Accompanying Appendices for the Regional Restoration Initiatives Document
March 2008

APPENDIX A.   Examples of Restoration Plans/Efforts in the Delaware Estuary

	Organization - Plan
	Focus
	Purpose - Activities

	Partnership for the Delaware Estuary – Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan for the Delaware Estuary
	National Estuary Program Study Area – ecosystem wide
	Federally designated as one of 28 National Estuary Programs under Section 320 of the US Clean Water Act

	DRBC – 2004 Water Resources Plan
	Delaware River Basin - Water Quality and Quantity, Permitting
	Established under a U.S. Supreme Court degree (1961) Consistency across basin, superseding political jurisdictions 

	Schuylkill Action Network (SAN, 2008)
	Reducing threats from stormwater, mine drainage, pathogens, agriculture
	Partnerships across jurisdictions 

	Philadelphia Water Department  (PWD) – Source Water Protection (PWD, 2007)
	(A founding member of SAN) Project registry according to function
	Mitigation projects

	Maurice Wild and Scenic River (NJ) 
	Federally designated Wild and Scenic River
	Protection, restoration and enhancement

	White Clay Creek Wild and Scenic River - Christina River Partnership (PA & DE)
	Federally designated Wild and Scenic River
	Protection, restoration and enhancement

	Lower Delaware National Wild and Scenic River (NJ & PA)
	Federally designated Wild and Scenic River
	Protection, restoration and enhancement

	PSEG – Estuary Enhancement Program
	Restoring tidal wetlands, salt marsh ecosystems, fish ladders, fish populations, educational accessibility 
	In response to 1994 NJ DEP permit requirements

	Coastal America - Mid Atlantic Restoration Implementation Team (MARIT)
	fish & fisheries, habitat losses
	Federal Agency Partnerships to address costal issues in the Mid-Atlantic 
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Smart Ecosystem Restoration 

for Tomorrow’s Delaware Estuary

Natural Capital Values, Cost-Benefit Tradeoffs, and Regional Coordination to Maximize Environmental Outcomes

September 25, 2007

Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia

9:30 am – 4:00 pm

Workshop Summary

Principle Workshop Goals: To learn about current and future options for regional restoration planning, coordination, and implementation and to determine which stakeholders are interested in participating in future related activities.

Welcome Remarks – Dr. William Brown (President, Academy of Natural Sciences)

· The Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia (The Academy) was founded in 1812 and has a history of researching and educating the public about environmental issues.  The staff is dedicated to making The Academy shine and that includes focusing on its role as an institution for the environment.  

· Dr. William Brown has worked with federal environmental agencies for many years and will do everything he can to help this enterprise.  He wished all of the attendees a successful day and future success in the management and restoration of the Delaware Estuary, a very important and complex watershed.

Opening Comments - Jennifer Adkins (Interim Executive Director, PDE)

· Jennifer Adkins thanked everyone for attending and expressed special thanks to Clear into the Future, a DuPont Delaware Estuary Initiative, and The Academy for sponsoring the event.  In addition, she recognized all of the great work the partners have been doing to support the efforts of the Partnership for the Delaware Estuary (PDE).
· The mission of PDE, one of twenty-eight (28) congressionally designated National Estuary Programs, is to lead collaborative and creative efforts to protect and enhance the Delaware Estuary and its tributaries for current and future generations.  In addition, PDE has been entrusted with implementing the goals of its 1996 Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP).  Currently, PDE is reexamining the plan and determining the most pressing needs of the Estuary.

· PDE has worked with its partners to craft a Strategic Plan (completed in June 2007), which will serve as the blueprint for the organization’s work over the next five years. The plan includes goals and objectives that are distinct, yet linked to providing an Estuary-wide perspective in support of ecosystem-based management.
· PDE is considering spearheading an effort to link with other agencies and environmental groups to develop a comprehensive regional restoration plan for the Delaware Estuary and Watershed.  The goal of this workshop is to bring stakeholders together to share ideas about regional restoration and to reflect and build a discussion around the concepts presented today.  

