Management Committee Meeting Summary
October 24, 2018
9:30 am – 12:30 pm
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2B, Boston
Attendees:
Management Committee
Julia Blatt (Massachusetts River Alliance [MRA])
Robert Buchsbaum (Salem Sound Coastwatch [SSCW])
Todd Callaghan (MA Office of Coastal Zone Management [CZM])
Joe Cosgrove (Merrimack Valley Planning Commission [MVPC])
Mel Coté (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA])
Harlan Doliner (Marine Ocean Technology Network [MOTN])
Tay Evans (Division of Marine Fisheries [DMF])
Kim Groff (Department of Environmental Protection [CEP])
Ken Keay (Massachusetts Water Resources Authority [MWRA])
Becca Newhall (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA])
Jane Peirce (Department of Environmental Protection [DEP])
Vandana Rao (Executive Office for Energy and Environmental Affairs [EEA])
Julie Simpson, (MIT Sea Grant)
Kristin Uiterwyk, Chair (Urban Harbors Institute [UHI])
Colin Van Dyke, Vice Chair (Anderson-Krieger )
Samantha Woods (North and South Rivers Watershed Association [NSRWA])
Coordinators and Staff
Pam DiBona (MassBays, Executive Director)
Prassede Vella (MassBays, Staff Scientist)
Sara Grady (NSRWA, South Shore Regional Coordinator)
Jo Ann Muramoto (APCC, Cape Cod Regional Coordinator)
Peter Phippen (MVPC, Upper North Shore Regional Coordinator)
Barbara Warren (SSCW, Lower North Shore regional Coordinator)
Margherita Pryor (EPA, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)
Guest speaker
Cyndi Gonzales, Pacer Strategies
Welcome and Introductions
Committee Chair Kristin Uiterwyk opened the meeting and welcomed the attendees. After introductions
she reviewed the agenda and pointed out that the Staff Updates were provided as handouts only
(Attachment 1). Kristin then introduced Cyndi Gonzales as the consultant who has been working with
MassBays and with the Communications Subcommittee over the past several months to develop a report
and recommendations to be submitted with the CCMP to EPA in December 2018.
Strategic Communications Assessment and Recommendations
Cyndi Gonzales, Pacer Strategies
Cyndi Gonzales successfully bid for a contract to work with MassBays to assess current communications
issues and make recommendations for future efforts. The report will be submitted as an attachment to the
CCMP, and will inform future annual or biennial Communications plans.
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The goal of the assessment and recommendations report is to support successful implementation of the
CCMP, while raising awareness of MassBays’ work in the regions and from Boston. The final document
(Attachment 2) highlights strengths and weakness of MassBays’ situation within the Executive Office of
Energy and Environmental Affairs/CZM, and how these challenges may be addressed. It also emphasizes
the importance of having messages delivered by MassBays’ Management Committee members, Regional
Service Providers and Regional Coordinators, and Boston staff that are targeted to MassBays’ many and
diverse audiences.
Cyndi described the advantages of a messaging toolbox focused on digital communications to tell a story.
She emphasized the importance of having a strong web presence including a website that is useful to
different audiences, a strong social network (Instagram, Twitter, etc), development of webinars and/or
podcasts (e.g. “Estuarine Gradient” developed by Sara Grady). The ultimate goal is to raise awareness of
activities and innovations that MassBays coordinates or is involved in. Cyndi remarked that the Regional
Coordinators can bring in grassroots audiences. Messaging to reach different audiences and reduce
confusion is very important.
She recommended two high-priority next steps: 1) engage a full time Communications and Outreach
Manger, or retain a consultant to make some initial progress in the implementation of the
Communications Plan; and 2) retain a website developer to build a new website for MassBays separate
from the state’s mass.gov platform.
Q&A
Q: Regional Coordinators are hosted by different organizations with their own missions. Is this be
confusing to stakeholders?
A: There are different ways to proactively define the roles within the organization. Regional Coordinators
need to use one common message when communicating with their audiences about MassBays.
Although some members indicated that information to local news has to be customized to fit local
interests and communities and therefore a boilerplate narrative will not work, Cyndi indicated that in
order to raise awareness across all regions, consistency in messaging about MassBays is key. Creating
confusion may result in losing key audiences.
Q: Is there a way to prioritize communication methods that effectively raise awareness so that MassBays
can focus on a few at a time?
A: Yes. The website is a key priority that needs to be addressed.
Q: Given MassBays’ relationship with EPA and EEA, what sort of advocacy can MassBays do?
A: Central staff cannot engage in advocacy but regional coordinators can.
Finance Subcommittee Report and Recommendations
Colin Van Dyke, Subcommittee Chair
Finance Subcommittee Chair Colin Van Dyke presented report describing the process, findings, and
recommendations generated by the Subcommittee. Colin explained that while the revised CCMP is
structured with goals that are achievable with existing S.320 funds, the purpose of the Finance Plan is to
help MassBays identify and leverage additional resources to be able to expedite and expand on the work
described in the CCMP. Restrictions on fundraising from private sources by state agencies is a significant
barrier to diversifying MassBays’ funding sources.
The Finance Subcommittee report (Attachment 3) acknowledges the importance of ensuring that section
320 funding remains available and that MassBays qualifies for the grant from year to year. One
requirement for that funding is to provide 1:1 non-federal funded match to the EPA award amount. In
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response to a question from the Committee, Mel Coté explained that the state, even as a host agency, is
not required to provide funding to MassBays. Matching funds to date have been largely in-kind (noncash) support provided by the Regional Service Providers; this year CZM earmarked funds distributed via
the Commonwealth’s Coastal Resilience Grants Program to be in-kind match for EPA funds. Pam noted
that where there is a direct connection between those projects and the Regional Coordinators’ efforts (e.g.,
in Salem, where Barbara Warren [SSCW] has assisted the City in scoping out resiliency projects).
Following the meeting, several Committee members pointed out that MassBays could claim as match
the time committed by the members to attend meetings; that will be tallied up for the 2020 budget!
Andrew Gotlieb led an effort to secure authorization for “not less than $660k per year” for MassBays in
the recently passed environmental bond bill. That funding would also serve as the 1:1 match required by
EPA and would allow Regional Coordinators to use match they generate to develop other projects. As with
all bond authorizations, however, the Governor must allocate those funds via the yearly capital spending
plan before they become available. Julia Blatt noted that the Office of Administration and Finance is now
pulling the information together to inform the spending plan. The Committee agreed they need to talk
about how best to advocate for the funding included in the environmental bond.
Finally, the Committee discussed ways in which funding may be provided to Regional Coordinators, for
example, the Seaport Economic Council has since 2015 provided $34 million to nonprofit organizations
and academia. This could serve as a vehicle to get state funds to communities and organizations.

Communications and Finance Recommendations: Implementation
Given that both the Communications and Finance Subcommittees identified MassBays’ status as a
government-hosted program as problematic in some areas, Colin and Kristin Uiterwyk met with CZM
Director Bruce Carlisle and Assistant Director Lisa Engler in early October to determine where there
might be flexibility with regard to restrictions on funding and public outreach. They reported to the
Management Committee that Bruce acknowledged the great value that MassBays brings to CZM, and the
organizations’ complementary strengths. Over the course of the meeting, they (Colin, Kristin, Bruce, and
Lisa) discussed the pros and cons of MassBays being hosted by EEA. CZM and MassBays will work to
explore further how to make the most out of being situated within CZM. Kristin shared several immediate
take-aways from the meeting:







MassBays is allowed to have a separate website, so long as the costs of hosting are covered by
MassBays’ budget.
MassBays is allowed to have a Twitter account; for at least the first several months, tweets must
initially be vetted by CZM Director and EEA Communications staff.
While MassBays central staff may not generate or distribute its own press releases, press
materials released by the Governor’s office can form the basis for follow-up dissemination by the
Regional Service Providers, for example. MassBays can also place its logo on relevant press
releases after they have been distributed by the Governor’s office.
Central staff are not allowed to initiate or offer legislative briefings. If invited by a legislator to do
so, the request must be handed up the chain for the Secretary and/or Governor’s office to address.
Central staff may not lobby for funding from either state or federal sources, and can only request
funding from the private sector under specific circumstances, for example via open calls for
proposals.

As next steps, the Finance Subcommittee and the Communications Subcommittee will make minor
revisions to the reports based on feedback at the meeting, and the final versions will be provided to EPA
as part of the Revised CCMP package.
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CCMP Strategic Actions, Partnerships, and Investments
Pam DiBona, MassBays
Pam provided an overview (attached) of the structure of the CCMP – acknowledging the environmental
and management challenges we face, and setting out goals, strategies and actions that will lead us to
improved conditions, both environmental and management.

The final CCMP layout will be modeled after Casco Bay’s. In their plan, each Action has a page –
essentially a fact sheet – that brings together all of the information EPA requires for the CCMP.

Page 4

Pam announced that the regional coordinators are hosting public meetings in November to gather input
from local partners. The purpose is to identify ongoing projects or those already in the planning stage,
common needs that MassBays can address, and other opportunities through which the CCMP can help
advance our goals over the next several years. Separately, she will distribute an online survey to gain input
from as many partners as possible. Pam emphasized that by having their projects incorporated into the
CCMP will provide partners with access to resources that would otherwise not be available.
During the discussion, Pam asked Committee members to share programs from their own organizations
that might influence MassBays’ timeline. For example, DEP has stepped forward to offer MassBays an
opportunity to partner on EPA-funded monitoring in coastal waters from 2020 to 2023.
Pam asked Committee members to fill in the information in a table she provided and to include items that
they are planning to implement over the next 10 year period, along with their timeline, and anticipated
level of effort. With regard to the column labelled “cost,” the Management Committee asked Pam for a
spending plan, were additional funds to become available through the Finance Committee’s work.
Management Committee Member Updates
Urban Harbors Institute: (1) Dorm residents at UMass Boston are ready for volunteer opportunities –
many participated in Coastsweep beach cleanups this fall. (2) UHI is currently discussing a possible
contract and scope with MassBays for a project to gather historical data that will form part of the work on
Biological Condition Gradient and the related setting of environmental targets for state of the bays
reporting.
Department of Environment Protection: (1) DEP provided additional funding to MassBays to expand the
work funded by EPA’s Exchange Network to develop a QAPP to cover both marine and freshwater systems
and to include chemical and biological constituents. (2) DEP is updating the surface water quality
standards which will be available for public comment in early 2019. (3) The final report of the 2016 list of
integrated waters has been submitted to EPA. (4) A bacterial TMDL for Boston has been submitted to
EPA for review and approval. (5) The non-point source management plan will be available for public
comment in 2019 and is due for submission to EPA in September 2019.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: (1) The Northeast Regional Ocean Council (NROC) has taken the
place of the Northeast Regional Planning Body with the new Executive Order on ocean policy published
6/19/2018. A meeting on Northeast Ocean Planning and a meeting of NROC are scheduled for November
14 and 15 respectively. (2) SNEP has received $5 million per year. The Ecosystem Services Subcommittee
and the Monitoring Subcommittee are planning to hold workshops in Spring 2019.
Division of Marine Fisheries: (1) DMF is moving forward with the survey work and permitting
requirements to build artificial reefs in Cape Cod Bay. (2) In August DMF worked in coordination with
MassBays and NSRWA to conduct a citizen scientists’ led eelgrass monitoring program. (3) DMF is
heavily involved in the development of offshore wind projects and interactions with fisheries south of
Martha’s Vineyard.
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority: (1) To mark its 27th year of monitoring since the outfall was
moved from Boston Harbor to Massachusetts Bay, the Outfall Monitoring Science Advisory Panel will
hold a workshop on November 13 with help from Save the Harbor, Save the Bay. The purpose is to review
the existing monitoring program and discuss its relevance, as well as address emerging concerns. About
100 to 120 people are expected to attend. MWRA is hoping to engage new people to participate. OMSAP
welcomes Dr. Julie Simpson from MIT Sea Grant, its newest member and MassBays’ STAC Chair.
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Merrimack Valley Planning Commission: (1) The Great Marsh Symposium will take place on November
8th in Essex. (2) MVPC has been meeting with their legislators every 6 months, the next meeting is
scheduled for November 14th. If there are any educational or programming issues (i.e., non-lobbying),
MVPC can bring those up at the coming meeting.
Marine Ocean Technology Network: (1) MOTN has a new website MOTN.org. (2) MOTN is negotiating a
memorandum of understanding with two Dutch offshore wind energy industry associations to establish
and expand ties between New England and the Netherlands by sharing information about potential
teaming opportunities for both region’s maritime and renewable energy companies, thereby facilitating
the accelerating development of sustainable offshore wind energy in suitable New England coastal waters.
(3) The Blue Innovation Symposium is scheduled for November 27th and 28th in Newport RI. (4) MOTN is
conducting outreach to academia for internships – there may be an opportunity to share interns with
MassBays.
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration: : Estimating the Local Marine Economy:
Telling Your Story: This 1-day course will help participants get comfortable with economic terms, identify
local sources of data, and interpret these data to tell a more compelling story of their local marine
economy.

