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SECTION I: IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The ultimate success of any National Estuary Program Management Conference
can be measured by implementation of its Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan. Plan implementation requires a clear understanding among
all participating entities concerning their responsibilities for actions
recommended in the CCMP. —EPA, 1995

1.1 Background

The Mobile Bay National Estuary Program (MBNEP) is nearing completion of the development
of their Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP). The goal of the MBNEP
CCMP is “to maintain and promote the wise stewardship of the water quality characteristics and
living resource base of the Mobile Bay Estuarine system.” A key component of the final CCMP
is to determine the most efficient and effective organizational arrangement and strategy to support
the future implementation of the actions contained within the CCMP. To support this
determination, Battelle was charged with recommending options for organizational arrangements
for the MBNEP CCMP implementation and financing.

1.2 Methodology

Battelle’s goal was to provide the MBNEP with a representation of organizational arrangements
and funding mechanisms for CCMP implementation. To support the development of
recommendations for the implementation structure of the MBNEP, Battelle gathered the
following information:

1. A survey was conducted from a representative sampling of the other 27 National Estuary
Programs (NEPs). A list of survey questions (Appendix A) was developed to gather
information concemning organizational arrangements and funding mechanisms for CCMP
implementation. The NEPs selected for the survey were targeted because the programs
had done some in-depth thinking, research, and planning in the areas of organizational
arrangements-and funding mechanisms. Based on Battelle’s working experience across
the 28 NEPs, the following eight programs were selected: Albemarle-Pamlico, Barataria-
Terrebonne, Galveston, Indian River, Long Island, Massachusetts, San Francisco, and
Santa Monica. These eight programs provided a broad geographic representation and
included both large and small programs. In addition, there was a representation of
programs similar to the MBNEP in terms of governmental jurisdiction (e.g., two primary
county jurisdictions versus a large watershed with multiple jurisdictions).

2. Individual interviews were conducted with stakeholders in the MBNEP. With the
approval of the Management Conference, interviewees were selected to provide a
representative cross-section of the federal, state, and local government entities and
stakeholder groups, including citizens and public/private interests. A list of interview
questions (Appendix B) was developed to obtain local insights on the most important
characteristics and considerations for the implementation structure and financing of the
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MBNEP CCMP. A total of 21 individual interviews were conducted—six face-to-face
and 15 telephone—and five sets of written comments were received. See Appendix C for
the list of interviewees. :

3. In addition to the information collected, Battelle consulted numerous other documents
developed by various NEP programs that were relevant to CCMP implementation
structures. '

1.3 Report Content

Section I is organized to include summaries of the information collected from the NEPs (Chapter
2) and from the individual interviews with MBNEP stakeholders (Chapter 3). An analysis of
identified options and issues is presented (Chapter 4), followed by a description of
recommendations (Chapter 5). '
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CHAPTER 2: SUMMARY OF NEP SURVEYS

2.1 Fiscal Agent and Program Office Location

A survey was conducted from a representative sampling of the other 27 National Estuary
Programs (NEPs). A list of survey questions (Appendix A) was developed to gather information
concerning organizational arrangements and funding mechanisms for CCMP implementation.
The NEPs selected for the survey were targeted because the programs had done some in-depth
thinking, research, and planning in the areas of organizational arrangements and funding
mechanisms. Based on Battelle’s working experience across the 28 NEPs, the following eight
programs were selected: Albemarle-Pamlico, Barataria-Terrebonne, Galveston, Indian River,
Long Island, Massachusetts, San Francisco, and Santa Monica. These eight programs provided a
broad geographic representation and included both large and small programs. In addition, there
was some representation of programs similar to the MBNEP in terms of governmental
jurisdiction (e.g., two primary county jurisdictions versus a large watershed with multiple
jurisdictions). It is important to note that the opinions and recommendations collected are
those of the NEP representatives surveyed and do not necessarily represent the entire NEP.

Among the eight NEPs surveyed, an existing state agency functions as the fiscal agent (grantee)
for seven—five of these have physical offices located within the agency and two have
independent satellite offices. It should be noted that the fiscal agent does not always provide the
location for the Program Office. For example, a state agency functions as the fiscal agent for the
Barataria-Terrebonne NEP and the Program Office is located on a college campus. Another NEP,
Long Island Sound, has been established as a satellite office of EPA. Table 2.1 provides a
summary of these NEP institutional structures. .

