerdefs, Susan Huse, erid Dominic Rorfues
Center for Environmental Design Research, University of Celifornia, Berkeley

The Nation's estuaries are at risk of further deterioration from land use change and
intensification. These risks include direct itnpacts on wetland habitats and stream
environments and indirect impacts from nonpoint source poUutant loading. This paper
rcpons on the tnethods, findings, and policy implications of a major study, The Effects of
Land Use Change and /ntensification on the San Francisco Estuary. By using a geographic
information system  GIS!, futute growth scenarios were played out and the impacts on
wetlands, streams, and water quality were estimated on a region-wide basis.
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The land use scenario developed from thc General Plans of the Bay-Delta Region's
twelve counties shows that the total area planned as urban use outside existing incorporated
cities is 331,530 acres. This land usc change and intensification associated with increased
growth will continue to stress an overtaxed estuarine system. Results are cxpresscd
according to 14 receiving water segments and the associated 34 watersheds.

Ditcct impacts on wetlands and stream environment zones occur in every watershed
containing these resources. We estimate that over 39,500 acres of wetlands may be
potentially impacteL A total of 28,000 acres of stream environment are also subject to
impacts of urbanization. Our analysis suggests that protection of farmed wetlands in thc
Delta and North Bay and the retention of biodiversity in the South Bay deserve special
attention. The construction of land use scenarios for the Estuary region has presented, for
the. first time, an opportunity to examine the cumulative contribution of nonpoint source
urban runoff to the levels of pollutants in the Bay and Delta. To date, more modest studies
in smaller urban watcrshcds have provided only a glimpse of the overall effec that
urbanization has in a region the size of thc Estuary. We found that these impacts can be
expected to decrease thc overall water quality of thc Estuary.

The existing system of land usc planning delegates responsibility to local
governments. However, of 111 jurisdictions within the Estuary study region, only
eighteen have specific ordinances to protect streams and wetlands.

We recommend that the existing system of regulation and management bc
strengthened to protect, enhance, and to restore the environmental well-being of the
Estuary. The results of our study suggest that iinprovements are needed in the goals,
management strategies, and institutional arrangements now in place for the San Francisco
Estuary. In particular, we urge that a specific focus on estuarine resource protection bc
incorporated in any ncw growth management legislation enacted in California.

We identify several important national policy implications arising from our study.
First, we believe the potential transferability of our tnethodology to other estuaries should
be investigated Second, we rccomtnend that tcchnical workshops be convened for
estuarine managers who address similar management issues. Thitd we recommend that
EPA/OWOW and NOAA/OCRM adopt policy guidance to encourage the usc of watcrsheds
and receiving waters as the unit for analysis and planning. We also recommend that GIS-
based analysis should bc used to test the implications of alternative wetland definitions to
inform the national policy debate.

State and Local Perspectives

Coast and Estuary: protection and Restoration A State Environmental
Department Perspective
Raberta E. tNeisbrod, ph.D., Special Assistant to the Commissioner
New York State, Department of Environmental Conservation

It is hard not to applaud the ultimate purposes of the conference, the protection and
restoration of our coasts and estuaries. However the focus should not be merely for
collaboration of coastal and water quality programs, but rather toward the needs of
protection and restoration, on what needs to be done, and how to do it.

Working in this way, the New York State Environinental Department is part of
three successful collaborations involved in coastal protection. The three major collaborative
efforts are the Bi-State Oil Spill Prevention Conference; the Floatables Action Plan; and the
Dredged Material Steering Committee.

Bi-State Oil Spill Prevention Conference
After a series of major marine and estuarine oil spills in New York harbor, the

Governors of New York and New Jersey estab! ished the Bi-State Oil Spill Prevention
Conference, a collaboration with EPA and Coast Guard, of staff Rom the two state' s
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envggnmental departments and the oil companies, which developed a ~p«setung fa~d e ~cticaiities of a high standard of care. Tbc conference went far beyond the repoW &e
c~pmies corruruttcd to undergo audits by independent auditors, against that standard o
~ ~ to make the audits availablc to the govemmcnts  one of thc Valdez principles!.