Opening Comments – Ralph Stahl (Senior Scientist, DuPont Corporation)

· Ralph Stahl recognized all of the sponsors for PDE and stated that DuPont will provide support for a regional restoration strategy and act as an information gateway.  The partners and sponsors include: DuPont, Chevron, Rohm & Haas, ExxonMobil, Honeywell, Occidental, Pacific Gas & Electric, Rio Tinto, BP, and Tierra Solutions.  He also expressed a special thanks to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, and the Clear into the Future initiative.

Dr. Danielle Kreeger (Science Director, PDE)

“Regional Restoration in the Delaware Estuary: Concepts to Consider”

· Dr. Kreeger provided key statistics about the Delaware Estuary and Watershed:

· The Delaware River watershed starts in New York State and covers 13,611 square miles.

· The watershed stretches across four states (New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware); five states if you include the eight square miles in Maryland.

· 9.4 million people live in the watershed (2001 Census).

· There are four distinct eco-regions.

· The Delaware Estuary encompasses  6,827 square miles of drainage, over 50% of the entire river basin and including the Schuylkill Watershed as well as the tidal areas.  

· The Delaware Estuary is much different then the Chesapeake Bay estuary.

· The Delaware River has a historical and national reputation as a “working river.”  The Philadelphia area was settled over 400 years ago and has been the industrial supply for the city since its settlement.  Philadelphia is the largest freshwater port in the world and the third largest petro-chemical port in the nation.

· Today, PDE is promoting the theme “Living River, Working River” to better embrace the many facets of the Estuary.

· PDE continues to conduct education and outreach activities and is expanding its scientific and technical role to address gaps throughout the Estuary.

· In 2006, PDE reconvened a Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) that is comprised of experienced scientists and resource management experts that represent a broad cross-section of environmental expertise and diverse backgrounds.  As a National Estuary Program, PDE works with to the many public and private sector partners in its effort to implement the Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan (CCMP).  PDE facilitates discussions between partners and serves as a point of contact to bring the science community together to report results at the basin level.  

· Following the 2006 Science Conference, PDE developed a white paper that identified the top ten Science and top 6 management needs for the Estuary. Some of the needs identified which directly relate to today’s workshop include: 

1. Strengthen linkage between science and management.

2. Develop a conceptual framework describing the ecosystem.

3. Implement an ecosystem management approach.

4. Grow the monitoring infrastructure and link to improved indicators and goals.

5. Improve data coordination, compatibility, quality, sharing, access, and achieving.

6. Educate the public and build identity for defining traits and issues.

· PDE will be developing a matrix that will compare ecosystem functions with ecosystem needs.  The next step in the process is overlaying information and applying it to estuary restoration. 

· For the purposes of this workshop, restoration = conservation and protection.

Dr. Perry Gayaldo (NOAA Restoration Center and University of Washington)

Keynote Address: “Regional Restoration Concepts for the Future”

· Dr. Perry Gayaldo stated that he changed his presentation from its original title to “Investment Strategies for the Environment.”  He stated that the people in this room are invested in the environment; however, if we can not convince others to invest then we will not succeed and meet our goals.  Partnerships are essential for moving forward.

· Dr. Gayaldo provided a few thoughts on some of his “pet peeves” regarding ecosystem restoration:

· Monitoring – He stated that many groups conducting restoration have a tendency to monitor many variables.  Although he has found that the majority of groups are putting the monitoring results in a spreadsheet and sharing the information, they are not monitoring the variables they want to see change as a result of the restoration.  Dr. Gayaldo stressed the importance of measuring fewer variables and making sure the variables measured are answering your questions.

· Clarity of message – There are thousands of people across the nation, like us, that are discussing and conducting restoration and environmental stewardship. However, the better we are at clarifying the message, the better success we will have at convincing other to invest in our goals.  

· Creating strategies – Simple and direct strategies have more of an impact than complex and convoluted strategies. He urged the audience to think about the simplicity of the strategy.

· Not rocket science – How many times have you heard someone say, “restoration is not rocket science?”   Restoration is not that simple and sometimes he wishes it was rocket science because it would be easier.