Table 2.1 Summary of NEP Ifxstitutional Structures

Institutional Structure

NEP

Arrangement

Existing state agency with onsite
NEP Program Office

Massachusetts Bays

Aligned with CZM Program

Albemarle-Pamlico

Dept of Water Quality within
Dept of Environment & Natural
Resources

Indian River Lagoon St. Johns River Water Mgmt Dist
& S. FL Water Mgmt Dist
Santa Monica Bay Regional Water Quality Control

Board

San Francisco Bay MOU with Regional Water
Quality Control Board
Existing state agency with satellite Barataria-Terrebonne Department of Environmental
NEP Program Office Quality
' Galveston Bay Natural Resource Conservation
\ Comumission
Satellite office of EPA Long Island Sound Federal legislation

Alliance with non-profit organization

San Francisco Bay

Friends of the San Francisco
Estuary
San Francisco Institute

Santa Monica Bay

Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Foundation

379

MBNEP Implementation Strategy and Finance Plan



4
X
'

The following recommendations were offered for the process of selecting an appropriate fiscal
agent and Program Office location for CCMP implementation:

= Carefully assess the politics, government, and community to determine where the program
will best be served and gain the most support.

= Stay out of the regulator’s office space, permitting, and any hint of regulatory authority.

» Find the common ground and the differences with the sponsoring entity and detenmne
direction and understanding as quickly as possible.

= [Establish a strong central program ofﬁce to maintain good lines of communication and
information management.

Those programs with offices located within existing state agencies benefit from this arrangement
particularly with regard to ease of coordination with state programs and the accessibility of staff
and data. In the case of the Mass Bays NEP, the alignment with the state has facilitated the direct
influencing of state policy and funding. However, the need to coordinate with and complement
state initiatives has led to a feeling that the goals of the Mass Bays NEP have been diluted. The
primary disadvantages of being located within an agency are the loss of independence, visibility,
and focus on CCMP implementation. Therefore, the benefits of being players in the political
game must be weighed against the potential of being caught up in the political mire.

Of the five NEPs with physical Program Offices located within an agency, the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project (SMBRP) in particular has struggled with “program independence” and
visibility. The following concerns were outlined by the SMBRP:

* Concern about the identity and visibility of the SMBRP as an organization separate from the
policies and internal workings of their state agency.

= Concern about reporting to multiple authority structures, namely their Management
Conference and their state agency.

» Concern about the ability of the SMBRP to hold their state agency accountable for fulfilling
its role in implementing their CCMP, because organizationally the SMBRP and most
SMBREP staff are part of the agency—a perceived conflict of interest.

*  Concern about the ability of the SMBRP to be flexible and independent in its operational
procedures, such as hiring staff, entering into contracts, issuing reports and press releases,
holding press conferences, etc.

These concerns are so great, that the SMBRP is currently considering different institutional
alternatives to alleviate the problem of program independence, such as creating a new entity to
house the NEP, forming a partnership with stakeholders, moving the entire program into an
existing non-profit foundation, and developing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
their current state agency (fiscal agent).

The two NEPs with physically independent Program Offices (satellite offices of their existing
state agencies), Barataria-Terrebonne and Galveston Bay, believe that they benefit from their
independence and autonomy. In these cases, the establishment of an office that appears
independent of the regulatory government structure has been highly beneficial by facilitating
public support and public/private receptiveness, as well as helping these programs avoid being
mired in the political arena. No specific disadvantages were noted.

The Long Island Sound NEP is unique because it has supporting federal legislation and is
established as a satellite office of EPA. While this structure has given the NEP more authority
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3.3 Fiscal Agent and Program Office Location

There was general consensus among interviewees that it would be counterproductive to create a
separate entity to house the Program Office, but there was a clear split on whether an existing
agency should be both the fiscal agent and physical location for the Program Office. While the -
majority of interviewees recognized the need for a close affiliation with implementing agencies,
whether an existing agency should provide the administrative and grant management support for
the NEP program seems unclear. In addition, there were many opinions on whether the
responsibility of program supervision, office structure, staffing, work plan development, CCMP
implementation, and other program matters should be in a state agency, in another entity, or in an
independent Program Office.