Floatabies Action Plan
The Floatablcs Action Plan and its active implementation were developed in

response to thc beach washups of 1988, which cost Long Mand gone the loss of over
bilb'on in income Led by EPA, the New York and New Jersey environment
departments, the Coast Guard, thc Army Corps of Engineers, and the City of New York
Sanitation and Environmental Departments, all work together to develop this surveillance,
debris removal, and notification plan. Since the Plan has been implemented there have
been very few, minor events. %e benefit/cost ratio of the Floatables Action Plan is
astoundingly high � the entitics contribute in total less than I million dollars to create an
avoided loss of several billion dollars.

Interagency Dredged Material Steering Committee
The US Army Corps of Engineers has, for thc past decade, chaircd a forum, thc

lnteragcncy Dredged Material Steering Committee, which is directed toward providing
information for decision makers regarding the disposal of contaminated and
uncontarrunated dredged material. The Cornmittce is composed of thc state of New York
and New Jersey environmental dcpartrnents, the EPA, US FkW, the Port Authority, other
federal and state agencies, and members of the interested public, including academics.

While thc Steering Committcc has been very effective in the past, bringing those
who were ill-informed to full understanding of the range of environmental and economic
issues, thc jury is still out as to how effectiv they will be in the future. A critical decision
making period nears and public interest in this issue rides high, the local Corps leadership
has gone into retreat.

What have been the lessons learned in terms of achieving collaborative goals?
Effarts succeed because a very strong nccd is pcrccivcd by thc players, each of whom has a
stake as well as a role. Collaborative efforts, when clearly nccdcd, should be crafted to
meet these goals of coastal and estuarine protection and restoration.

Toward Better Collaboration Between the National Estuary and Coastal
Management Programs
Don Peterson, Chial, Planning Section, Washington State Coastet Zone Menagernent Program

institutional bamers to collaboration within the state are reduced by both programs
being part of the Washington State Department of Ecology. Historic coastal zone
management  CZM! involvement in water quality is focused on land use and thc state/local
relationships developed with CZM program expertise and cxperiencc. Nonpoint coastal
pollution in shell fish growing areas is targeted by watershed rnanagemcnt programs
administered by the CZM program,

Despite Pugei Sound being rhe first approved National Estuary Program  NEP!,
ther ' is little recognition of thc NEP within the state. Thc Puget Sound Water Quality
Authority  PSWQA! Plan and its resources overwhehns thc limited federal funds and
influence of ihe NEP. Thc PSWQA Plan and its irnplernentation has brought significant
new itutiative, attention and funds to coastal issues. Through the Puget Sound Water
Q~ity Authority Program, fledgling programs initiated by the coastal program for
wetlands and shellfish have been enhanced.

Coastal boundaries of Washington's CZM program should be sufficient to meet the
intent of Section 6217, Thc state coastal zone encompasses aU of the drainage basins of the
stare flowing to the. Open Coast and to puget Sound and thc Strait of Juan de Fuca. Thc
inland bo undary on the Columbia River is limited to the cs~ and coincides with
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Oregon s boundary. Approximately 28% of the state  the area west of the crest of the
Cascades! is within the designated coastal zone.

States are concerned about the mechanics and the value of incorporating estuary
programs into coastal programs. Questions remain about the volume of material and
OCRM's ability to process program modifications, thc definition of "enforceable policy"
and what value the estuary program will have to CZM implementation if only enforccablc
policies can bc used for federal consistency.

Some additional opportunities for collaboration:
~ New state legislation, such as growth management in this state.
~ Add a more specific water quality clement to existing CZM land use authorities,

such as the Shoreline Management Act.
~ Link up with long-range or "vision" progt3rns to generate interest and support for

estuary and coastal issues.  This state's Environment 201G process found nonpoint
pollution to be a priority issue.!

Governmental Perspectives on Coastal Zone 4 Estuary Management
Programs, Local Government Perspective
Jan K. Platt, Commissioner, Hillsborough County, Florida

Each estuary has basically the same problems, only in varying dcgrces: water
quality deterioration, reduction/alteration of living resources, lack of community
awareness, increased user conflicts, lack of agency coordination and response,
circulation/flushing, and hazardous/toxic contamination.

It is extremely important to the ultimate success of implementing the goals and
objectives of the National Estuary Program tlat elected officials be on the Policy Board.
Their understanding and support of the managetnent plan is critical. If they serve on the
Policy Board, then it becomes "their plan," which is essential for local funding, local
ordinances and other local strategies. Also, elcctcd officials can interact with state and
federal officials as voids or needs are evidenced.