Meeting adjourned at 12:30 pm.
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Attachment 1. Staff Updates
Regional Coordinators
Regional updates are organized according to the seven action areas of the implementation workplan:
1. Gathering data on conditions and trends (DATA)
2. Reducing stormwater discharge volumes and pollutant loadings (SW)
3. Reducing contamination from wastewater (WW)
4. Adapting to/mitigating impacts of climate change (CC)
5. Removing barriers to streamflow and tidal flushing (SF)
6. Managing invasive species (IS)
7. Conducting education and outreach (E&O)
Gather data on conditions and trends [DATA]
 Upper North Shore

o

o

o



Lower North Shore

o
o


Eelgrass Restoration: (1) Eelgrass was harvested (from Gloucester) and transplanted at three
pilot sites in Plum Island Sound in August, September and October. This effort includes
many volunteers at unusual hours because to the transplant method employed (hand planting).
(2) In addition, the recently restored, highly successful eelgrass bed in Essex Bay was
monitored to determine health and viability. The regional coordinator also worked with
Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) on a project to try to establish eelgrass from seed,
something that has not been attempted in New England very frequently.
Mussel/Oyster Project: (1) Working with DMF, UMass Amherst (Gloucester Lab), and the
Massachusetts Oyster Project (2018 Healthy Estuaries Grant for oyster propagation) a
preliminary plan has been developed to lay the foundation for a potential living shoreline
mussel reef. The first step in this effort is to determine suitable water quality through
monitoring water quality at existing mussel bed sites. MVPC has ordered monitoring
equipment, which will be deployed at the end of the month in coordination with DMF and
UMass. (2) The regional coordinator assisted MOP staff to determine the relative success of
the 2017 seeding of selected locations in Plum Island Sound from oysters grown and
dispersed last year. No oysters were found. New sites will be chosen that will be more
suitable for this year’s crop of oysters.
Microplastics Project: Working with a subcontractor, Seaside Sustainability (Cape Ann) and
Endicott College, we are sampling seven locations in the waters of the Great Marsh and
offshore to determine levels of microplatics in the Great Marsh. Draper Laboratory has
expressed interest in doing some monitoring of microplastics in the Great Marsh to pilot
cutting-edge monitoring equipment that measures microplastics in-situ.
Lower North Shore Coastal Acidification Citizen Monitoring: Sampling by citizen scientists
is ongoing and a Calibration Party was conducted with volunteers.
Three-Year Monitoring Plan: The Shellfish Sanitary Survey continues with monthly fecal
coliform water sampling with assistance from DMF.

South Shore

o

o
o

Eelgrass loss in Duxbury/Kingston/Plymouth: The RC assisted with planning for the first
volunteer training on eelgrass monitoring according to a protocol which the RC helped
review. The RC helped coordinate the August survey and helped train volunteers and
conducted monitoring. The RC is currently participating in the analyses of the data (photos)
collected.
Horseshoe crab spawning surveys in Duxbury Bay: The RC conducted data analyses and
report will be available.
Anadromous fish run monitoring: The RC organized and QA’d river herring count data,
conducted data analysis, and submitted data to DMF.
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o
o


Shellfish survey: Underwater monitoring was conducted by the RC in August to document
the status of mussel beds in the North River. The RC provided an interview to the Boston
Globe.
Saltmarsh assessment: The RC provided technical assistance to the town of Norwell for their
salt marsh assessment.

Cape Cod

o

o

o

Diadromous fish run monitoring: (1) Herring count data were received and QA’ed for eight
runs in the MassBays area (Sandwich, Yarmouth, Dennis (2 runs), Brewster, Eastham (2
runs), and Wellfleet) and for 10 runs outside the MassBays area (Falmouth, Mashpee (3
runs), Barnstable, Harwich, Yarmouth, Orleans and Chatham). Run sizes on Cape Cod Bay
were higher than last year, while some runs on Nantucket Sound and Pleasant Bay were
higher than last year and others were lower.
River Herring Network Annual Meeting: Over 65 people attended the annual meeting on
10/18/18, representing towns, agencies and organizations from Cape Cod, the Islands, and
Southeastern, South Shore, Central and North Shore MA. Topics included: Falmouth herring
runs, Coonamessett River restoration, status of herring management, populations, and
restoration projects, effects of temperature on juvenile herring, enforcement, and a field trip
to the Coonamessett River. The Cape Cod regional coordinator provided APCC’s Summary
of Herring Runs 2007-2018, and DMF provided 2018 run size estimates for runs statewide.
Brad Chase (DMF) provided a recap: 1) the Fisheries Management Council’s recommended
20-mile buffer zone for midwater trawlers east of Cape Cod is less than what many desired,
but is greater than the 12-mile buffer zone proposed elsewhere, and should benefit river
herring; NOAA still needs to approve this. 2) For herring populations, the takeaway is: As of
2017, the statewide stock assessment indicated herring populations were at near historic lows.
2018 run sizes indicate Buzzards Bay runs are in trouble, Cape Cod runs are a mixed bag, and
central MA and North Shore runs did better than expected. Scientists suspect that herring
populations are shifting northward, probably due to climate change, but more research is
needed to understand the changes. 3) The effects of fish run restoration projects on local
herring runs vary by region, ranging from little to no effect, some effects, and significant
effects.
Cyanobacteria monitoring: Ten ponds were monitored this summer, including four in the
MassBays area. No blooms were detected, although another pond in Mashpee exceeded state
levels. Monitoring ended in mid-October. APCC is seeking funding to support development
of a rapid-assessment protocol and first-alert communication system to alert towns and the
public to cyanobacteria blooms in a timely manner.

Reduce stormwater discharge volumes and pollutant loadings [SW]
 Lower North Shore

o
o

o

Implement low impact development: RC assisted City of Salem with a CZM CPR grant for 3
LID BMPs for 2.5 acres of parking lot at Winter Island; this project will also reduce coastal
erosion ($128,650).
Clean Beaches and Streams Program: The RC coordinated testing for bacterial pollution with
biweekly summer water testing for Enterococcus at outfalls and streams in five communities.
Results are posted online and the final 2018 will be completed soon. The collection of water
and creek bottom samples has been completed across Wolf Trap Marsh, Manchester.
Analyses for Enterococcus, pharmaceuticals and DNA sources are being completed by EPA.
Eight Coastsweep events have taken place over the last month in Manchester, Beverly,
Salem, Marblehead, Swampscott, and Nahant.
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South Shore

o
o


Riverwatch: The RC managed Riverwatch monitoring and began analyzing data
Regional stormwater outreach and management: The RC helped lead an MS4 outreach
workshop, identified outfalls for Scituate MS4 NOI, and reviewed maps of MassDOT outfalls

Cape Cod

o

Cape Cod Stormwater Coalition: The group met twice, once for a Q&A session on the
Notice of Intent for the MS4 and again in October to learn about IDDE monitoring from the
Buzzards Bay NEP, stormwater cost estimation spreadsheets originally developed by EPA
and modified for Cape Cod towns, and preliminary information for stormwater fees.

Adapt to/mitigate impacts of climate change [CC]
 Upper North Shore

o

o


Dredging and Thin Layer Deposition: The regional coordinator is providing support on the
Essex TLD (Thin Layer Deposition) project funded by a Municipal Vulnerability
Preparedness (MVP) grant. Work performed includes measuring the vegetation’s response to
the naturally deposited sediment at several locations in the Great Marsh. The RC is working
with Great Marsh legislative contingent, the Northeast Coastal Coalition, and Merrimack
Beach Alliance to investigate the viability of the upper north shore region purchasing a
dredge for area channels as well as potential future TLD activities. Since no TLD project on a
vegetated marsh has been implemented in Massachusetts to date, it is not clear what the
permitting process for such a project would entail. The RC will coordinate with permitting
agencies as needed.
NFWF Grant Proposal: MVPC spearheaded a $1.2M NOAA/NFWF grant proposal to
improve the resiliency of the Great Marsh.

Lower North Shore

o

o

Coastal Resilience: The City of Salem was awarded a CZM Coastal Resilience grant to
construct a living shoreline - salt marsh enhancement - at Collins Cove ($216,500). The
regional coordinator has provided support through inception, design and permitting.
Construction is planned to begin in 2019.
Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness: Four communities have earned MVP designation; 2
are FY18-19 participants and 2 have yet to apply. The RC has joined the town of Beverly's
MVP Core Team and will be hired as a subcontractor by BSC Group to assist with the
completion of Beverly's MVP designation. She will be urging and helping the towns of
Danvers and Nahant to apply for the next round. The town of Manchester received funding to
complete the Sawmill Brook Central Pond Restoration Design ($88,180), which has the
potential to remove a tide gate and restore stream connectivity. The City of Salem is looking
to solve a long overdue problem with a Salem Sanitary Sewer Trunk Line Relocation
Assessment ($345,000). When the fire of 1914 destroyed half of the City of Salem, the
project to fill its coastline to create a boulevard was cancelled leaving a sewer trunk line in
the air over Willow Ave beach. Finally, the City of Peabody received 2 MVP Action grants:
Lawrence Brook Watershed Flood Mitigation and Water Quality Improvement ($224,214)
and Peabody North River Canal Resilient Wall, Riverwalk and Park ($243,400).

