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I ntroduction

In September of 1998, a funding information request was sent by Tiffany Lutterman, Director of the
Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program of Florida, to al 28 Nationa Estuary Programs (NEPs). The
purpose of this information request was to better understand the relative importance of EPA funding of
NEPs through Section 320 of the Clean Water Act, in comparison to other sources, both public and private.
This report summarizes the responses forwarded to the Buzzards Bay Project and subsequent follow-up
guestions

Methods
Each NEP was asked to provide an estimate of expendituresin each of the following funding categories:
1) EPA funding through Section 320,
2) EPA funding through non Section 320 funding (e.g., grants in 319, 104b3, 604 programs),
3) State funding,
4) Local funding (municipal, county, and regional entities),
5) Non-governmental.

Therequest for information wasmeant to cover amountsin both Fiscal Y ear 1998, and projectionsfor Fiscal
Y ear 1999. Because of differencesin stateand federal fiscal years, and the start of the statefiscal year varies
from state to state, we left it up to the discretion of each contact with the NEP to report in either state or
federal fiscal year totals, since the purpose of this exercise was to approximate relative contributions of
various funding sources. Because FY 99 expenditures were difficult for many NEPs to project, they were
considered lessreliable than FY 98 values, so only the FY 98 data are presented in this report.

In many instances, it was difficult or impossible to quantify CCM P implementation expenditures because
the NEP was not directly involved with managing or directing these expenditures. Expenditures by local
government and nonprofits were an especially difficult category for most NEPs to quantify. Out of
necessity, $0 dollars were included for NEPs when no response was given so that averages of funding
calculations could be calculated. Therefore, the totals in these categories should be considered
underestimates.

Therewere aso differencesin how comprehensivethis evaluation should be. In someinstancesit appeared
that the respondent only quantified funding directly received by or administered by the NEP. 1n other cases
the respondent took a broader view of CCM P implementation related expenditures by other agencies. We
made no attempt separate these different kinds of responses, and all responses were included in this draft
report. A draft report was provided to each NEP for review which generated only a modest response.

Results

Twenty-three out of twenty-eight NEPs responded to the requestsfor information. A summary of FY 98 for
each NEP isincluded in Table 1 below. Actual amounts of each funding category were also converted to
percent contributionsin Table 2.



Table 1. Total funding reported by each NEP for each funding category related to NEP and CCMP

implementation funding for Fiscal Year 1998. Notesin Appendix A.

Estuary Program FY 98 Priv/Non-Profit Local State Non-EPA EPA-non 320 EPA- 320 [Total
Federal

Albemarle-Pamlico $81,250 $0 $325,000 $406,250
Barataria-Terrebonne $621,100 $5,616,669 | [$61,110,657 $0 $260,000 $67,608,426
Barnegat Bay $214,100 $28,200 $862,250 $617,000 $80,000 $401,000 $2,202,550
Buzzards Bay $86,000 $165,000 $72,500 $60,000 $454,500 $199,500 $1,037,500
Casco Bay| $75,993 $21,000 $209,277 $5,000 $98,740 $199,500 $609,510
Charlotte Harbor $48,851 $134,292 $200,638 $24,750 $0 $485,000 $893,531
Corpus Christi $165,472 $53,000 $264,667 $369,667 $0 $860,000 $1,712,806
Delaware $0
Delaware Inland Bay $50,000 $5,000 $67,500 $0 $279,950 $234,500 $636,950
Galveston Bay $750,000 $260,000 $1,010,000
Indian River Lagoon $403,700 [$15,465,000 | | $4,856,000 $0 $320,000 $260,000 $21,304,700
Long Island Sound $0
Lower Columbia River $300,000 |A $585,000 $885,000
Maryland Coastal Bays $5,000 $310,935 $2,648,980 $175,000 $75,000 $410,000 $3,624,915
Massachusetts Bay A B $89,000 IC $267,000 $356,000
Mobile Bay $38,680 $127,200 $146,500 $150,000 $0 $775,000 $1,237,380
Morro Bay $0
Narragansett Bay| $15,080,000 | ($19,775,000 $0 $0 $1,500,000 $36,355,000
New Hampshire $0
New York/New Jersey| $0
Peconic Bay **  $150,000 [+ $12,000 $10,000 $0 | * | $446,500 | * $618,500
Puget Sound * * 1$13,668,677 * $195,490 $346,500 $14,210,667
San Francisco $2,750,000| $147,000 $470,000 $75,000 $0 $308,150 $3,750,150
San Juan Bay $0
Santa Monica Bay| 310,000| $9,200,000 $379,000 $0 $0 $250,000 $10,139,000
Sarasota Bay $750,000 [$39,997,166 [**| $2,692,536 | | $6,040,000 $115,000 $874,645 | * | $50,469,347
Tampa Bay $333,873 |1 $0 $70,000| 2 | $346,500 $750,373
Tillamook Bay $0
TOTALS $5,518,896 $81,217,666 | $53,162,444 | $68,637,074 $1,688,680 $9,593,795| $219,818,555