The National Estuary Program can broaden their perspective and approaches to
improving their Bay, and also provide an opportunity to become aware of other federal
agencies and progruns that can intcrfacc and assist the local Estuary Program. It is thc
only window local officials have.

Coastal Zone Management Programs vary atom state to state. The local
governments interface with the agencies and structures above them at state and federal
levels. Regional Planning Councils can serve important functions, cotnphmenting the role
of the National Estuary Program. Only thmugh a variety of approaches, utilizing all
availablc resources, can we accomplish our mission.

Responsibilities ot the Locai Official
Harold Biokings, Township Committeeman, Hopewell, NeiN Jersey

We all rcahze many of the recommendations that the CCMP will make will require
legislative actions. However, herc and in most other conferences, federal and state legisla-
tors' presence is noticeably absent. It would be naive to think they would attend; however,
they might send an aide. Most legislators depend on their aides to advise them on some is-
sues, be it environtnental, economic, etc. I would recommend that future meetings select
legislators or their designated aides for invitation to conferences as well organized as this
one.

I also observed that the speakers kept their remarks in the time frame allowed.
Often, speakers will become long-winded, creating frustt3tion among organizers and audi-
ences as well. This was not done here. The speakers tnade their points and supported
thcrn very well without a lot of unnecessary fluff.



Onc of thc previous speakers said many of the problem statements are not clear. If
a problem statement is not clear, how can we expect to receive the information we so des-
pet3tely need. Morc time must bc spent on the formation of problem statements so they are
clear to the researchers. You only gct what you ask for, so be sure to ask for what you
need.

Many participants in this conference have mentioned land use planning or the lack
thereof as a kcy factor in the pollution of our estuaries. I agree, but let's not restrict all de-
vclopinent as a means to reduce nonpoint pollution. Good land use planning finds ways of
accornrnehmng thc nccds of thc community and at the same time protects the environment.
Total restriction is just as irresponsible as open or pro development.

As a local official, it is iny responsibility to guarantee the health, safety, and welfare
of those who elected me to my present position. I and most elected officials like mc do not
take this trust lightly. If we favor industrial development at the expense of the environ-
tncnt, the health of our constituents may be put in jeopardy. Conversely, if we seek to
protect the environment to the point where no industry or housing is allowed, then those
who live within our jurisdiction will bc unablc to afford to live there. The ideal answer to
this dilemma is to cncouragc industry, which will comply to strict, yet reasonable
restrictions. Hopefully, thc CCMPs will assist the officials in reaching sound decisions.

More attention must be given to rural towns and municipalities. They will become
the problem ateas of the future. Many rural areas do not have the funding and expertise to
supply services like sewer and water. The state and federal governments are preoccupied
with the visible problems in the cities; consequently, the present and future needs of these
rural areas are given a low priority. Let the planning process reflect the future needs of not
only thc cities but also the rural areas.

I commend the organizers of this workshop for a job weH done and for their insight
in recognizing thc need to bring us together to discuss how we can collaborate in resolving
our common problems. I am going to suggest to our region that a conference on a regional
scale, comparable to this one, should be held.

One of thc key components to a successful estuary program is the involvement of
the industrial sector. Industry must be a partner in creation of the CCMP to insure their co-
operation in thc implementation. An adversarial relationship will cause many problems that
could be avoided if industry werc part of the planning process. I did not see any industrial
representatives here which may be an oversight or a matter of choice. Every attempt should
be made to include these people even if they continually fail to attend. Then the onus will
bc upon them if they do not agree with any of the CCMP.
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WORKSHOP DISCUSSION GROUPS

The Clams
Leader: Jeffrey R, 8enoif, Massaohusena Coastef Managemenf Program
Rapporteur: Sheila Semana, School o MerI'ne Affairs, University of W'aahington

NEP/CZM Contributions to Water Quality
Thc group agreed that

~ Water quality programs should address the water column, sediments, wetlands
and thc larger watershed.

~ It is difficult to attribute water quality outcorncs to specific agencies or activities
NEP

ChartsMrization reports provide a unique opportunity to assess the whole estuarine
environment. These reports force a look at a bigger picture to see what's being
done and what contributions are still nccded,

The advent of GIS has assisted NEPs mote comprehensive management objectives.
NEP's focus on characterizations has consequently produced a weak implementation

process.
CZM

Litnited by jurisdiction and funding. State programs generally need better guidance at a
federal level to deal with NEP water quality issues.