 South Shore

o
o

Vegetation response to sea level rise: North and South Rivers Association established a longterm monitoring of vegetation change in salt marshes. The RC coordinated and trained
volunteers and conducted surveys of docks.
Municipal coastal resilience project: The RC planned and attended the South Shore Climate
Network meeting
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Cape Cod

o
o

Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness (MVP) training: The RC is now a certified MVP
provider.
Model conservation bylaw for climate change adaptation for town of Wellfleet: APCC has
compiled examples of proposed and existing bylaws and regulations for climate change
adaptation, including a proposed comprehensive bylaw for the City of Boston and existing
regulations for two counties in Hawaii that require erosion-based setbacks for development.
The intent is to draw on these examples to assist the town of Wellfleet to develop a
conservation bylaw for climate change adaptation.

Barriers to streamflow and tidal flushing (SF)
 South Shore

o
o

o
Cape Cod
o

Streamflow restoration: The RC assisted with data and advised on streamflow releases. In
addition, the RC assisted with unedifying location of previously installed groundwater wells
Third Herring Brook: (1) The RC assisted Mass Department of Fish and Game in
electrofishing as part of the brook trout tagging. (2) The RC coordinated historical and
planning discussions for dam removal (Peterson Pond). (3) South River: The RC reviewed
and managed scopes for Temple Street and Veterans Memorial Park work and attended
project meetings. (4) Town Brook: The RC conducted pebble counts and vegetation
monitoring, wrote monitoring report for Massachusetts Environment Trust (MET), revised
NOAA reporting
Tide gates: The RC has been conducted discussions with the CZM south shore coordinator on
the outreach plan currently in development.
Restoration Coordination Center (RCC): (1) The Regional Coordinator completed a report on
“Preliminary Assessment of the Lower Little Pamet River Valley, Truro” for the town of Truro.
Abutter concerns include disappearance of open water and loss of wildlife. We identified
possible causes including a tidegate restriction, seawater input, nutrients from farming,
spread of Phragmites. (2) The Regional Coordinator met with Town of Dennis and NRCS staff
to identify the town’s priority restoration projects and possible projects for the Cape Cod
Water Resources Restoration Project Phases 2 and 3. Restoration of the Scargo Lake herring
run was highest priority; this is in the Sesuit Creek watershed.

Manage invasive species [IS]
Upper North Shore
o
Invasive Plant Mapping and Control: (1) Phragmites management funding was secured and

contractors were hired for late summer treatments. Areas of focus include Salisbury marsh
(behind Salisbury Beach State Reservation) and the Newbury marsh (behind Plum Island).
Approximately 50 acres of Phragmites were treated by the contractor using a marshmaster
and boat, while the regional coordinator and his team used backpack spray equipment (for
smaller, low density stands). Approximately 20 acres were treated. (2) Mapping of
pepperweed was performed in the Essex Bay estuary post-treatment. No new stands of the
invasive plant were observed.
Lower North Shore

o
o

Coastal Habitat Invasive Species Monitoring: The Lower North Shore regional coordinator
coordinated the coastal habitat invasive species monitoring and assisted in the planning of the
MIMIC program monitoring in summer.
Pepperweed management program: The regional coordinator coordinated pepperweed pulling
early this summer in Marblehead Forest River Conservation, Pickman Park and derby Wharf
(NPS) in Salem major efforts.
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South Shore

o
o

MIMIC marine invasive species monitoring: The RC participated in this program led by
CZM.
Green Crab Project: The RC provided support to the project by providing technical support
and assisting with trapping as well as conducted first-level analysis.

Conduct education and outreach [E&O]
Upper North Shore

o
o

Working with the owners of the proposed new brewery in the Town of Essex, we convinced
them to name their brewery, “The Great Marsh Brewery”. They will work with us on Great
Marsh outreach efforts and name some of their products after Great Marsh features.
Presentations included Salisbury MVP solicitation, Great Marsh Partnership projects to
MVPC Board of Commissioners and Beacon Gallery painters (eelgrass/green crab), Green
Crab documentary screening at Cape Ann theater, Marsh Drainage training/field trip for
Ipswich High School

Lower North Shore
o Underwater in Salem Sound Lecture Series: Scheduled dates for 2019 with Library: 1/30,
2/27, 3/27, 4/24; another Expedition to Antarctica (impacts of climate change) is being
scheduled.
o Swampscott and Danvers passed plastic bag bans, with assistance from SSCW
Metro Boston

o

o





Boston Harbor Ecosystem Network: (1) The BHEN Steering Committee met on September
12. The meeting included discussions on agendas for the next BHEN meeting and potential
future field trips. (2) The next BHEN meeting is scheduled for November 8. The agenda
includes a presentation from Marc Albert about the Park Service’s ongoing biodiversity
monitoring work in the Boston Harbor Islands and The New England Aquarium’s vision for
connecting the greenway to the blueway. We will also be hearing about and discussing
MassBays’ comprehensive 10-year plan for the bays.
https://cos.northeastern.edu/marinescience/outreach/massbays/bhen/
Field trip: On September 12, Cristina Kennedy and Adrienne Pappal from CZM led a field
trip to Rowes Wharf to provide an introduction to marine invasives and a brief overview of
their marine invasive species work including their citizen science monitoring program and the
recently completed Rapid Assessment Survey.

South Shore

o
o

Attended Watershed Action Alliance Meetings, organized Fall NEERS conference
Participated in Google Hangouts and in-field PD days for NOAA BWET, led students from
Norwell HS on Jacobs Pond paddle

o

Recorded first episode of podcast "Estuarine Gradient", wrote NSRWA newsletter
article

Cape Cod

o
o

6th Annual Cape Cod Coastal Conference: Planning began in September. The major themes
will be water quality and coastal resilience. The conference will be held on December 4 and 5
at the Hyannis Resort Conference Center.
State of the Waters: Cape Cod: APCC received a SNEP subcontract from the Cape Cod
Commission for $100,000 to develop water report cards and an annual report on the state of
Cape Cod’s water resources. A kickoff meeting of the Advisory Committee was held on
10/2/18, involving representatives from Center for Coastal Studies, SMAST, WBNERR,
MBL-Ecosystems Center, Buzzards Bay Coalition, CZM, and MassBays.
Page 11

Central Staff

Executive Director
Fundraising & Program Management
 In August, successfully appealed EPA’s decision not to fund our Exchange Network (EN) grant
proposal; received an award letter for a 2-year, $200,000 grant to support our work with citizen
monitoring groups, and develop an online State of the Bays ecoreport card.
 Established an Interagency Service Agreement with DEP for $200,000 to expand upon the data
QA/QC aspects of the EN grant.
 Convened both the Communications and Finance Subcommittees to finalize recommendations for
presentation to the Management Committee.
CCMP & Monitoring
 September 14 and September 27, continued collaboration with DEP and EPA data quality managers
to scope a Master QAPP under the EN grant.
 October 2, attended an Advisory Group meeting to launch APCC’s State of the Waters program.
 October 5, with Rob Stevenson at UMass Boston, submitted a successful proposal for a citizen data
quality Symposium to take place at the national Citizen Science Association meeting in March 2019
in North Carolina.
 October 11, met with EPA Program Coordinator to review comments on draft sections of the CCMP.
 October 16, attended STAC meeting.
 October 17, convened Regional Coordinators, drafted activities for the CCMP, and developed
outreach materials to prepare for Local Governance Committee review of the draft CCMP.
State collaboration
 September 24, met with The Trustees of the Reservations’ coastal program manager to explore
common issues; subsequently invited to join their Coastal Advisory Group.
Regional Collaboration
 Participated in two subcommittees planning NEOSEC’s 2018 Ocean Literacy Summit (November 1516 at UMass Boston).
 September 22-23, provided onsite content assistance at the Hack for the Sea in Gloucester.
National Estuary Program Coordination
 October 3-6, attended the annual Technical Transfer NEP hosted by the San Francisco Bay
Partnership. Facilitated a panel and discussion re: cross-NEP collaboration, served on a panel to talk
about environmental justice concerns.
 October 3, voted Chair of the Association of National Estuary Programs (ANEP).
Staff Scientist
Science and Technical Advisory Committee
A meeting of STAC was held on October 16. At the meeting, Susan Jackson from the Office of
Science and Technology at EPA Headquarters gave a presentation on EPA’s vision on the Biological
Condition Gradient and provided important input for the development of the BCG framework for
MassBays. Susan also talked about the more resent work to incorporate ecosystem services into BCG
and how this can possibly be applied to MassBays. The next STAC meeting will take place in late
November/early December and will focus on the MassBays Monitoring Plan framework that will be
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submitted with the CCMP to EPA at the end of the year. In the meantime, STAC members will be
receiving specific sections of the draft plan framework for feedback.
Research projects
On the advice of STAC, MassBays, with Todd Callaghan (CZM, STAC member)’s help, posted a bid
request for an assessment of water transportation rates to track changes in embayment condition.
Funding was provided by EPA. One response was received and is currently being reviewed. Work
will start in November and we are planning to have data by March 2019.
Eelgrass mapping in DKP
MassBays staff scientist and South Shore RC together with DMF coordinated an eelgrass survey blitz
in August 2018. The survey was conducted with the help of volunteers following a rapid assessment
protocol specifically designed for citizen scientists. 1000 pictures were taken from 250 stations across
the bays. The intent is to repeat this every year to keep a close eye on changes in eelgrass extent. Data
analyses is currently ongoing and a report will be provided in early 2019.
NEPORT FFY 2017
Acres restored and funds leveraged were submitted to EPA in September. This represents a
compilation of data reflecting significant work led and /or supported by the regional coordinators in
their respective regions.
MassBays National Estuary Program (FFY17): Habitat Data
Acres restored
2,010
Miles restored
Feet restored

25
700

MassBays National Estuary Program (FFY17): Leverage Data
Role
Cash
In Kind
Primary
$770,110
$89,716
Significant
$1,023,167
-

Total
$859,826
$1,023,167
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Attachment 2. Communications Assessment and Recommendations
(double-click to open the pdf)
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Attachment 3. Finance Subcommittee Report and Recommendations

Report of the MassBays Finance Subcommittee
Subcommittee Members: Colin Van Dyke (Chair), Mark Fine, Andrew Gotlieb, Margherita Pryor, Kristin
Uiterwyk, Samantha Woods
Charge:
At the January 10, 2018 MassBays Management Committee meeting, the Management Committee
charged the ad hoc Finance Subcommittee with responsibility for carrying out the following:

