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Another famous quote from Pogo was “We have met the enemy and he is us.” This is a 
helpful quote when explaining the root causes of NPS pollution to the uninitiated. I 
also think that too often it applies to the way federal and state government works—
or doesn’t work. Sometimes, we in government are guilty of being our own worst 
enemies. Many states divide their responsibilities for water quality & watershed 
improvement across multiple agencies that don’t always coordinate as well as they 
could. 
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And you thought coastal nonpoint issues were tough. This photo is from one of those 
landlocked western mountain states that have their own unique runoff issues… 

CZARA is the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorizaton Amendments of 1990, sometimes 
known as “Section 6217” of the CZMA. It created Coastal Nonpoint Pollution 
Control Program for states and territories that choose to participate in the national 
Coastal zone management program administered by NOAA. For short, we refer to 
these as state coastal nonpoint programs. 

Under CZARA, state coastal nonpoint programs are required to be implemented 
through: 

a) State nonpoint source management programs partially funded by EPA-administered 
Clean Water Act section 319, and; 

b) NOAA-administered CZMA section 306 and 309 funds. 
So, here’s the question… 
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Other differences are noted on the next slide… 
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EPA refers to the program nationally as CZARA, while NOAA refers to it as 6217. 
NOAA’s site is really the one-stop shopping place; EPA’s site relies heavily on its link to 
NOAA’s. 
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Another difference: CZARA no longer has its own program development funds or 
implementation funds. But this is only part of the story. Since Congress’ intent was 
for implementation of state CNPs to occur through NOAA-supported state CZMPs 
and EPA-supported state NPS MPs, it is appropriate to look at the funding of those 
programs. As this is an EPA presentation, I will stick with the EPA-administered 
side of the funding equation. 
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Here’s the CWA section 319 funding picture over time. Note that in CZARA’s early 
years (the 1990s), 319 funding averaged well below half of what it was from 1999 
through more recent years. And even though 319 funding has dropped in recent 
years, it is still significantly higher than it was in the mid-1990s when Congress 
provided funding specifically to develop and implement CZARA, even after 
adjusting for inflation. (According to the Consumer Price Index, $80M in 1994 has 
the same buying power as $125.5M in 2013.) 
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Because coordination is good. That’s why. And because the law requires it. 
This slide shows what you get with on-the-fly improvised coordination, not necessarily 
built from the ground up program integration, which is of greater value, even if not 
always quite as colorful. 



11 



12 



13 



14 



15 



16 



17 



The mandated 5-year updates is important because if you think your state’s current NPS 
MP could be improved upon, you will get another “bite at the apple” every 5 years. This 
is the Continuing Planning Process at work, which you can also think of it as adaptive 
management. 
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A partial description for #2 reads: “The state uses a variety of formal and informal mechanisms to form and sustain these partnerships. Examples 
include memoranda of agreement, letters of support, cooperative projects, sharing and combining of funds, and meetings to share information and 
ideas. 
The state NPS lead agency works collaboratively with other key state and local NPS entities in the coordinated implementation of NPS control 
measures in high priority watersheds. Interagency collaborative teams, NPS task forces, and representative advisory groups can be effective 
mechanisms for accomplishing these linkages, as can more informal but ongoing program coordination and outreach efforts.” 
 
A partial description for #3 reads: “The state NPS management program is well integrated with other relevant programs to restore and protect water 
quality, aligning priority setting processes and resources to increase efficiency and environmental results. These include the following programs, as 
applicable: 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs); 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF); 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) farm bill conservation programs; 
state agricultural conservation; 
state nutrient framework or strategy 
source water protection; 
point sources (including stormwater, confined animal feeding operations, and enforcement of permitted facilities); 
ground water; 
drinking water; 
clean lakes 
wetlands protection; 
national estuary program; 
coastal nonpoint pollution control program; 
pesticide management; 
climate change planning; 
forestry, both federal (U.S. Forest Service) and state; 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers programs; 
and other natural resource and environmental management programs.” 
 
A description for #6b reads: “For example, a coastal state or territory with an approved coastal zone management program incorporates its approved 
state coastal nonpoint pollution control programs required by section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments (CZARA) of 1990, 
into its NPS management program since CZARA requires implementation through the state’s NPS management program. In this manner, the state 
ensures that this program and other relevant baseline programs are integrated into, and consistent with, section 319 programs.” 
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EPA Headquarters will articulate the expectation that Regional NPS coordinators, who have the 
lead in reviewing state NPS MPs, coordinate with their CNP counterparts as they conduct 
review. We have created a greatly strengthened national framework to work toward consistency. 
The new 319 guidelines establish the framework and expectations for national consistency. 
Other tools are the Key Components guidance on NPS MP updates and the first-ever National 
Checklist for Progress and Performance Determinations of State NPS MPs. This new national 
checklist has a strong focus on achieving annual milestones that are required to be in the updated 
NPS MPs. These milestones are key. 
 
CWA Section 319(h)(8) requires EPA to annually review the progress each state is making on 
its annual milestones and to determine if the state has achieved satisfactory progress. If EPA 
cannot determine that a state has achieved satisfactory progress, it cannot make an award of 319 
funds. Section 319(h)(8) does not make allowance for a partial award; it would be all-or-nothing. 
EPA does have latitude, however, to withhold some portion of a state’s 319 allocation if there 
are general performance issues short of not achieving satisfactory progress on its annual 
milestones. For the first time ever last year, we instituted a national checklist to provide greater 
consistency in these reviews of state programs. This checklist was found to be quite helpful by 
the Regions, and we are closely monitoring its effectiveness as an instrument that adds value to 
the national NPS program, as well as to state NPS programs. As a result, we have adjusted it, 
especially now that our new guidelines are out, so the version 2.0 of our national checklist will 
be used this time next year. As the checklist may continue to evolve over the years, a future 
checklist question focusing on how coastal states are complying with CZARA’s mandate to 
coordinate and implement across programs is not entirely out of the question. 
 
With regard to reviewing annual 319 grant work plans, regions often consult with EPA HQ and 
with other regions to assist in national consistency. We consult our lawyers when we have 
certain questions, too. 
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There’s a lot to like about this example of annual milestones for the state’s CNPCP. 
Louisiana is tracking all these annually on the NPS agency side, which compels regular 
coordination between the 2 programs and state agencies. However, on the “room for 
improvement” side, these milestones are pretty non-specific. It would have been better 
to get into a greater level of specificity for a couple of key management measures. For 
example: 
“Expand participation in Louisiana’s Master Farmer program across the coastal 
nonpoint management area by 20% for Phases II and III each year” since Louisiana 
relies on this program to help meet its agricultural management measures. 
Or even: 
“Reduce the number of conditions on the state’s CNPCP by at least 3 management 
measures each year, as documented by updated interim decision documents, until the 
state achieves full NOAA/EPA approval.” 
 
Also, having CNPCP milestones in the state’s NPS MP ensures that the state will report 
on their progress in the state’s annual report, and maintains the focus. Section 
319(h)(11) of the statute requires the state to report annually on the progress of its 
annual milestones. Louisiana now has an entire section in its annual reports that’s 
dedicated not only to status updates on its milestones, but to implementation of the 
CZARA management measures. If done right, this also ensures that CZARA’s 
Monitoring and Tracking management measure is met. 
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