Opportunities for Collaboration
There is a strong need for better collaboration in the following areas:

~ between NOAA and EPA
~ within NOAA and EPA
~ betwccn state programs and federal agencies
~ between state and local governments

There was even talk about the need for another program within NOAA, such as an
estuary management progt3m, to better ciwrdinate agency efforts and facilitate
infortnation transfer to thc regional NEP's.

Opportunity Areas
6217 programs: These demand cooperation; their design essentially iequues

cooperation at a federal, state and local lcveL Joint approval of thc nonpoint
programs could also bc required.

Thc NEP process could be used to help update the CMP policies, and in turn, thc CZM
could help focus NEP's.

Research

Dcvclop and share a priority list between various levels of government This might be
achieved through the formation of regional scientific advisory groups to serve all
agencies in identifying research priorities.

There is also a nccd to understand thc feasibility of research, that is what should
teaiistically be expected bearing in mind financial and time constraints.

Federal Consistency
NEP could "piggy-back" on CZM's consistency powers and CZM's could use this as a

tool to expand their jurisdiction.
NEP develops recommendations; CZM incorporates them; and federal consistency

applies,
Incorporation of NEP into CMP
We need to develop better strategies to achieve this, there needs to be guidance to thc

progranls
Fcdcral programs should involve state's in decision-making process,
Wc need to develop better ways to communicate goals to local governments in an effort

to better implement plans and establish national standards.



Next Steps
Develop better communication:
~ within states
~ within and among federal agencies
~ with the public and local governments
Need more state level meetings to establish ways to incorporate NEPs and CMP
and develop an implementation plan.
Identify ways to improve CMPs, federal progratns, and local involvement in the
process.
Establish research advisory committees that can get info into and out of "non-
traditional" sources.
Better link decision-tnakers to research issues and needs.
Establish incentives for improvements and change regarding CZM updates,
tesearch, innovation in implementation plans, etc,
Maintain EPA collaboration with CCMPs,
Solve individual state implementation problems

Issues
A strength of NEP is its ability to look at the big picture. They essentiaHy create a
road map for the process.
The major weakness of NEPs concerns implementation.
Ibere needs to be better comtnunication on a local/regional level.
I%ere is a lack of internal federal agency collaboration, and a general lack of
collaboration within each state.
Planning budget and implementation funding is necessary for these areas:
~ CZM enforcement capabilities
~ Maintenance funding for management conferences
~ Local govermnent
There needs to be better guidance on how to incorporate CCMP into CMP.
There needs to be a better link between EPA and state CZM, and between CZM and
water quality boatds.

Key

The Crabs
Leader; Paul Cyr, County Commissioner, Pierce County, Washington
Rapporteur: 8rice Mcoeniel, School of Marine Affairs, University of IVashington
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NKP/CZM role in water and habitat quality
~ NEP has potential for improving water quality.
~ CZM is primarily focused on land use.
~ Both programs provide for research,
~ NEP has a long-tenn tnonitoring function and a more geographical focus.
~ Both programs operate within a legishtive landscape of federal and state water

quality mandates
Needs

~ an ongoing review of what water quality or habitat quality means
~ a common methodology to measure water or habitat quality that is linked to

ecological estuarine functions
~ upgrade standards specific to marine environments  e.g., there are no marine

quality standards for nutrients!
~ build in a way to convey successes to the pubhc when water quality standards are

maintained in the long run rather than improved



Characteristics oF NEP and CZM
A distinction was inade that CZM is a progrgrti but that NEP is a process for disctxssi<n

and coordination.
Both CZM and NEP focus on regional solutions.
CCMPs axe perceived as land use restrictions,
Thc perception of thc group is that CZM is a top4own program and NEp is a botttxrn-

up progxaxn. Both approaches axe needed; bonom-up builds local consensus that ixx
tun can effect political will, and top-down provides mechanisms for conflict
resolution  e.g., transboundary problems!.

Ties between NEP, with its water quality focus, and CZM, with its land use and
cconoxnic aspects, offer a systemwide approach to estuary management.

There is great diversity in the 29 CZM programs and 17 NEP programs. What ~ th<
commonalities?