1. Prepare a draft Fiscal Plan for discussion at the October 2018 Management Committee meeting
that specifically addresses options and opportunities for diversified funding, including (1)
potential partnership with Restore America’s Estuaries, (2) strategies for securing directed state
funding, and (3) establishing a affiliated fundraising non-profit. Supporting materials for Finance
Subcommittee use include:
a. EPA Guidance for NEPs regarding components of a fiscal plan (Attachment A).
b. A 2014 draft Financial Approach prepared by MassBays’ Executive Director (Attachment
B).
c. Fiscal plans approved by EPA Region 1 and Headquarters for other NEPs (e.g., Sarasota
Bay, Attachment C).
d. Input from MassBays’ EPA Region 1 Coordinator (garnered via calls and meetings).
2. Advise MassBays’ Executive Director in responding to comments from the Management
Committee (and others as needed) regarding MassBays’ Fiscal Plan.
3. Review and approve a final Fiscal Plan to be submitted as an Appendix to MassBays’
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan by October 2019.
Principles:
1. While the CCMP has been designed to allow for its implementation relying solely on §320 funds;
its impact will be greater with additional resources: financial and in-kind support to MassBays
directly, or indirectly through MassBays’ existing and potential partners.
a. Example: MassBays has secured funding to support collaborative projects with DMF. In
those cases, DMF provides state-funded services and in-kind match for those projects.
2. We must be careful to avoid cannibalizing existing sources of support. (MassBays v. RSPs and
MassBays v. other agencies)
3. Further consideration must be given to obtaining increased financial support from the
Commonwealth.
Process:
The Subcommittee met via two conference calls and two in-person meetings and provided regular
updates to the Management Committee. The Subcommittee reviewed the following, described in more
detail in the following sections:
 Funding history
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Federal funding predictability/reliability
Expenditures history
Funding options
Direct funding versus leveraged resources
Addressing constraints on funding diversification
Recommendations
Funding History

The Massachusetts Bays Program (now the Massachusetts Bays National Estuary Program) was launched
in 1988 with $2 million in fees resulting from a lawsuit brought against the state regarding polluted
discharges to Boston Harbor. According to the settlement, these funds were to be used “to coordinate
and fund projects dedicated to the restoration, protection, and environmental education for Boston
Harbor and the Massachusetts Bay.” Subsequent legislation (MGL ch. 236, §7 [1988]) directed the $2
million to be spent on:
projects to restore, protect, and improve the quality of Boston and Lynn harbors
and Massachusetts, Buzzards and Cape Cod Bays, to increase understanding of the
Bays and their resources and the effect of human activities upon them, and to
encourage public involvement in activities which promote the harbors and Bays as
living resources and public treasures for present and future citizens of the
commonwealth of Massachusetts.
With these funds in hand, the Program led a major scientific research initiative to determine specific
pollution problems in Boston Harbor. From 1988 to 1992, MassBays distributed $1.6 million to
researchers characterizing the major physical and biological features of Boston Harbor and Cape Cod
Bay.
Meanwhile, MassBays applied for and received designation as a National Estuary Program in 1990. As an
NEP, MassBays is eligible for funding from EPA under CWA §320. That funding has been relatively
consistent since 1990. This is in contrast to state investments, which decreased over time until Federal
Fiscal Year 2009 et seq., when no funding was allocated to MassBays in the state budget (Figure 1).
Figure 1. Funding allocations to MassBays, Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1990-2018
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Federal Fiscal Year

MassBays’ FFY2018 Workplan allocated $643,000 income from EPA in the proportions illustrated in
Figure 2 and as described below. This relative spending distribution has remained stable since 2013.

Figure 2. Budgeted expenditures, FFY2018
Grants &
Contracts
13%

Fees Indirect
4%
1%
Central Office
personnel &
expenses
35%

Regional Service
Providers
47%

Salaries and Fringe
MassBays currently employs a full-time Executive Director and part-time (0.6FTE) Staff Scientist. In 2014,
MassBays reallocated funding from Central Staff (a part-time [0.8FTE] outreach coordinator/Metro
Boston RC) to fund a fifth RSP for the Metro Boston Region.

Regional Service Providers
Yearly grants to Regional Service Providers have varied from a high of $68,207 each in FFY2006 ($54,000
EPA funds, $14,207 state funds) to a low of $59,7500 each in FFY2010; RSPs have each received
$61,000/y since 2013.
Grants & Contracts
MassBays established a Research and Planning Grant program in 2011. The Management Committee
formed a working group to evaluate the program and relaunched it as the Healthy Estuaries Grant
Program in 2016. Between 2013 and 2018, disbursement of funds to municipalities, ngos, and other
state agencies (note that state agencies are not eligible for the Healthy Estuaries Grant) totalled
$440,150.
Fees/Shared agency expenses
MassBays’ annual budget provides up to one percent of the total §320 grant amount to CZM to offset
costs of services including program-level fiscal management, computers and phones, day-to-day printing
capacity, and internet access. Between 2013 and 2018, MassBays allocated a total of $30,000 to cover
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these services, which are separate from those included in indirect charges described below.

Indirect Charges
Indirect charges allocate monies directly to the Commonwealth, to support state-level administrative
and overhead costs. Each year the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs and the Department of
Commerce/NOAA negotiate a rate for indirect charges (applied to salary and contractual line items).
Expenses included in calculating yearly rate are partial salaries for the Secretary and his executive staff,
as well as the Director of Legislative Affairs, Office of Counsel, Finance and Budget Officers, Human
Resources, Information Technology, and Communications/Public Affairs (See Figure 3). The rate has
varied from 11.15% (FFY2018) to 36.27% (FFY2017) with an average of 18.01%. Between 2013 and 2018,
EPA has contributed a total of $139,966 to support positions similar to those listed in Figure 3.
Funding options
In 1994, MassBays commissioned a survey of possible means to finance implementation of the first
CCMP.1 The resulting report, Financing the Massachusetts Bays Program Comprehensive Conservation
and Management Plan, was divided into three sections: Grants, Revenues, and Financing Mechanisms.
While many of the suggested financing options included have been phased out or defunded since 1994,
relevant suggestions are listed below.
Federal Grants
o EPA funding via DEP, e.g. funding under CWA §604(b) (mitigating nonpoint sources) and
§319 (stormwater treatment and management). MassBays’ RCs work closely with
municipalities to bring those funds to MassBays’ planning area. In Federal Fiscal Year 2017,
for example, RCs reported on the following assistance to municipalities:
DEP 604b Water Quality grant, MS4 Municipal
Assistance Grant (https://www.mass.gov/serviceCape Cod: Cape Cod Commission ($50,000)
details/grants-financial-assistance-watershedswater-quality)
DEP 319 grant program
(https://www.mass.gov/service-details/grantsfinancial-assistance-watersheds-water-quality)
o

Cape Cod: Brewster ($105,000) (Cape Cod)

Federal grant programs like EPA’s environmental education grant program. MassBays
Central Staff has applied for and secured funding from NOAA, though that agency is not
mentioned in the 1994 document. Availability of funds for these programs is decreasing,
however.

State Grants

1

Northbridge Environmental Management Consultants and the Massachusetts Bays Program Staff,
Financing the Massachusetts Bays Program Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan:
Federal, State, and Local Funding Sources and Mechanisms, December 1994.
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o

Environmental bonds. In 2018 MassBays’ Management Committee worked with the
legislature to include $660,000 per year as match to EPA’s §320 grant allocation. The bill was
signed by the Governor, so the funds are authorized but not yet allocated. Any future
advances will require advocacy by MassBays’ supporters.

o

Municipal incentive grants; parks and watershed improvement grants. A contemporary
equivalent to the Municipal Incentive Grants Program is the Municipal Vulnerability Program
Grants, which have been targeted successfully by the RCs and municipal partners. During
the 2017 and 2018 funding cycles, RCs assisted municipalities to secure more than $1.5
million in state funds for projects aligned with the CCMP through the following programs:

State Coastal Resiliency Grant Program
(https://www.mass.gov/service-details/coastalresilience-grant-program)

Upper North Shore: Newbury ($225,840), Essex
($75,000), and Newburyport ($122,695)

Coastal Pollutant Remediation Grant Program
(https://www.mass.gov/service-details/coastalpollutant-remediation-cpr-grant-program)

South Shore: Kingston ($161,288) and Plymouth
($175,000)

Massachusetts Municipal Vulnerability
Preparedness (MVP) grant program
(https://www.mass.gov/municipal-vulnerabilitypreparedness-mvp-program)

Upper North Shore: Newbury, Ipswich, and Essex
($60,000); Gloucester ($107,044)
Lower North Shore: Peabody ($224,216), Peabody
($243,400), Salem ($345,000), and Manchester-by
the-Sea ($88,180)

Cape Cod Commission District Local Technical
Assistance (DLTA) grant
(http://www.capecodcommission.org/index.php?
id=50)

Cape Cod: Wellfleet ($20,000)

Massachusetts Environmental Trust
(https://www.mass.gov/orgs/massachusettsenvironmental-trust)

Lower North Shore: Manchester-by the-Sea
($41,885)

Private Funding
o Foundation grants. Few private foundations will support government agencies.
o

Corporate funds. Government agencies are not allowed under ethics laws to solicit
corporate funds.

As is the case for many of the funding options included in this section, while MassBays has little
direct access to private funding, our partners do have access and already take advantage of
these resources. MassBays’ past efforts to establish an associated nonprofit “Friends” group as a
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means for accessing these types of funds for CCMP implementation was not successful for
multiple reasons, including the crowded field of environmental nonprofits in Massachusetts.
In relation to this source of funding, the Subcommittee discussed Tampa Bay NEP’s partnership
with Restore America’s Estuaries, a national nonprofit with a mission similar to the NEPs’. RAE
solicits and distributes private funds for CCMP implementation in cooperation with the NEP. The
funds do not flow directly to the NEP, but instead can be considered match in some cases, or at
least leverage (see next section).
Revenues
o Taxes and fees. MassBays is not in position to propose these types of revenue streams,
which require legislative action. Where our partnering agencies (e.g. DMF, DER, and DEP)
already are supported by user fees and in-lieu-fees, MassBays can encourage spending to
meet the CCMP’s goals. Two specific proposals in the 1994 document are a real estate
transfer tax and mooring fees.
o

o

o

Fines. EPA’s Supplemental Environmental Project program, through which monetary
penalties are directed toward on-the-ground work, has become less and less accessible over
the course of the past 20 years. For the most part, SEPs tend to be “surprises,” brought to
the table by legal counsel rather than program staff.
Corporate donations. Government entities are not allowed to accept corporate donations,
though they can partner with business to achieve goals. MassBays has benefitted from a
partnership with SeaTrac, for example, receiving free time on their new autonomous
monitoring vehicle. Note that MassBays did not directly solicit this contribution (which could
be a violation of ethics laws), but rather applied for the in-kind services via a competitive
grant.
Partnerships with academia. MassBays has applied for Federal grant monies with academic
partners. College- and graduate-level interns (both paid and unpaid) have produced valuable
products for MassBays. These benefits do not fall under the category of “revenues,” but
instead can be in-kind match to the §320 funds.