· What is the desired effect of your restoration project?  It is important to ask the fundamental questions:

· Who (organizational mission, partnership objectives, etc.)  

· Why (services, outcomes, etc.) – There are many factors to consider when asking yourself why you should create a restoration plan.  The factors include but are not limited to: economic values, protection, conservation, etc.  Dr. Gayaldo urged the audience to think as far down the “why line” as possible. Tying the restoration goals back to the human condition will make a better argument to the folks that have not thought about those questions.  

· Audience (federal agencies, NGOs, private industry, tribes, property owners, academia, etc.) – The right people need to be reached so they can invest.

· It is important to define the desired outcomes and prioritize those outcomes.  How do we prioritize?  The common instructions on how to use shampoo—lather-rinse-repeat—can be used as a tool to assess a plan.

· Lather – What we are currently doing?

· Rinse – Monitoring.  Is it working?

· Repeat – Use the results to continue what you are doing (monitoring) or change the approach to achieve better results.  Remember, it is acceptable to shift strategies to achieve the desired results.

· Outcomes, Performance Measures, and Program Effectiveness: what are these terms trying to accomplish?

· Return on Investment (ROI) – Time and resources are spent towards restoration and it is our responsibility to demonstrate the results.

· Prioritization Categories (maximize return) – It is important to prioritize the goals (biological/ecological, socio-economic (human dimension), technical feasibility/cost effectiveness) to maximize the return.  Protection is not as “sexy” as restoration; however, protection is cheaper than restoration.

· Geographically-based restoration examples:

· Puget Sound Nearshore Project – Successful in getting restoration projects initiated before the strategic plan was completely in place.

· Florida Everglades – Goal of the project is to repair the hydrology of the system.  

· Gulf of Mexico Alliance – The Governors of the Gulf States have developed an action plan focused on key issues (land subsidence, land loss, etc.).

· Gulf of Maine, Council on the Marine Environment – This project is species oriented and monitoring is a large part of their action plan.

· San Francisco Bay Subtidal Habitat Goals Project – The project is mapping existing and historic factors that affect the bay’s habitat.

· Chesapeake Bay Program – This project’s main objective is to change policies.

· Strategy-based  restoration examples:

· LA Oil Spill Coordinator’s Office

· Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership (WRP)
· NOAA – Damage Assessment, Remediation, and Restoration Program
· Nature Conservancy – Marine Conservation

· The keynote ideas from Dr. Gayaldo’s presentation are:

· Clarify Outcomes

· Prioritize by Outcomes

· Quantify Impacts (show ROI)

· Simplify the Message

Mr. Mark Kieser (Senior Scientist, Kieser & Associates, LLC, Kalamazoo, MI)

“Market-based Trading Applications for Environmental Restoration and Preservation”

· Ecosystem services that are currently being traded:

· Water quality

· Stream mitigation banking (in North Carolina and Ohio)

· Wetland mitigation banking (>550 in over 30 states)

· Conservation banking (biodiversity markets)

· Carbon sequestration (Chicago Carbon Exchange)

· Are these markets real?  Ecosystem Marketplace (www.ecosystemmarketplace.com) is becoming the world's leading source of information on markets and payment schemes for ecosystem services, including water quality, carbon sequestration and biodiversity. 

· The Cuyahoga River Watershed is a public/private sector example of how these public/private sector market place examples are being used in restoration.

· Streetsboro, OH is between Cleveland and Akron (lower edge of the Great Lakes Drainage Basin).

· Issues in the basin include: 

· Highest growth area in Northeastern Ohio.

· No policy or ordinances concerning growth.

· Nutrient total maximum daily loads (TMDLs).

· Low assimilative capacity.

· Habitat loss.

· Stormwater flow.

· Water supply.

· Combined sewer overflows (CSOs).

· Drivers for ecosystem service payment:

· Lake Rockwell (Akron’s drinking water supply).

· Detailed natural resource inventory of the area.

· Old growth trees and endangered species.  

· Development over forest and wetland areas.

· Opportunity in the face of pressure:

· Fastest growing city in Northeast Ohio.