One particular theme was evident in almost every interview—the Program Office should maintain
some level of independence and prominence. There was only one comment that the MBNEP
should be completely subsumed into an existing agency’s programs and cease to exist separately. -

Most interviewees recommended that the MBNEP maintain a high profile with an existing
agency or entity serving as the fiscal agent and an independent program office affiliated with
implementing entities.

Some individual comments in support of an existing entity or agency serving as the fiscal agent
included:

*  “This option is more politically palatable because it utilizes an existing entity and reduces
administrative costs.”

» “Given limitations of future funding, the MBNEP should be affiliated with an existing
agency or organization in order to minimize the administrative burden and avoid
duplication of efforts.”

= “Do not want to create a new mini-bureaucracy because citizens perceive that there is
already too much administration with too many experts and not enough people doing the
work.”

If the fiscal agent is also going to be the location for the Program Office, it “needs to be willing to
provide support functions—needs to understand what the MBNEP is about and be able to provide

these services.”

The primary concerns regarding an existing agency serving as the MBNEDP fiscal agent and/or
location for the Program Office include:

= Fear of getting caught up in the government bureaucracy,
» Loss of participants due to politics,

= Loss of visibility and focus, and

» Dilution of goals and the ability to implement the CCMP successfully.

Proposed Entities for Fiscal Agent and/or Program Office Location

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR)—ADCNR (formerly the

Coastal Program Office within the Alabama Department of Economics and Community Affairs
[ADECA])—was the existing agency suggested most frequently by interviewees as a possible
fiscal agent and/or location for the Program Office. Individual comments in support of this
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option ranged from “this is the only way that the MBNEP will work” to “a great deal of work is
needed to determine how the MBNEP could fit into ADECA (now ADCNR) so that it doés not
lose credibility and visibility.” Some interviewees thought that the previous infrastructure of
ADECA (now ADCNR) might be used, for example the Technical Interagency Committee.
Others felt that having the MBNEP closely affiliated with ADECA (now ADCNR) would prevent
duplication of effort and strengthen the ability of both to accomplish their goals.

Prior to ADECA becoming part of ADCNR, the ADCNR representative interviewed stated that
ADCNR’s role during CCMP implementation “will be to focus on implementation of actions”
and that “ADCNR does not consider the fiscal agent or Program Office location to be an issue as
long as implementation can proceed without interference.”

Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM)—Wahile the possibility of ADEM

serving as the fiscal agent and/or Program Office location for the MBNEP came up in several
interviews, the interviewee from ADEM stated that “under different budgetary conditions,
ADEM might have greater interest, but not under current conditions.”

City of Mobile—While this option was discussed by some interviewees, there was concern that if
the City of Mobile were fiscal agent and/or location for the Program Office, Baldwin County may
be alienated to the point of withdrawing support.

University of South Alabama (USA)—The USA was thought by some interviewees to be a good
location because it is a four-year college, is located within the coastal area, and has a new
Alabama Center for Estuarine Studies. However, some interviewees perceived USA as
“politically unstable.”

South Alabama Regional Planning Commission (SARPC)—Some interviewees thought SARPC

" might be the best option because it is politically neutral and was proposed as the fiscal agent for

the program in the original NEP nomination package. It should be noted that the SARPC
representative interviewed did not suggest this option.

Alabama Coastal Foundation (ACF)—Many interviewees discussed the potential role of the
ACF—especially with regard to public outreach. One opinion was that it is “debatable whether
the public outreach needs of the MBNEP could be served by ACF, but there is probably room for
working something out.” Another interviewee offered an example of the potential working
relationships: “the Coastal Cleanup provides good example of ADECA (now ADCNR) and AFC
working together.” The Executive Director of the ACF described its role in CCMP
implementation as one of “supporting joint initiatives and providing public outreach support.”

Weeks Bay Foundation (WBF}—The WBF was suggested as a potential fiscal agent for the
MBNEP. However, some interviewees perceive the WBF to be a “property owners organization
that looks good because it is associated with the Weeks Bay Reserve.” Also, concermns were

stated that the MBNEP could lose its identity within the WBF and that the support of Mobile
County could be jeopardized. The WBF Executive Director described its role in CCMP
implementation as a “joint alliance” to share information and activities, and as a potential source -
of private funds for the MBNEP.
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