Financing Mechanisms
o Special betterment or utility districts. Massachusetts’ process for establishing special
districts across towns is complex and requires several steps for approval. Cape Cod
(Barnstable County) has been successful in applying as a special district to generate
revenues for land protection (through a real-estate transfer fee, the model for the statewide Community Preservation Act enabling legislation) and most recently (pending
legislative passage), habitat restoration (through a tax on local home rentals). MassBays has
promoted stormwater utility districts in individual towns and regionally as a means to
generate funds for stormwater management and infrastructure.
o

Enterprise funds. Enterprise funds hold monies that are collected and spent separately from
the general budget. The 1994 report provides Marblehead’s Harbor and Water Fund as a
case study. Revenues include boat excise taxes and mooring fees, dockside storage fees, and
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space rental at the yacht club; expenditures include boat pump-out facilities, and dock
operations and maintenance.
o

Bonds and loans. The primary example of this type of financing is the State Revolving Loan
Fund Program established under the CWA and administered by the states. Massachusetts’
Clean Water and Wastewater SRFs regularly receive requests for funding that outstrip
available funds, due to the age of Massachusetts’ water infrastructure, and the extent of the
need among the Commonwealth’s 351 cities and towns. Any loan application requires a
dedicated source of funding for repayment, a significant hurdle for MassBays. These types
of financing mechanisms are better left to the municipalities.

Direct State Funding
The Finance Subcommittee noted that the 1994 report did not address the significant role that could be
played by the Commonwealth itself. MassBays, especially through its regional service model, provides
consistent technical assistance to municipalities (including support in securing funding as detailed above
under Federal Grants and State Grants, on a variety of issues, from stormwater management, to coastal
habitat protection and restoration, to community education and outreach on coastal issues, and to goalsetting for local habitats and water quality. For example, MassBays reached 45 of the 50 communities in
the MassBays region with training about stormwater management in 2015, and in 2016 we collaborated
with MassDEP and MassDOT to provide 40 municipalities with grantwriting training.
The Subcommittee asserts that Commonwealth operating and capital funds should be directed to
MassBays in recognition of the role the NEP plays in providing local services. Such funds should be
provided to fulfill the §320 match requirement of 1:1 funding from the NEP. Setting the stage for this
investment, the Finance Subcommittee advocated for, and secured, a $660,000 per year line item in the
2018 Environmental Bond Bill. The Finance Subcommittee asserts that Management Committee and
Regional Service Provider representatives should advocate for the annual release of the designated
funds. Such funds should be programmed with input from the Executive Director.
Direct funding versus leverage
MassBays’ Executive Director has suggested (see Attachment B) that MassBays’ finance plan should not
be focused entirely on securing monies to be brought in-house and redistributed. It should also establish
means for tracking and reporting on outcomes gained through the significant leveraged resources
MassBays gains to support CCMP implementation.
Each year, MassBays provides a tally of federal and state funds leveraged with §320 funds to EPA
through the NEPORT system. Funds and in-kind resources move the region toward meeting the CCMP
goals when RCs and staff work with municipalities to secure grant funding, recruiting volunteers to
conduct monitoring and restoration, and work with state and federal agencies to prompt spending.
Figure 4 illustrates leverage reported by MassBays from 2012-2017 where staff had a primary (leading),
significant (active), or supporting (minor) role.
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Figure 4. Sources of Leverage, 2012-2017
$4,000,000
Federal

$3,500,000

State

$3,000,000

Local

$2,500,000

Private

$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$Total/year:

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

$5.6M

$1.4M

$6.0M

$3.9M

$0.7M

$6.2M

Recommendations
[The following recommendations should be articulated in the form of targets and measures, with level
of effort associated with each.]
1. MassBays should have as a primary objective maintaining eligibility for §320 funding as a National
Estuary Program.
2. MassBays should participate in efforts to ensure continued provisions for §320 funds in
congressional budgets, especially through the Association of National Estuary Programs (ANEP).
ANEP routinely generates letters of support from Members of Congress for continued funding of
NEP, and though they are likely supportive, not all Massachusetts coastal Representatives or even
both Senators have signed those letters. MassBays staff should provide information to both the
Federal and State legislature regarding programming and funding needs; Massachusetts’ DC lobbyist
should be aware of NEP funding needs in Federal budget discussions. The Management Committee
should also participate in this education and outreach effort to legislators.
3. MassBays should include “wish lists,” or descriptions of what could be accomplished with additional
funds, as a section in its annual workplan.
4. The Management Committee should advocate for operating and capital funds to support MassBays’
work and to meet the required 1:1 match for §320 funds. MassBays should be included in the Green
Budget proposal developed annually by a consortium of environmental nonprofits.
5. MassBays’ matching funds should include in-kind support from agency partners like DMF, DEP, and
DER (where those efforts are not already funded by Federal dollars).
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6. MassBays should identify and quantify the benefits provided to local communities and the
Commonwealth as a whole through technical support and local assistance efforts.
7. MassBays should continue to explore opportunities for partnerships that bring private funds to
projects that advance its goals.
8. MassBays Regional Service Providers should explore potential local funding streams, like Community
Preservation Act funds, mooring fees, and utility districts.
9. MassBays’ EPA Region 1 Program Coordinator should bring NE NEPs’ CCMPs to the table when
negotiations about specific SEPs are underway.
10. MassBays should discuss with CZM and EEA the potential for and feasibility of corporate
partnerships, emphasizing the need to make the partnerships mutually beneficial through press
coverage, etc..
11. Education and outreach by MassBays should ensure that municipalities apply SRF loan monies to
advance the CCMP goals.
12. EPA Region 1 and Headquarters should acknowledge the funding constraints on NEPs hosted by
government agencies, and recognize leveraged resources as valid option for diversifying the sources
of funding for CCMP implementation. MassBays should continue to document state and federal
funds leveraged with EPA’s §320 investment, even if EPA discontinues this reporting requirement.
13. While the CCMP is designed to be implemented based solely on EPA funding, the Management
Committee should assist staff in maximizing the impact of the CCMP across the planning area. This
requires maximizing MassBays’ ability to secure additional project funds. In the course of
discussions, the Subcommittee identified tasks and projects that are more easily described and
more likely to be funded as stand-alone efforts. Several aspects of MassBays’ cutting-edge effort to
set out targets for individual embayments would be good candidates for proposals, for example, as
well as the capacity-building efforts planned for the Citizen Monitoring Coordinators’ Network.
14. The task of identifying additional funding and resources is challenging regardless of how MassBays is
organized; its position in a state government agency creates additional constraints. The
Management Committee should address constraints on diversification of funding, evaluate the
extent to which those constraints are offset by the benefits by its position in a state government
agency, and identify alternatives that would eliminate or mitigate those constraints without losing
the benefits.
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Attachment A
EPA 2016 Guidance:
Components of a National Estuary Program Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
CCMPs are living documents and as such should be re-examined and revised on a regular basis. EPA
recognizes that CCMPs are also critical components of the NEP model of adaptive management as it
facilitates a continual process of integrating new data and results. EPA expects that revised CCMPs will
discuss the relevance and applicability of the: 1) monitoring, 2) habitat, 3) finance, and 4) outreach
component strategies, including any needed substantive changes. If such changes are not discussed in
the revised CCMP as language within a chapter or as a separate Action Plan, they should be described in
a separate document and completed within 3 years of the final Revised CCMP.
1.____ Include a Monitoring approach to track and detect changes and/or improvements within the
study area (so change in environmental indicators can be detected over time), and effectiveness
of CCMP Actions. This can be described in a separate, brief, higher level document, or chapter
or action in the CCMP. The Monitoring approach should identify: a) objectives, b) data the NEP
and partners are collecting for which parameters; c) the party/parties responsible for collecting
the data; d) frequency of collecting and reporting the monitoring data; e) how the data are
shared, reported, and used; f) data gaps; and g) additional funding needed for monitoring
activities and filling data gaps. This section should explain how monitoring has/will change as a
result of new/modified actions and priorities, and any new environmental indicators.
Monitoring should be tied to the State of the Bay Report which has similar components. Please
note: A Quality Management Plan or Quality Assurance Project Plan can supplement the
Monitoring Plan, but does not in and of itself meet this requirement.
2.____ Include a Finance strategy that will establish long-term financial sustainability to implement the
CCMP through diverse resources and partners. The strategy can be a separate document or
chapter or action in the CCMP. The strategy should discuss: a) priorities for funding; b) current
funding and other support such as staff assignments, or in-kind partnering; c) short- and longterm resource needs; and d) proposed actions or strategies to maintain or garner new resources
for CCMP implementation and their timeframe.
3.____ Include a Habitat Protection/Restoration strategy. The strategy should clearly tie back to habitat
or ecosystem issues addressed in the CCMP, including those habitats and species prioritized for
protection and or restoration efforts. Strategies can be addressed in a separate document or as
an action in the CCMP and should discuss: a) relevant habitat types and key species in the study
area; b) goals and measurable objectives to address them; and c) actions that reflect a climate
change vulnerability assessment. The Strategy can make it easier for NEPs to plan and report on
their habitat protection results under GPRA.
4.____ Include a Communication/Outreach Strategy to ensure community involvement and ownership
in CCMP implementation that can be represented as a stand-alone document, chapter, or a
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series of actions in the CCMP that includes: a) guiding principles, or goals and objectives; b) a
target audience(s); c) a narrative description of activities, including any tool used such as
branding and messaging, behavior change campaigns, or social media; d) implementers for
those activities; e) any key deliverables, and f) a budget and timeframe for implementing the
activities.
NOTE: Make sure to include a public review process that extends beyond the Management Conference
members. Responses to comments should be summarized and be made publically available.
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Attachment B

Toward a MassBays Finance Plan
Prepared 2014 by Pam DiBona for consideration by the Management Committee
Finance Plan Requirement
EPA, in its 2012 Program Evaluation Letter dated November 28 2012, directed MassBays, as a condition of
meeting the Financial Element of the next evaluation (scheduled for 2017), to
“…have in place a Finance Plan or business plan that identifies new and diverse sources
of funding. The plan could also include a call for Management Committee members and
other partners to assist more than they do now in garnering other sources of funds or inkind support…”
In addition, EPA’s 2016 Guidance for preparation of Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans
calls for a:
Finance strategy that will establish long-term financial sustainability to implement the
CCMP through diverse resources and partners. The strategy can be a separate document
or chapter or action in the CCMP. The strategy should discuss: a) priorities for funding;
b) current funding and other support such as staff assignments, or in-kind partnering; c)
short- and long-term resource needs; and d) proposed actions or strategies to maintain or
garner new resources for CCMP implementation and their timeframe.
EPA Headquarters hosted a panel discussion about finance options at the annual gathering of NEPs in
February 2013. All invited panelists represented NEPs that are stand-alone nonprofit entities; they shared
suggestions for hosting fundraising events and silent auctions, collecting dues from Management Committee
member organizations, establishing fees for service, and holding recreational events that require entry fees.
Unfortunately, this session was less useful to those NEPs hosted by government agencies and universities,
entities prohibited or otherwise restricted from taking advantage of these fundraising methods.
Following that meeting, MassBays and its sister programs have sought to provide EPA staff with insights into
the varied financial structures encompassed by the NEPs. In preparation for the 2014 annual meeting, for
example, I conducted a survey of NEPs to document fundraising potential among the programs, based on
their structure. During the meeting, we shared the results of the survey (see figure attached) and hosted
breakout conversations based on organizational sector to share commonalities and best practices
(unfortunately EPA staff did not participate in the breakouts!). The bottom line: the potential fundraising
capacity of NEPs is not equal across sectors, and so a one-size-fits-all fiscal plan will not serve all purposes.
This document examines how our current and future program funding can meet the spirit of EPA’s 2012
Program Evaluation letter and CCMP requirements in light of our own funding situation, and identify
opportunities for project-based funding to address our CCMP goals.
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Introduction and overview