· Land parcels with high ecological values under development pressure.

· Conservation development strategy proposed to preserve/restore natural features.

· Cost saving/higher net profit with conservation development rather than conventional subdivision development.

· Crux of this issue:

· Free environmental services are less expensive to protect than replace.

· Replaced services not only are more costly, but do not cover the full range of services.

· Sizeable numbers to review:

· “Safety Net Financing” – private loan made by the State of Ohio for land options, credit feasibility, and restoration plan.

· State Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund (low interest loans).

· Interest re-invested in other environmental projects.

· 400 acres of agricultural land not developed.

· 800 acres with high resource values preserved/restored.

· Low interest loan repayment with home sale profits.

· “Fire Sale” of 800 acres to County Parks District.

· Marketable ecosystem service credits equal higher profits and greater value.

· Ramping up to the regional scale.

· Ecosystem System District (ESD) Concept – government entity to direct public investment into activities.

· ESD as a vehicle for restoration.

· Water quality trading rules.

· Stream mitigation banking rules.

· Watershed payments for ecological services via safety net financing scheme.

· Public/private enterprises partnerships.

· Critical elements for successful ecosystem market applications.

· Understanding the environmental setting.

· Regulatory and market infrastructure – what makes these unfold?

· Regulator/agency infrastructure – instrumental in making these programs work.

· Flexibility – locally driven.

· Trust and consistent communication – key element in these market based settings.

· These markets are not the end all be all; however, they are a viable approach that can help lead to the final goals.

Questions and Answers

Q:
Were market-based options used because there was not an environmental regulatory framework in place?

A:
Legislation allows for the power of eminent domain and taxing authority.  Conservation districts can provide a framework if that is their purpose.  

Q:
In the scenario with the developer (conservation concept), how did you calculate the groundwater savings?

A:
They looked at what would it take to capture or replenish the water supply.  There would be significant costs to come in after the fact and install infiltration.

Q:
What was the overall density of the project area?

A:
The two schematics were a conceptual model to illustrate how a developer can make more of a profit with fewer units.  If bottom line is profit, it is important to look at how you can maximize profits but also provide for the community.

Dr. Mike Beck (Senior Scientist, The Nature Conservancy)

“Putting Delaware Bay Conservation & Restoration in Perspective - Geographic, Ecologic and Economic “
· To gain a better perspective of how to conserve and restore our bays, we have to start thinking beyond the bay-to-bay mentality and start thinking at the regional level.

· The Delaware Estuary is part of the North Atlantic realm; therefore, it has more in common with bays in London rather than other bays in the United States, such as San Francisco Bay.

· Habitat loss in Europe has been occurring for hundreds of years and loss of wetlands dates back to Roman times.  The loss of wetlands can be monitored from as far back as the 1450s and the same patterns are mirrored throughout the United States.  The Northeast United States bays and estuaries and in poor condition due to the huge loss of wetland acres.

· Is this the end?  No; however, there are several steps we can take to conserve and restore the Delaware Estuary.

· Set geographic priorities:

· Identify ecosystems and species.

· Gather spatial information.

· Set goals.

· Identify priority sites.

· Evaluate with experts.

· Develop a final portfolio.

· Appreciation for ecosystem values:

· Estimate the global values of ecosystem services.

· The New Jersey National Capital Project is the best example in the United States for accounting for ecosystem values, specifically bay and coastal wetland areas.

· Focus on key ecological specialists:

· Good ecosystem indicators are shellfish and oyster beds.
· Shellfish have been reduced to about ten percent (10%) of their historic numbers.  They are in the state of functional extinction anywhere you look on the globe.  

· An on-the-ground example:  In Great South Bay (off the coast of Long Island, NY), The Nature Conservancy is developing a multi-use plan and co-managing a project that is restoring clams and leveraging efforts for ecosystem-wide benefits.

· Multi-organization partnerships:

· It is important to share advice and best practices from shellfish bed management projects.  