Table 2. Tota funding as percent (%) by category reported by each NEP related to NEP and CCMP
implementation funding for Fiscal Y ear 1998.

Estuary Program FY 98| Private/| Local State| Non-EPA|EPA-non 320] EPA- 320 EPA- % 320
NonProfit Federal
Albemarle-Pamlico 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 80% 100%
Barataria-Terrebonne 1% 0% 8% 90% 0% 0% 100%
Barnegat Bay 10% 1% 39% 28% 4% 18% 83%
Buzzards Bay 8% 16% 7% 6% 44% 19% 31%
Casco Bay 12% 3% 34% 1% 16% 33% 67%)
Charlotte Harbor 5% 15% 22% 3% 0% 54% 100%
Corpus Christi 10% 3% 15% 22% 0% 50%: 100%
Delaware
Delaware Inland Bay 8% 1% 11% 0% 44% 37% 46%)
Galveston Bay 0% 0% 74% 0% 0% 26% 100%
Indian River Lagoon 2% 73% 23% 0% 2% 1% 45%
Long Island Sound
Lower Columbia River 0% 0% 34% 0% 0% 66% 100%
Maryland Coastal Bays 0% 9% 73% 5% 2% 11% 85%)
Massachusetts Bay 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 75% 100%
Mobile Bay 3% 10% 12% 12% 0% 63%: 100%
Morro Bay|
Narragansett Bay 0% 41% 54% 0% 0% 4% 100%

New Hampshire
New York/New Jersey|

Peconic Bay| 0% 24% 2% 2% 0% 2% 100%
Puget Sound 0% 0% 96% 0% 1% 2% 64%
San Francisco| 73% 4% 13% 2% 0% 8% 100%
San Juan Bay|
Santa Monica Bay| 3% 91% 4% 0% 0% 2% 100%
Sarasota Bay 1% 79% 5% 12% 0% 2% 88%
Tampa Bay| 0% 44% 0% 0% 9% 46% 83%
Tillamook Bay
AVERAGE 7% 20% 27% 9% 6% 32% 85%
% based on national ex- 3% 37% 24% 31% 1% 4% 85%)
penditures




Conclusions

Total expenditures in FY 98 toward
CCMP implementation activities
were more than $212 million for the
23 reporting NEPs (Table 1). On a
National level, the US EPA Section
320 funding represented only 5% of
thistotal (Figurel). Thiscontribution
of Section 320 funds is in fact an
overestimatesinceNEPswereunable
to adequately characterizefunding in
some funding categories.

Figure 1, however, is somewhat
misleading in characterizing typical
expenditures for individua NEPs
since expenditures by partnering

Funding of NEPs and implementation
FY98 total of all reported

EPA- 320 ($9,593,795.00 )
EPA-non 320 ($1,688 680.00 )

Private/Mon-Profit ($5,518,896.00 )

Mon-EFA Federal ($68 637,074.00 ) Local ($81,217 666 .0

State ($53,162 444 00 )

agencies in certain NEPs was Figure 1. Total dollar expenditures for CCMP implementation, by
sometimes quite large. For example, funding category as reported by 23 NEPs for FY 98.

more than $60 million of non-EPA

federal dollars were reported by the

Barrataria-Terrebone NEP for FY 98,
which aone represented more than
25% of the $212 million national
expenditure total.

To better characterize funding pat-
terns, the average % contribution of
Section 320 funds and other funding
categories are shown in Figure 2.
Thisfigure shows the averages of all
category funding percentages calcu-
lated from individual NEP program
funding breakdowns as shown in
Table 2. This representation of the
data eliminates the skewing effect of
large dollar expenditures in any one
NEP.