Objectives
1. Hire one additional Central Staff person responsible for Outreach and Communications
2. Establish and maintain funding for monitoring data collection and analysis
3. Increase funding for Regional Service Providers
4. Increase funding for Healthy Estuaries Grant Program
5. Increase MassBays’ reported leveraged resources
Steps toward meeting our objectives
1. Strengthen and expand the scope of existing partnerships
2. Form new, larger-scale collaborations to support fundraising (including §320 allocations)
3. Carry out consistent and creative grantwriting
MassBays Finance Plan Objectives

1. Hire one additional Central Staff person responsible for Outreach and
Communications
A primary function of MassBays, and a central goal of our CCMP, is to conduct outreach and share
findings with decisionmakers at the state and local level. Our Regional Service Providers are
excellent ambassadors to local governments and community groups, and we do not need to
duplicate their efforts. Their work should be supported from the Boston office, however, with
common messaging and materials. Our current staffing is not adequate to assist the RSPs in this
way, nor do we have the capacity to carry results of MassBays-funded research efforts to state
decisionmakers, or to share accomplishments and opportunities with the larger community. The
recently launched monitoring network will require ongoing and increasing “care and feeding” as we
secure funding (see below) to build regional capacity.

2. Establish and maintain funding for monitoring data collection and analysis
The Clean Water Act directs NEPs to periodically document environmental trends and conditions.
For MassBays, covering three bays and 47 sub-embayments along 1100 miles of Massachusetts
coastline, this represents a massive undertaking that is beyond our reach. We have traditionally relied
on sister government agencies to provide us with information about water quality, habitat condition,
and species status. Government-led monitoring programs, however, are focused on regulatory need,
and over time have encompassed a narrower set of parameters and geographic range, so MassBays
has turned to citizen monitoring carried out by community-based environmental organizations.
These groups have, by default, become the primary source of current water quality and pathogen
data for most of our region. In addition to meeting the State-of-the-Bays reporting requirements of
our funding, we seek to bring volunteer-generated data—which in many cases have been
inaccessible to decisionmakers—to bear on policy and management decisions.
It is not sustainable, nor will we receive robust data sets, if we simply acquire others’ data sets and
walk away. We must provide direct and in-kind support to these partners to ensure ongoing and
reliable monitoring. When MassBays solicited input via the Citizen Monitoring Coordinators’
Summit, organizational needs ranged from tools for data management, to grantwriting to fund
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equipment and lab services, to assistance with statistical data analysis. In response, we have
established a new MassBays Monitoring Network to meet these needs and support long-term
monitoring in coastal watersheds.

3. Increase funding for Regional Service Providers
The diversity of our NEP makes planning difficult, but it also represents opportunities. We have a readymade testing ground for new approaches to habitat protection and restoration, with urban, suburban, and
rural watershed land use; sandy, rocky, and marshy near-shore habitats; and a multitude of existing partners,
from local nonprofits to academic and research institutions. MassBays can create and identify opportunities
for joint grant proposals among the RSPs, and between RSPs and their regional stakeholders, to address
priorities identified in the new CCMP. Partners’ programs funded through multi-partner grant proposals
could be counted toward our fiscal planning goals, even if MassBays receives no direct funding, if we serve as
facilitator of the partnership, and provide in-kind support to the effort.

4. Increase funding for Healthy Estuaries Grant Program

MassBays’ small-grant program is an important means for supporting local activities aligned with our CCMP
to generate environmental improvements in our planning area. Previously called the “Research and Planning
Grant Program,” these funds have jump-started regional coalitions (e.g., the Herring Network), funded
stormwater design and planning (e.g., Kingston’s town-wide needs assessment and prioritization), and
supported research relevant to state policy (e.g., impacts of docks and piers on salt marshes). In its first year
as the Healthy Estuaries Grant Program, the focus was on characterizing local habitats (e.g., herring habitat
preference in newly restored river systems) and the relationship of land use on water quality. In future years,
the RFR will direct applicants to implement the CCMP, especially characterizing existing conditions, filling
gaps in our understanding, and working toward ecosystem targets.

5. Increase MassBays’ reported leveraged resources

MassBays’ Regional Service Providers consistently provide matching funds and in-kind support, and access to
leveraged resources, for an average from 2003 to 2015 of $9 for every $1 granted by EPA. This is half of than
the national average for NEP leveraging success. While this disparity is likely due to several factors, MassBays
could increase this average – first by documenting leverage fostered through our Healthy Estuaries Grant,
and in the future by catalyzing even more investment into meeting our CCMP goals. Obtaining formal
commitments to implementing CCMP actions from partners would formalize leveraging.
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Attachment C
Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program Fiscal Plan
(Approved by EPA HQ September 2017)

SARASOTA BAY ESTUARY PROGRAM
LONG RANGE FINANCE PLAN - SEPTEMBER 2016
1.

Introduction

This document is in response to the September 2015 directive from the Policy Board to develop and
implement a long-range financial plan for the Sarasota Bay Estuary Program (SBEP). This plan will be
applicable in FY18, and is intended to provide options and opportunities for new revenue sources for
implementing the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) revised in 2014.
Sarasota Bay was significantly degraded by 1950 due to dredge and fill activities and marsh drainage
occurring in the 1920’s through 1950’s. The next phase of the Program will address these problems by
focusing on shoreline naturalization and tributaries while building upon past efforts that improved water
quality and seagrass coverage in the bay.
This strategy addresses funding for:
-

Program operations
Technical and outreach projects
Implementation of the 5-year habitat restoration plan
Updated research priorities
Implementation of SBEP projects identified in the Southwest Florida Regional Ecosystem
Restoration Plan
- Preparation of a revised CCMP incorporating tidal creeks, living shorelines and a climate
vulnerability assessment
The following assumptions have been made in developing the plan:
-

Local contributions will not increase, maintaining the existing Interlocal Agreement (IA)
National Estuary Program (NEP) reauthorization through 2022 will increase federal funding in
the future beginning in FY18
- The cash-only policy for SWFWMD cooperative funding is maintained with the SBEP
This Long-Range Finance Plan recommends that the SBEP:
-

Continue to seek grant funds for Sarasota Bay projects
Establish a Florida Estuaries Alliance to pursue additional funds for projects
Establish a Sarasota Bay Environmental Fund
Continue to seek funds from the BP oil spill settlement for major projects in the region
Apply any increase in federal appropriations to specified programmatic priorities.

Page 29

The SBEP budget for 2017 was set at the May 2016 Policy Board meeting. The recent reauthorization of
the National Estuary Program (NEP) by Congress provides opportunity for additional funding for NEPs.
Prior to fully addressing operations and in-house (technical and outreach) project needs, the SBEP
recommends waiting until Congressional staff and EPA fully deliberate on NEP reauthorization; and the
allocation to each of the 28 NEPs is set for 2018. The EPA/Congressional deliberations will also result in
criteria development for additional EPA funds to be available through a competitive pool for projects at
the national level. Therefore, full implementation of this plan is proposed for the 2018 fiscal cycle.

2.

Program Accomplishments

Using the funding sources described in this document, much has been accomplished by the program and
partners since the program was initiated in 1989. The SBEP Policy Board set an “action now” agenda in
1989 and since the Program has been the catalyst for action:
-

67% reduction in nitrogen pollution
51% increase in seagrass coverage to levels 41% above 1950 (5000+ acres new acres of seagrass
and 6000+ more acres of continuous beds)
- systematic progress toward elimination of wastewater discharge (one discharge remaining) to
the Bay (an objective added in 2014)
- delisting of Sarasota Bay as “impaired” with water quality rated good/excellent
- 90 habitat restoration project sites (creating reefs, oysters and wetlands)
- Establishment of 34 ecological parks for public enjoyment
- educating 60,000 of our local school children on the fragile nature of our environment since
2004
- construction of stormwater projects (including the Celery Fields regional system, North Water
Tower Park and the Dona/Roberts Bay system - Cow Pen Slough) to reduce flooding and
pollution
- implementation of Florida Friendly Landscaping and fertilizer ordinances to minimize impacts of
urban landscaping on the Bay
The Bay, tributaries and watershed are improved since 1989.

3.

Vision - Future Program Focus

The future of Sarasota Bay remains bright given the pollution control and resource management
programs in place. Given the large-scale reduction in nitrogen pollution and seagrass recovery, the
Program has shifted focus to the restoration of tributaries and creation of living shoreline habitats.
Several large grants have been received focusing on the development of Numeric Nutrient Criteria for
tidal tributaries including a recent EPA Wetlands Program Development Grant ($288,000) to be
implemented in FY17. Meanwhile, the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) recently conducted a priority
setting survey selecting living shorelines as the top priority for programmatic consideration. The living
shorelines initiative blends well with the tributary initiative as hardened shorelines, including seawalls
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and bulkheads, extend up into the creeks. The tidal creek studies have also determined larger utilization
of creeks than expected by juvenile fishery.
Mote Marine Laboratory is currently assessing fishery in Phillippi Creek as a pilot in addressing fishery
utilization in relation to habitats for the SBEP. Scheda Ecological is currently preparing a Living Shoreline
Primer for application regionally.

4.

Finance Background

5.