· Ecosystem Based Management (www.marineebm.org) is a tool to guide practitioners in the use of common tools for regional planning and to use case studies that advance ecosystem based management by addressing multiple objectives in conservation, fisheries, and coastal hazards.

· In summary:

· Geography matters – the context of the work and that the scale of the problem is not just bays.

· Services matters – shellfish provide ideal focal ecosystem.

· Reducing hazards, restoring diversity, and managing fisheries are keys for tidal wetlands.

· Develop a vision where you will be able to achieve some real successes in conservation, restoration, and management.

Mr. Bill Mates (Research Scientist, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection)

“The New Jersey Natural Capital Project and its Relevance to Restoration Planning in the Delaware Estuary and its Watershed.”

· The purpose of the Natural Capital Project Study, the first comprehensive state-wide study conducted in the United States, was to put the environment on more equal footing by quantifying economic value of services and the goods it provides.

· The focus of the study is on Total Economic Value (TEV) of the natural capital (ecosystems); it is not a benefit-cost analysis.

· The study was started by inventorying the natural capital inventory using aerial photos from 1995 to determine the percent of each type of ecosystem in the state.  One problem with the study is real-time data.  They are currently taking the next round of photographs and the turn around will be shorter due to digital photography.  

· Different ecosystems have different suite of services and benefits that they provide.  One service can be provided over more than one ecosystem; however, the value will vary.  

· A matrix was developed to capture ecosystems and ecosystem services.  The cells of the matrix were populated; however, there were several cells that were not able to be populated so the final value is a relatively conservative number.  

· Filling in the matrix/grid:

· Capital asset values were filled in for each ecosystem benefit.

· Goods were used to report market values and also estimate consumer surplus.

· Estimates from prior valuation studies were used and average cell values transferred to New Jersey values.  

· Total value by ecosystem for New Jersey is $25.6 billion annually.

· Some limitations of the study include:

· Presents a static picture and lacks real-time data.

· Uses average values, but sites may differ in size and value.

· Some values are non-cash in nature.

· The Natural Capital Project Study’s applications to restoration are inventorying and mapping natural assets and helping set restoration priorities.  

· Ecosystem management decisions inevitably involve trade-offs across services and between ecosystems. 

· Biodiversity and ecosystem services are a part of the quantitative approach that can lead you in the right direction and are a valuable part of the decision support tool.  Although economics need to be considered, it is not the sole deciding factor.  

· Ecosystem service districts can provide legal authority to mange ecosystems and act as a funding mechanism for payments for ecosystem services.  Ecosystem services may be an important way to fund restoration in the future.

· In summary:

· Natural assets have economic value.

· Values can inform and help manage restoration decisions.

· For the best results, we need to integrate biophysical and economic data.

Mr. Ken Strait (Public Service Electric and Gas)


“Corporate Involvement in Large-Scale Habitat Restoration: the PSEG Estuary Enhancement Program Case Study.”

· This is a case study that has a Delaware Estuary regional context.

· Why would a corporation become involved in ecosystem restoration?

· Business benefits.

· Resolution of complex environmental issues.

· Litigation avoidance.

· Required by regulatory agencies to mitigate for environmental damage.

· Corporate image.

· Due to regulatory permits on PSEG’s service water and cooling water intake structures, PSEG faced a difficult decision in the early 1990s.  Their options were to seek regulatory alternatives, retrofit their water intake structures, oppose the permits, or develop a program to address concerns about risk to fish population.

· The Salem Generating Station, in response to a New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NJPDES) permit, embarked on an unprecedented effort to help restore a portion of the Delaware Estuary by establishing the Estuary Enhancement program (EEP) in 1994.  The program consisted of two different types of restoration.
· The objective of the salt hay farm wetland restoration was to restore natural tidal inundation, through the creation of channels and the breaching of dikes, to allow fish access to the marsh plain.

· The objective of the restoration efforts at the phragmites-dominated sites was to control the tall invasive plants.

· Biological monitoring has been a key component of the EEP.  The monitoring programs assess the progress of restoration, helps identify opportunities to improve restoration efforts, and ensures the continued success of the marsh restoration. 

