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Example Managerment Measures

Exarnple Managernent Measures



EPA's CZARA Website -
nttp://water.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/czara.cin

NOAA's 6217 Website -
htip://coastalmanagerment.noaa.gov/nonpoint

Another difference between 6217 & 319...

Congressional Intent
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Maneatad State NPS Program Coordinzation,
rlardusirad ]IL'ZJ CZARA Statyia

What Doas Coordinaiion Loolk Lika'’?

Least-to-Most Coordination:

T'rlle-oroljum|r1;agrﬂuormc;4|r at
muliiple levels Uf{]ﬂ‘lr‘l’l‘lfﬂr‘ﬂ!Jl‘lf“UO;{J for
r)',c)‘,c)orturn;leJ to build parinerships.



Quszsiions from C30

EPA’s new Nonpoint Source Program and Grant
Guidelines for States and Territories are applicable
for FY 2014 and subsequent section 319 grant
awards. They replace the guidelines that had been
in effect since the FY 2004 grant cycle.

FY14 NPS Prograrn and Grant Guidelines

W, aoa.20v/nos /319

For states working towards full approval:

= “Forany state... which has not yet completed
development of an approvable CNPCP, the state
will set aside, at a minimum, the lesser amount of
five percent of its federal allocation or $100,000
in § 319 funds annually to complete the
development of an approvable program.”

® “States must detail the use of this set aside in
their annual § 319 grant work plans to describe
how it will support advancement towards full
program approval under CZARA.”


http://www.epa.gov/nps/319

FYL4NPS Prograrm and Grant Guidelines
UJVU"J’;:‘JJJ_.JU/HJJ/’EJ

FY14NPS Prograrm and Grant Guidelines
WYV, 80z, Y JU‘/IJJJ/EJ

* See next slide forimportant note.


http://www.epa.gov/nps/319
http://www.epa.gov/nps/319

FYL4NPS Prograrm and G

ant Guictlelines
WY W, B0, ¢ _J.I‘/IJ'JJJ“‘IEJ

*

* This also likely applies to implementing approved
portions of conditionally approved programs (refer to
your state’s CNPCP Findings document on NOAA’s
website) or even elements that are pending full
approval “blessed” by NOAA-EPA Interim Decision
Documents (transmitted to the state via email &/or
snail mail).

Quasiions from C30


http://www.epa.gov/nps/319
http://www.epa.gov/nps/319

From Key Cornponents Guidance

There are 8 Key Components described in this guidance.
The most applicable components to CZARA are:

#2 — “The state strengthens its working partnerships and
linkages to appropriate state...entities”

#3 — “The state uses a combination of statewide programs
and on-the-ground projects to achieve water quality
benefits; efforts are well-integrated with other relevant
state and federal programs.”

#6b — “...the state incorporates existing baseline
requirements established by other applicable federal or
state laws to the extent that they are relevant”

Queasiions from C3S0O

EPA’s Regional Offices have the lead for reviewing
draft state NPS MPs. The starting point is likely to be
realistic iterative advancement of state NPS MPs,
given your state’s unique circumstances.

The stated goals are in EPA’s Key Components
guidance—highlighted in previous slide.



Quszsiions from C30

This is a good question for the states to wrestle with.
This is the expectation built into CZARA as a state
responsibility.

Queasiions from C3S0O

Louisiana has some good language in its updated NPS
MP from 2012. More info about this in response to
Question 5.

California has relied on an integrated programs
approach all along. Hawaii also relies on an integrated
approach. There may be other worthy state
examples.
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Quszsiions from C30

EPA Headquarters has a limited role in working
toward greater consistency in reviews across its
Regions. We have created a greatly strengthened
national framework to work toward consistency.

(continued next slide)

Queasiions from C3S0O

...continued from previous slide...

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.
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Quszsiions from C30

Again, the expectations come from the CZARA statute.
They are reinforced by the new grant guidelines and the
Key Components guidance. However, a joint programs
review process is not envisioned. EPA Regions will review
and comment on draft state NPS MP updates every 5

years. Regions undergo an approval process for these NPS
MPs.

(continued next slide)

Queasiions from C3S0O

...continued from previous slide...
This is worth exploring. Some ideas:

Share and promote good state examples and best
practices, especially best practices for breaking down
stove-piping among state agencies.
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Cussilons from C3S0O

Quasilons from CS0O
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Quesiions from C30 = Sialz =xamgls: Lovisiana

=xamola of CNPCP Milssionas
from Loulstana’s Maw NPS VP

http: / /nonpoint.deq.louisiana.gov/docs/
000002_NPS_Management_Plan_1.pdf
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Quszsiions from C30

EPA and NOAA routinely coordinate on development of state
CNPs and on national level issues. For example, NOAA
reviewed and commented on EPA’s draft 319 program
guidelines and other draft program documents and many of
their suggestions were incorporated by EPA. In addition,
States are expected to coordinate and implement their
CNPCPs not just with state NPS MPs, but also with NOAA-
administered state CZMPs. It is important that coordination
occur at each of these levels. (...continued next slide...)

Queasiions from C3S0O

(...continued...) EPA Regions bear primary responsibility for
review of the required 5-year updates of state NPS
Management Programs, and they are strongly encouraged to
consult with their CNP counterparts in this review. EPA’s 319
guidelines encourage states to offer public comment periods
for these updates to ensure all stakeholders have an
opportunity to comment. EPA HQ is open to suggestions on
ways to enhance coordination in the development and
implementation of state CNPCPs.



Additiunzl
Quasijons ?
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