Both CZM and NEP stimulate local action and provide seed money.
Consequences follow from designating an NEP protection/preservation area:

~ land usc consequences
~ "carrying capacity" of watershed becomes an issue
~ some pollutants are population density issues and some are set-back issues
~ effects on local zoning and potential compensation costs for existing platted

~ geographic zone of influenc issue  are costs ard benefits equitably shared?!
Funding Issues

Since no ncw federal money is expected, existing budgets will have to be reshuffled.
Any program or agency losing money or other resources to NEP/CZM should bc
included from the beginning as a partner in the process.

Because NEP is an intcgrator of programs, there is a ncw realm of potential funding
 local districts, local taxes, pooled resources, foundations, etc.!.

Recommendations For improving estuary management planning and
implementation  unranked!:

~ Expand participation in the process by getting more people and agcncics invoIved
 c.g., SCS!.

~ Lct locals know about aH pieces of thc phn, including funding support.
Identify roles for federal and state agencies.

~ Incorporate federal and state consistency review so that agencies and programs are
strengthened and coordinated.

~ Maintain the option to continue rnanagernent conference through implementation  or
at least xnonitor implcmcntation of the phn!.
Establish specific measuxcment standards to identify progress in implementation of
the plan.

~ Each NEP should develop an ongoing mechanism for reporting the status of plan
ixnplementation and xnakc revisions as necessary to attain goals,

~ The state  as opposed to CZM agency director! should insuxc that there are adcqxxate
controls throughout the watershed to insure water quality.

~ A sharixig of plans and proccsscs by various coastal management agencies showing
what works, ctc.

The Oysters
Leader: Ernie Eslevez, Mote hfarine LettoratoÃ ~>~a
Rapporteur: Beth Bryant, School of Marine AA'eirs, University of Neshington

Characterizing Water Qualify Contribution
l! Problems with quesnons
2! Issue of collaboration on water quality is affected by two main factors-
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~ Definition of Water Quality. General opinion is that biological/ecosystem
integrity should be the standard

~ Large variety of txirnbinations between effective and ineffective CZM and NEP
pro gtairls

3! Effective programs should be given the opportunity to lead, wherever they happen to
occur. Emphasize site-specific strengths in collaboration � do not force integration
of a weak component

4! Weakness: neither program deals well with cumulative effects on an estuary of water
quality degradanon

5! Nonpoint source pollution has multiple origins; each needs to be treated individually
6! 6217 provision of CMA: Disagreement on its utility

~ May be redundant or delaying
~ Despite geographic restriction to coastal area, could serve as a mechanism to

insure collaboration.
Evaluating Past Interactions

This section was not exanuned in detail, primarily because it was felt that there is not
enough case history to evaluate collaboration in depth=too many new NEPs.
Also, the group was too small to analyze past interactions in depth � not all
estuaries represented.

However, the "nitrogen overlay district" at Buzzanls Bay, Mass. was discussed as an
example of a program in which collaboration involving water quality between
Federal and local programs succeeded. Specific nutrient limiting goals were given
to three local governments, backed by solid scientific research/guidance; they
voluntarily changed zoning to reflect this.

Opportunities for Collaboration
1! Between NOAA/EPA: Greater involvement in each other's program reviews.
2! Between K94T XP:

~ Use NEP committee structure to involve CZM  and vice versa!
Share science base
Fund positions that provide regional level expertise  such as staffing for storm-
water planning!

3! Between CZf4CCMP:
~ Need to assign specific tasks to CZM program
~ Incorporate as much of a CCMP into a state's CZM program

4! B~een CCMP/Local:
~ Strive for local government and tribal involvement with State and Federal level
~ Both Ci9uf/NEP need to provide assistance to storm-water utility projects.

Example: establishing a revolving loan account for septic tank repair
Identifying Next Steps

1! Mare basic research needed, essential to long term management. Establishment of
research foundations was recommended.

2! Focus of Research:
~ System wide  estuary or rivershed!

Find indicators of ecological health
~ National lead agency for estuarine research
~ Support for funding local scholars

Surnrnary and Final Conlinents
Essential feature of estuarine research. some kind of political organization and

institutional support at the local level.
Involve all players in the policy process at an earlier stage
Arrange for "basin-wise" planning
In some cases, solutions to a problem are straightforward; what's missing is political

will. Build this by working at every level, especially with the public by giving
them an opportunity to participate  local level!.
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At thc national level:
~ Broaden scope of NEP to include preservation. It may bc necessary to take a

"triage" approach in aflocaiion of resources among cstuarics
~ Regarding CZMjhKP: 6217 will protnotc collaboration, not competition.