Program History

The Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program (SBEP) began in June 1989. Federal funding for the Program
was initially appropriated by Congress through section 320 of the Water Quality Act of 1987. Although
there are 28 NEPs, Sarasota Bay was one of six National Estuary Programs (NEPs) listed in the Act.
Federal funding through section 320 has oscillated over the years, from a low of $200,000 in the mid
1990’s to $600,000 today.
Local governments and SWFWMD pledged financial support in 1990, providing $266,000 annually which
supplemented federal funds. Local funding has increased modestly ($30,000) over the same period with
the addition of the City of Bradenton and the Town of Longboat Key in 2004 contributing $15,000 each.
These funds have been used for internal operations and projects described later in this plan. In recent
years, the SBEP has had to use reserves and grants to maintain operations and projects in addressing
numeric nutrient criteria while absorbing cuts in federal allocations.
For the first five years (1989-94), the SBEP focused on assessing the health and ecological condition of
the Bay proper and its watershed. Based on this assessment, a plan was developed that outlined a
strategy for the management and restoration of the Bay. The first two federal (EPA) grants for the SBEP
were “passed through” the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP). At that time, the
Governor and FDEP Secretary assigned responsibility to SWFWMD for program management. This
disconnect resulted in complications in contracting, lack of working capital and reimbursement issues.
Most of the technical work was, therefore, funded directly from EPA to local contractors selected
through competitive processes, while staff salaries and benefits were covered by a contract between
SWFWMD and FDEP. There were also several State Legislative appropriations used to provide working
capital allowing the program to fund projects beginning in 1993. “Action now” became a principle theme
of the SBEP as a number of Early Action Demonstration Projects were funded by EPA and other partners
for construction.
In 1993, the Sarasota Bay Framework for Action was released. At that time, it was recognized that a
substantial public investment (Capital Improvement Projects) would be required to reduce nitrogen
pollution (estimated in 1995 as 680% above pristine), improve water quality and restore the ecological
integrity of the Bay. The CCMP outlined specific actions assigning responsibility for implementation to
SBEP staff and partners including: septic to sewer program(s); wastewater treatment plant
consolidation; reclaimed water systems; storm water retrofit; restoration of reefs, oysters and wetlands;
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and environmental educational programs to address homeowner pollution and resource protection. The
estimated cost for restoration was set at $500 million.
6.

Initial CCMP Implementation - Financing

EPA literature and guidance documents on financing marine and estuarine protection suggested that
successful programs needed to identify appropriate funding source(s) to meet each main objective,
develop a competitive edge to leverage funds from multiple sources, and influence regional policy to
support financing the CCMP.
The SBEP CCMP (1995) incorporated these strategies and established responsibilities for local
governments to support this comprehensive regional action. Task forces were established for each of
the six Action Plans, which were incorporated into local Comprehensive Plans, thus establishing policy,
funding and staff opportunity to participate in SBEP directed restoration.
The SBEP and local partners identified funding sources that would be most appropriate to support
particular action items within each of the six CCMP Action Plans. These sources included:
-

State Revolving Loans*
Utility Fees
P2000/Florida Forever*
State and Congressional Appropriations*
State Grants*
Local taxes
State SWIM funds*
FDEP fines (Pollution Recovery Trust Funds)*
Mitigation - Permitting Actions
US Army Corps of Engineers (Section 1135)*
Manasota Basin Board Initiatives*
Special Assessment Districts (Wastewater and Storm-water projects)
Stormwater Environmental Utility fees
NOAA Community Based Grants*
Private Contributions*
Penny Sales Tax
EPA (Climate Ready and other) grants
SWFWMD Cooperative Funding (50/50 matching above)*
SWFWMD New Water Source Initiative*
EPA Wetlands
EPA Non-Point Source Grants (restricted)
US F&WS restoration grants
FWC (Fresh and Saltwater grants)
EPA Gulf of Mexico Program grants
*no longer available to SBEP
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In 1996, it took approximately one year to decide to maintain the SBEP staff. Afterward, the Policy and
Management Board members and additional local/state government staff worked in tandem with SBEP
staff to implement the CCMP. The funds for Bay improvement were leveraged using the sources above.
In 1996, Sarasota Bay became a SWFWMD Surface Water Improvement Management (SWIM)
waterbody. This designation made state and regional funds available for CCMP implementation. The
SWFWMD Manasota Basin Board (now dissolved) strongly supported CCMP implementation and
provided restoration funding every year. The Manasota Basin Board also provided a significant share of
the capital improvements financing regional reclaimed wastewater and stormwater projects while
County natural resource departments worked in concert with the SBEP, FDEP and SWFWMD-SWIM staff
supporting major habitat restoration projects throughout the watershed.

7.

Current Operations

8.

SBEP Interlocal Agreement

In 2004, the SBEP Interlocal Agreement (IA) was approved establishing the Sarasota Bay watershed as an
Independent Special District in Florida. The Agreement also established funding commitments for each
party in the agreement and combined with the federal allocation form the base program.
Sarasota County
Manatee County
City of Sarasota
City of Bradenton
Town of Longboat Key
SWFWMD
Total

9.

$50,000
50,000
33,000
15,000
15,000
133,000
$296,000

Federal Allocations (Congressional Appropriations)

Since 1995, the annual federal appropriation for each NEP has increased from $200,000 to a maximum
of $828,000 in FY10. Through the collective participation of local governments and education efforts
through the Association of National Estuary Programs (ANEP) comprising the 28 NEP directors, NEP
appropriations have received bi-partisan support in Congress. Federal funding was affected, however, by
the recession beginning in 2006, resulting in reduced programmatic allocations approximating $400,000
(FY 06 and 07) and a leveling between FY11-15 approximating $538,000 - 598,000 annually. In FY17,
funding has been set at $600,000 but should increase beginning in FY18 to levels above $750,000 if
Congressional appropriations are maintained at FY17 levels.
10.

Annual Base Program – NEP Workplan

Below is the operating budget for next fiscal year beginning October 1, 2016. The budget identifies
programmatic revenues, in-house expenses and projects to be implemented with base program funds. It
is anticipated that the internal budget will modestly increase over the years with inflation. However, EPA
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revenue is expected to increase to levels approximating $750,000 beginning in FY 18 or 19 as compared
to $600,000 today.
FFY16 WORKPLAN BUDGET SUMMARY (FY 17 Operating)
REVENUES:
EPA
SWFWMD (SWIM)
Manatee County
Sarasota County
City of Sarasota
City of Bradenton
Town of Longboat Key
Interest
SBEP
In-kind match
TOTAL:

$600,000
133,000
50,000
50,000
33,000
15,000
15,000
4,000
20,000
282,000*
$1,202,000

SBEP OPERATING/INTERNAL ADMINISTRATION EXPENSES:
Direct Personnel Expenses
Other Personnel Expenses
Travel/Conferences
Office Supplies
Contractual
Computer Support
Contract Procurement
Legal Services
Accounting/Auditing
Payroll Services
Banking Fees
Liability/Workers Compensation
Operations
Lease
Copier/Postage Machine Lease
Telecommunications
Postage/Courier
Advertising
Capital Expenditure
Subscriptions/Dues
Printing/Duplicating
Repair
Other

$347,940
174,050
23,000
4,700
12,800
1,000
10,000
20,000
2,200
200
7,800
30,000
6,000
9,000
1,610
1,500
4,800
6,400
1,700
300
2,800
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TOTAL EXPENSES:

$667,800

ONGOING PROJECTS– ADDITIONAL FUNDS REQUESTED
Public Outreach and Education
Citizens Action– PIER
Oysters/Scallops/Living Shorelines
TMDL (WQ Targets)/Tributary Restoration
Wetland Restoration
Fishery Independent Monitoring
Wetlands – Coordination
SBEP Operating/Administrative Costs
Wetlands – Restoration Match

$7,200
120,000
10,000
30,000
5,000
50,000
30,000
667,800
282,000*

TOTAL:

$1,202,000

*Request that up to $700k from other local projects be used as Federal match at the discretion of the
program through wetlands restoration, stormwater, land acquisition, etc.

Annually, despite oscillation in the federal allocation, the SBEP has used reserves and grant funds to
support operations and projects approximating $900,000 annually supplemented by in-kind match
approximating $300,000 per year comprising the base program. Supplemental grant funds
approximating $500,000 - $1 million have been secured by the SBEP resulting in total annual budgets
approximating $2.3 million annually.
The base work plan has supported multiple major projects over the past five years, including
development of numeric nutrient criteria in Sarasota Bay and its creeks and tributaries, development of
an optical model for assessing seagrass coverage in Sarasota Bay, construction of multiple artificial and
oyster reefs in Sarasota Bay and the offshore Gulf, assessments of the stocks and diversity of finfish in
Sarasota Bay, an Economic Valuation Study to assess the value of Sarasota Bay’s natural resources, and
various outreach and education projects to foster public involvement in the program.
11.

Impact of External Grants

Over the past several years, the SBEP has been able to accomplish its many projects and programs at the
same level of support by successfully competing for grants at the state and federal level. When
allowable, these grants have included a percentage (usually 10%) of the total grant amount to be used
for costs associated with managing the grant (staff salary, travel, incidentals, etc.). This has helped offset
some of the general programmatic expenses normally charged to the annual EPA grant. These offsets
will help increase reserves in the future.
The SBEP is currently eligible for nine of the twenty-five grant programs that were available to the
Program in the 1990’s. Table 1 summarizes the most recent grant applications:
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Table 1: SBEP External Grant Applications
Funding Source

Project Summary

Status

EPA Gulf of Mexico Program

Stormwater LID at North Water
Tower Park; City of Sarasota

Awarded: ($300,000; $1.4M
total)

USF&WS Coastal Program

Exotic removal at North Lido
Beach

Awarded: $10,000

EPA Climate Ready Estuary
Program

Assess effects of climate change
on CCMP implementation

Awarded: $29,000

FFWC Artificial Reef Program

Fish monitoring at three
artificial reefs in Sarasota Bay

Awarded: $50,000

FFWC MEHMRA Program

Construct oyster habitat in
Sarasota Bay

Awarded: $20,000 (FWC will
manage)

FFWC AHRES Program

Completion of Big Lake
restoration at Oscar Scherer
State Park

Not awarded to SBEP

NFWF Gulf Coast Conservation
Grant Program

Completion of habitat
restoration at FISH Preserve

Not awarded to SBEP

EPA Region 4 Wetland
Development Grant

Continued water quality work in
SW Florida tributaries

Awarded: $288,000

Eligibility for State of Florida 319 grants has also been reduced because of the success in the clean-up
(no TMDL high priority impaired water bodies). The scarcity of cash to meet the match requirements of
the SWFWMD cooperative funding initiatives has also hindered the SBEP’s ability to apply for monies
from this program for habitat restoration and other projects. Since SBEP does not own any real
property, FDOT mitigation eligibility is eliminated.

12.

Funding Priorities

13.

Southwest Florida Regional Ecosystem Restoration Plan (SWFRERP)

In 2012, The SWFRERP was developed by the three Florida NEPs to support funding requests to the Gulf
Council for Restore Act funding. The Restore Act projects were ranked by the Policy Boards of the three
NEPs and recommended for action to the Gulf Council who adopted the projects as federally authorized
in 2014. Although some of the projects have been funded, many remain unfunded or partially funded at
this point in time including:
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- Longboat Key Force-main
- Septic to Sewer Program
- Dona/Roberts Bay Restoration
- Siesta Key Pipeline
- Beaches to Bay Park Restoration
- SBEP Five Year Habitat Restoration Plan
- Bradenton Stormwater Master Plan Implementation
- Sarasota Well Fields
In 2016, the SBEP updated its Five-Year Habitat Restoration plan (Table 2), which will guide restoration
efforts through 2022. This restoration plan is included in the SWFRERP. The plan will be amended to
support living shoreline initiatives identifying projects for funding consideration.
Table 2: SBEP Five-Year Habitat Restoration Plan

14.