As shown by Figure 2, US EPA

Funding of NEPs and implementation
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Section 320 funds represented ami- g re 2. FY 98 average percentages for each funding category per
nority of total implementation fund- ; gividual NEP for all CCMP implementation expenditures.

ing as a percent of al funding,




accounting for an average of 32%
within each NEP for CCMP-related
expenditures for FY 98.

Although 32% may represent a na-
tional average of the contribution of
Section 320 funds in relation to all
FY 98 expenditures, Figure 3 demon-
strates that there is a great variation
in the relative importance of Section
320 funds among individual estuary
programs. For example, for 7 of the
23 respondents, Section 320 funds
represented 20% or less of the total
expenditures. As noted previoudy,
because some sources of funding
such as local and state expenditures
may have been underestimated, sec-
tion 320 contributions may also be
overestimated in this figure.

Also of interest to some NEPsis the
amount of EPA funding provided to
the NEPs through other EPA pro-
grams other than Section 320 (e.g.,
319, 104b3, 604, etc.), since these
programs are viewed as important
mechanisms for funding NEPs and
CCMPimplementation activities. As
shown in Figure 4, there is dso a
considerable amount of variation in
the amount of non-section 320 EPA
funding that each NEP program re-
ceives, with Section 320 funds rang-
ing from 31% to 100% of al EPA
funds received, with the mean being
83%.
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Appendix A. Table 1 Funding Notes

INDIAN RIVER LAGOON:

NOTE: Table does not include the estimated >$27,500,000 expended on land acquisition initiatives from state, local and
private sources since 1995.

LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER: A: $150,000 from Oregon, $150,000 from Washington

MASSBAYS:

A

Implementation costs are so large that we depend on lots of sources, obviously. EPA funds are used just to support
the core program.

B MBP gets additional support that we don't really count in that the regional planning agencies that house our regional
staff also pay part of their salaries. Essentially they are out doing MBP tasks all the time anyway.

C Same asfor B. There are many things that agencies are doing that we nudge along that we don't take financial credit
for.

MOBILE BAY:

Note: $290,000 carried over from previous year, 1= Gulf of Mexico Program

PECONIC:

*

* %

*k*k

Does not include implementation funding sources which are administered by entities other than the Peconic Estuary
Program’s Program Office. Theseinclude NY S Clean Water/Clean Air Bond Act Funding ($1.3 million in 1998.
Approx $2.5 million in 1999) and Land Preservation partnership ($15 million Town, $15 million County of 3 years).
Minimum commitment is shown. Actual contributionswill be substantially higher.

Value of services are substantial but unquantified.

SOUND:

PUGET
*

Puget Sound Estuary Program does not track private non-profit, local or non-EPA Federal spending for implementa-
tion of the estuary program. However, we know that local and tribal governments are spending considerable sumsto
carry out actions called for in the CCMP. For example, about half of the local governmentsin the basin have
established utilities to fund stormwater management programs; other local governments are upgrading combined
sewer overflows and sewage treatment plants, implementing watershed plans, acquiring and restoring habitat,
inspecting on-site sewage systems, enforcing environmental laws, educating the public, etc.---all of these activities
would easily add up to $50 to 100 million (and that is probably a very conservative estimate). State and federal
agencies are providing additional funding from SRF, 319, transportation programs, and the state cigarette tax to local
governments, tribes, ports, sewer and water districts, and conservation districts to help them fund the activities listed
above and others which protect the Sound. In addition, there are a minimum of 200 private, nonprofit groups
working to protect the Sound.

SARASOTA BAY:

*

* %

Estimates $274,645 carryover into FY 98, $300k allocations for FY 98-9

Assumes $28 million wastewater re-use system is constructed n Manatee County, funds committed in FY 97;
estimates for proposed reuse system expansions in Sarasota County not available; includes $10 million for the
completion of Phillippi Creek $40 million stormwater retrofit project.

TAMPA BAY:

1

2

Includes cash contributions for operation of TBEP. Does not include expenditures by local governments and non-
federal agencies for project contributing to implementation of CCMP.
Does not include potential federal grants to TBEP partners for projects contributing to implementation of CCMP.