The idea that consistency and enforceable policies are obstacles to collaboration was
rejected in favor of a view that these are highly flexible and negotiable concepts.

The Shrimps
Amy Zimpfar, San Francisco Bay Estuary Program
Rapporteur: Scott Kathey, School of Marine Affairs, University of washington

Thetnes

~ Local governments are the most effective itnplementors.
~ Agency funding should go to thc lowest level of government.
~ Federal-level agency efforts should serve to sct goals, distribute funding, technical

assistance and expertise to local authorities, allow local governrncnts flexibility in
determining how to meet the goals, and assure accountability of local plans.
Greater collaboration is needed on a cotnprchensive scale in estuaries - not just
between EPA and NOAA but primarily between levels of government  local, state,
and federal!. Local authorities need an enhanced role in planning.

~ Goals, standards and solutions lack practicality for implementation at present
~ Cited/l&P coHaboration will occur as a natural consequence of greater local control

in estuary management and governance. It is currently impeded by high-level
preoccupation with individual agency missions.

~ CoHaboration must occur as a "grass roots" phenomenon. It cannot be effectively
imposed from above.

~ Collaboration should be site and issue specific.
Further regulation should bc strongly avoided - agencies should promote and
pursue non-regulatory implementation tneasuies.

Past Interactions � Advantages and Probletns
Institutional differences  culture, mission! prevent ef'fcctive collaboration,
particularly at the federal leveL

~ Collaboration works best when the focus is on a specific environmental probletn
and not solely on agency needs. Neither NEP nor CZM should try to rncet "needs"
of the other program. Instead, they should both address individual problems
together.

~ CZM and NEP field staff work very well together - such cooperation does not
occur at the policy leveL
"Don't expect quick solutions!" Collaboration may take many years to "evolve".

Opportunities for Collaboration
Technology

~ Need cotnpatible, usable, and transferable information and data.
~ Need local/federal collaboration to develop functional institutional designs for

implementation.
Workshops

~ Federal agency efforts should provide workshops/learning sessions for local
planners/implementors on specific resource topics  e.g. wetlands mitigation,
sediments control, sheHfish protection, septic tank improvement measures,
etc.!.

Non-Point Source Pollution
Build on existing resource management programs. Don't introduce new federal
plans that disrupt/derail current, working programs.

~ AHow flexibility to focus on local issues and existing local conditions.
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~ Federal efforts should fund extensive "talent trades and loans" between NEP
programs and between NEP and CZM programs.
Federal efforts should increase transfer of learning" and disseminate in a
"useful form".

Research
~ Must bc relevant to management There must be a forum for interactive dialogue

between scientists and managers.
~ Raw science cannot produce solutions for management problems.
~ Rcscarch funds should be granted to meet locally determined research needs.

Funding should be a "responsive" process - not a "prescriptive" process.
~ Need specific research on governance so that technical research can be effectively

utilized. Need to know why we are making good/bad decisions.
Policy

~ Must have NOAA/EPA support beyond "The Plan" !
~ Ac "fishablej'swirnmable" policy must be amended to include "usable" as well.

Need to dcvclop data management standards/technology that are compatible,
consistent, and transferable between agency players.

F.nforceability � No Consensus
~ Allow local authoritics the opporturuty to devise solutions to satisfy goals � give

them funds, resources, and flexibility and hold them accountable. The federal
authority should only step in if local players cannot develop solutions.

~ Use existing on-site authorities and don't limit their options.
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D ISCUSSION SYNTHESIS  scott McCreuy, Fac~~oi!

The following synthesis was dcvclopcd by approximately thirty workshop
participants during a facilitated session near the end of the workshop. Nese conclusions
and recommendations are based in large measure on the work of the four discussion
groups.

Program Design and Planning

Adopt the concept of "basin wise" and system-wide planning and management.
Use watersheds/waterbodies as the focus for planning and management.
Find creative ways to work across thc disparate boundaries and jurisdictions of

NEP, CZM and other resource management programs.  For example, seek ways that local
government can use watershed planning even though their watershed is not coterminous
with their jurisdiction.!