Research

15.

Creeks

The SBEP has been working on tidal creeks for several years investigating water quality conditions and
the health of creeks in relation to numeric nutrient criteria (NNC). The SBEP proposed a methodology to
EPA and FDEP in 2015/16 for NNC in creeks based on extensive technical analysis of 16 creeks in SW
Florida. Although the methodology is valued from a management perspective, the use of fishery as an
indicator of system health (full aquatic life support and use) was not accepted by EPA. So a revised
technical plan of action has been submitted to EPA as a part of a wetland grant proposal. The proposal
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was recently accepted by EPA for funding. The SBEP is currently evaluating habitats with respect to
fishery in tidal creeks for enhanced management decisions.
16.

Living Shorelines

Living shorelines became a priority of the program in 2016 based on a CAC prioritization; and the Policy
Board approved development of a Primer to enhance the state of knowledge. The Primer will outline the
long term research needs for living shoreline implementation.
17.

Seagrass

The NEP is completing the optical model for Sarasota Bay providing insight into the current light climate
in relation to the current seagrass coverage. Adjustments to the CCMP will be made accordingly.
18.

Climate Vulnerability Assessment

The Sarasota Bay area is beginning to feel the impact of sea level rise – particularly the region’s stormwater conveyance systems in low lying areas. Sea level is currently rising at about one inch per decade.
The recent flooding during tropical event Colin is indicative of the future as Gulf waters warm and sea
level rises. EPA (OCDP) has requested that all NEPs become Climate Ready by the year 2020 by assessing
the impacts of climate stressors on CCMP implementation.
19.

Next Steps

It is envisioned that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) will reassess research priorities this fall.
There is a need to generated data supporting living shoreline implementation and linkages with fish
productivity related to the Gulf.
20.

Reserves

Spending policies in Florida and at the national level have changed since 2010, resulting in a reduction in
grant funds available to the SBEP. Despite the limited availability of external funding, the SBEP has
maintained technical and educational and outreach programs and developed numeric nutrient criteria
for water quality protection. Using internal funding for these projects has resulted in a reduction of SBEP
reserves by half since 2010 to approximately $300,000 today.
Annual financial audits, coupled with the recent SWFWMD compliance audit, have demonstrated the
SBEP to be fiscally sound with approximately six months of reserves available to carry staff into the next
fiscal cycle.
The SBEP Policy Board has recently established a goal of maintaining one year of operating reserves
approximating $600,000. This goal can be achieved by setting aside $50,000 per year from the NEP
authorization.
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21.

Five-Year Financial Strategy

Below is a proposed five-year plan of action to maintain current operations while implementing the
priorities established by the Policy Board over the past several years. The new priorities are:
- Tidal Creeks
- Living Shorelines
- Climate Readiness
- Environmental Education and
- Establishing one-year operating reserve.
The Program is also continuing work on wetland restoration, artificial reef deployment, oyster
restoration, and CAC Action Plan implementation.

To meet the goal of one year of operating expenses, the Program will set aside $50,000 per year in
additional revenue for reauthorization, cut the projects budget by the same amount or the combination
of above. The SBEP will also attempt to replace in-house line items in the base Program budget with
grant funds or appropriations from the State Legislature.
Action: SBEP to pursue funds for Fishery Independent Monitoring and other projects that are
currently funded with the base program through the Florida Estuary Alliance and Legislature.
22.

Best Avenues for Funding SBEP Needs

23.

NEP Reauthorization

The recent reauthorization of the National Estuary Program should result in a substantial increase in
base program funds for the SBEP through 2022. At present, the EPA, Congressional staff and the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) are discussing the intent of the legislation and the specific
appropriations language, which reads:
1) IN GENERAL—There is authorized to be appropriated to the Administrator $26,500,000 for
each of fiscal years 2017 through 2021 for—‘‘(A) expenses relating to the administration of
grants or awards by the Administrator under this section, including the award and oversight
of grants and awards, except that such expenses may not exceed 5 percent of the amount
appropriated under this subsection for a fiscal year; and ‘‘(B) making grants and awards
under subsection (g)‘‘ (2) ALLOCATIONS.—‘‘(A) CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT
PLANS.—Not less than 80 percent of the amount made available under this subsection for a
fiscal year shall be used by the Administrator to provide grant assistance for the
development, implementation, and monitoring of each of the conservation and management
plans eligible for grant assistance under subsection (g)(2). ‘‘(B) COMPETITIVE AWARDS —
Not less than 15 percent of the amount made available under this subsection for a fiscal year
shall be used by the Administrator for making competitive awards described in subsection
(g)(4).’’.
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This translates into each Program possibly receiving $757,000 annually over the next five years.
Furthermore, the availability of competitive awards makes possible an additional $141,000 per NEP,
assuming those awards are split evenly among programs. This increase in funding is intended primarily
for program operations and to supplement project resources in the annual work plans. They may also be
directed toward revenue reserves or for staffing considerations.
24.

Application of the NEP Reauthorization Increase ($157k)

The following chart provides a prospective five-year plan for implementation of the funds expected from
the $157,000 increase in federal appropriations to the NEP in FY18. The plan will be updated in the
technical projects media as the prioritization process is completed by the TAC. The chart assumes
current staffing with a 3% increase in salaries and benefits and a 1% increase in other in-house
expenses.

As shown on the chart below, the Program can carry existing staff through 2022, considering the
director will likely retire in 2020 and maintain or increase the current project budgets.
Table 3: SBEP Five-Year Financial Plan
FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN*
SBEP Operating/Project Expenses

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

Internal Operations
Direct Personnel
$347,940 $358,378 $369,130 $380,203 $391,610 $403,358
Indirect Personnel
$174,050 $179,272 $184,650 $190,189 $195,895 $201,772
Other Operating expenses
$145,810 $147,268 $148,741 $150,228 $151,730 $153,248
TOTAL
$667,800 $684,918 $702,520 $720,621 $739,235 $758,377
//////////////////////////////
//////////////////////////////
//////////////////////////////
//////////////////////////////
//////////////////////////////
//////////////////////////////
///////////////////////////
External Operations
Public Outreach and Education
$7,200
$7,200
$7,200
$7,200
$7,200
$7,200
Citizens' Action Plan
$120,000 $160,341 $151,540 $142,490 $133,182 $123,052
Subtotal
$127,200 $167,541 $158,740 $149,690 $140,382 $130,252
Oysters/Scallops/Living Shorelines
Tributary Restoration
Wetland Restoration
Fishery Independent Monitoring
Wetland Coordination
Other
Subtotal

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$0
$125,000

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$42,541
$167,541

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$33,740
$158,740

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$24,689
$149,689

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$15,383
$140,383

$10,000
$30,000
$5,000
$50,000
$30,000
$6,371
$131,371

Total Projects

$252,200

$335,082

$317,480

$299,379

$280,765

$261,623

$0

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

Reserves

Grand Total

$920,000 $1,070,000 $1,070,000 $1,070,000 $1,070,000 $1,070,000

* assumes $157,000 increase from NEP reauthorization

Action: Staff report to Policy Board on progress in establishing the NEP allocation in January and May
2017.
25.

Florida Estuaries Alliance

The mission of the Florida Estuaries Alliance is to implement a long-term programmatic strategy to
support priority projects and programs and help meet federal, state and local estuarine restoration and
protection goals. Each estuary is guided by a management plan based on best available science and
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developed with input from scientists, stakeholders and citizens. The Florida Estuaries Alliance will
support member governments’ implementation of the CCMPs. The Alliance also aims to better inform
statewide leaders and the public about the important environmental, economic and cultural assets
associated with Florida’s estuaries.
Substantial resources may be available to each NEP in establishing the Florida Estuaries Alliance. The
Policy Board has requested the Alliance and supporting legislative briefs be further developed prior to
pursuing a more formalized alliance/agreement. The Alliance is currently developing a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between Indian River, Tampa Bay, Charlotte Harbor and Sarasota Bay NEPs (see
attachment #1).
Action: SBEP recommends that the SBEP Policy Board approve the MOU for the Florida Estuaries
Alliance.
26.

Sarasota Bay Environmental Fund

The Tampa Bay Estuary Program has been successful establishing an Environmental Fund where local
governments and private entities contribute to fund environmental restoration projects. Funding is
matched by the Southwest Florida Water Management District. Estuary Alliance funds could be used as
the match against the District, providing funds for implementation of the SBEP’s Five-Year Restoration
Plan. Restore America’s Estuaries has made a commitment to assist in managing this fund for Sarasota
Bay. There has also been interest in sponsoring the fund via the Gulf Coast Community Foundation
(GCCF).
Action: SBEP staff pursue the establishment of the Sarasota Bay Environmental Fund with the GCCF.
27.

Deep Water Horizon Oil Spill Settlement (Local Infrastructure and Habitat Restoration)

The Deep Water Horizon spill settlement continues to be a source of revenue for this region (16-20 year
cycle).
28.

Local Claims

Most municipalities in our region have received claims. Some are utilizing these funds for environmental
projects.
Action: SBEP will monitor the local projects and support implementation as requested.
29.

Natural Resource Damage Assessment ($680 million for Florida)

These funds are to resolve natural resource damage claims. It is uncertain if these funds are available to
the areas not directly impacted by the spill.
Action: SBEP will monitor the use of NRDA funds and seek as applicable.
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30.

Restore Act

31.

Pot 1: Local Pool Direct

The Counties are to receive approximately $5 million each from this pool. Timing is uncertain over the
cycle.
Action: The SBEP will monitor projects implemented regionally and assist with implementation as
requested.
32.

Pot 2: Gulf Council Pool

Substantial funds are available from this source. Tampa Bay is the only Florida NEP that has received an
allocation. The SBEP continues to pursue these funds, but Sarasota Bay needs to become a State priority
per the State Expenditure Plan.
Action: SBEP is establishing relationships with GMP and Gulf Council staff for possible funding.
33.

Pot 3: Florida Consortium

The 23 Counties in Florida are developing a State Expenditure Plan to be approved by the Governor to
receive funding. The Florida NEPs have developed the Southwest Florida Regional Ecosystem
Restoration Plan making projects in the Plan federally authorized.
Action: SBEP is tracking progress to support the Counties as requested.
34.

Economic Damages

Governor Scott has established a non-profit entity “Triumph Gulf Coast” to disburse $2 billion in funding
for economic damages created by the spill. It is uncertain how these funds will be spent.
35.

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) – Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund

In Florida, these grants are currently restricted to the Panhandle and Big Bend areas, but may be opened
up as the disbursement process moves forward.
Action: Establish wildlife linkages (migratory patterns) with damages to access NFWF funds.

36.

Concluding Remarks

In summary, the SBEP is financially sound with many options for sustaining restoration efforts into the
future. The program needs to develop a competitive edge by working in tandem with our state
legislative delegation, elected officials, and senior management within our state and local governments.
Action: SBEP requests additional project solicitation to supplement the SW Florida Regional
Ecosystem Restoration Plan.
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