When carrying out thc new Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program, build on
the strengths of existing resource management programs.

Develop the political will to resolve estuary problems.

Program Implementation

Incorporate appropriate action plans of CCMP into state CZM programs and
provide more specific guidance on ways to accomplish this task.

Seek ways in which action plans could contain enforceable policics when
incorporated into CMPs so that federal consistency can be used in implementation.  Federal
consistency powers are available to states under the <M4fA only when state coastal goals
are implemented with "enforceable policies" � statutes, regulations, ordinances, court
opinions, etc.!

Establish secure funding for itnplementation of CCMP action plans through
expanded funding partnerships, and through additional local sources such as local districts,
new taxes, pooled resources, and foundations.

Establish a secure mechanism to monitor progtess toward implementation of thc
CCMP. Management confcrenccs, or a similar type of intergovernmental mechanism,
should be used to oversee the CCMP.

Use the NEP process to help update and enhance CMP policies. In turn, use CZM
tools to assist NEP implementation.

Program Evaluation

Measure progress toward implementation of the CCMP and periodically report that
progress.

Develop public educational programs that explain long term goals and progress
toward implementation of CCMP's and CMP's

Involve the staff of NEP and CZM programs in the review of each other' s
programs.

Establish a system of peer reviews of estuary management and coastal management
programs
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS  by Narc Hershmen, No+shop Coordinator!

Thc workshop produced considerable interaction and information-sharing among
the professionals in attendance. Discussions ranged well beyond the original questions
posed and produced new perspectives. Four broad conclusionshecommendations are war-
ranted after xeviewing the reports of the discussion groups and the synthesis statement, and
observing the workshop first-hand.

~ Collaboration between CZM and NEP officials makes sense because of
common goals, overlapping jurisdictions, and thc potential for effective land
use control-resource protection linkages. Discussions about coordination are
well underway between thc two federal program office and colhboration has
advanced within soxne states. Collaboration could be improved in a variety of
ways such as through better integration of thc elements of one program into
another  where appropriate!, through joint projects, and through the
development and implementation of the new Coastal Nonpoint Pollution
Control Program.

~ However, CZM-NEP collaboration, no matter how intensive, will only deal
with part of the needs for effective, "system wide", estuary management. Many
important issues are simply out of the domain of one or the other of thc
programs. The needed collaboration must include a much wider range of public
and private parties if coastal water quality within estuaries is to be properly
managed. Because of the breadth of their xnandates CZM and NEP might be the
catalytic agencies to insure that the broader collaborative effort occur, that an
inclusive community is formed around each estuary, and that the community is
nurtured and developed over time, weil beyond adoption of particular plans.

~ The central players in this broader community are local government and local
interests. Once broad goals are established at federal and state levels, local
authorities must identify and prioritize the problems particular to their area,
create the political will to deal with those problems, effectively marshal thc
xesources of higher levels of government and acadexnia, and supplement those
resources as necessary. The goal of federal and state agencies, and regional
academic and research institutions, should be to provide efficient, effectiv, and
fully coordinated services and advice to local areas. This will xequixc better
communication within and among the many resource agencies concerned with
coast and estuaries.

~ Research that leads to useful, management-oriented information is an important
underpinning to estuarine and coastal management. That reseaxch xnust be
multi-disciplinary and goal-oriented, and address xnanagement and governance
issues as well as technical problems. An important need is for the local
government, xesource management and research communities to start a dialogue
about inforination needs; a dialogue that clarifies short and long-term research
goals, information presentation and delivery techniques, and ways that ongoing
relationships are formed and continued.
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Washington, D.C. 20515

Stephanie Sansone
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Wasbingtoa, D.C. 20460
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FAX: 202-260-6294

Bob Saunders, Director
Shellfish Protection Unit
Washington Dept of Ecology PV-11
Lacey, WA 98504
Tel: 206-459-6783
FAX: 206-459-6995
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Don Scavia, Director
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Washington, D.C. 20235
Tel: 202~4330
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225 N. McDowell St.
Rale igh, NC 27602
Te I: 919-733-2293
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Columbia River Estuary Program
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FAX: 206-459-2829
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WSG Marine Advisory Services HG-30
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Waste Management Institute
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Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project
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Marine Science Research Center
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Marysville, WA 98270

Amy Zimpfer, Director
San Francisco Estuary project
75 Hawthorne St., W-7-3
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