· The diked salt hay farms are meeting the defined success criteria and the phragmites-dominated sites are close to meeting the criteria. 

· In addition to the marsh restoration projects, the EEP has also worked to increase fish production through the creation of safe passageways to historic spawning and nursery grounds for migrating fish species.  Biological monitoring at the sites has shown that all of the fish ladders are successfully reproducing herrings.
· The success of the EEP demonstrates the corporate benefits of becoming involved in ecosystem restoration.

Dr. Danielle Kreeger (PDE)

“Prospects for Coordinating Regional Restoration in the Delaware Estuary

· The presentations at this workshop represented a variety of concepts and ideas that will assist in the development of a regional restoration plan.  The presentations represented viewpoints from the federal, state, NGOs, and corporate levels.

· PDE realizes that many stakeholders are doing great things in the estuary; however, the goal of this workshop is to get feedback and develop watershed continuity that will lead to a regional restoration strategy.

· PDE plans to further explore a Regional Restoration Initiative this fall and hold another Regional Restoration Workshop this winter.  

· Part of the Regional Restoration Plan could entail dividing the watershed into planning regions and inventorying each sub-region.  In addition, next steps could involve developing an ecological matrix to determine potential injury for each ecosystem services, needs, and potential opportunities in each sub-region.

· Moving forward, PDE will look at the existing advisory groups to determine if additional workgroups and workshops are needed to assist with a Regional Restoration Initiative.  

Panel Discussion of Challenge Questions 

(Facilitated by Roland Wall, ANSP, and Linda Manning, SRA International, Inc)

Challenge Question #1:
What are the most promising aspects of regional restoration coordination and planning in the Delaware Estuary and its watershed?

Dr. Danielle Kreeger – Drawing from the best scientific information available to determine the signature traits (e.g., horseshoe crabs) of the ecosystem.  The partners have a great track record for working together and there has been great academia support.

Dr. Perry Gayaldo – It is important to continue data mining, assessments, and creating opportunities.  Then, linking those results to the outcomes is crucial.  

Mr. Ken Strait – An effort to consolidate lists of needs is vital.

Dr. Perry Gayaldo – As a part of the Estuary Act of 2000, federal agencies are capturing restoration projects in a national estuary inventory database.  PDE can take advantage of this resource and use the information in the database.

Mr. Mark Kieser – Cooperation is important.  What stands out is that there does not seem to be a lot of parochialism.  Bringing people together early enough in the strategic planning process is a key to success.  When you bring multiple states with different objectives together, states often move in their own direction (i.e., the Chesapeake Bay Program) and it is hard to get them back together.

Challenge Question #2:
Aside from funding, what are the biggest challenges we might face in a regional restoration effort?
Dr. Danielle Kreeger – What does it mean to say “restoration up-front?”  Ecological trajectory. For instance, can we implement an incentive to restore an ecosystem today or conserve an ecosystem before the next injury occurs?  Ecological restoration with compounding returns thirty years from now would provide a better up-front restoration option.    

Questions from Roland Wall – Please discuss restoration in terms of being with injury.  Are we restoring it from previous injury or are we restoring for the sake of restoration?  

Dr. Danielle Kreeger – When we talk about restoration we tend to discuss it in the terms of mitigation of injury, a component of restoration.   

Dr. Mike Beck – There are various levels of restoration.  One example is a site that demands some type of restoration because one ecological process is askew and needs to be addressed, rather than a wholesale rehabilitation.  Being able to point to a product that has been restored is easier to market.  For example, tidal marshes are functioning badly, but there has been very little lost acreage.   We might be interested in maintaining the condition; however, we will not be able to create anything.  Can you set goals on a condition or function?

Challenge Question #3:
What existing programs or opportunities would be important to capitalize on or weave into the effort?  How so?

Dr. Perry Gayaldo – Puget Sound is currently developing their strategy; however, they received funding to start restoration.  This demonstrates that you do not need to wait to start restoration until you have a complete restoration plan in place.  It is advised to develop a plan that is not too complicated, start moving forward with restoration, and then fold in the complexity.  In addition, a good public relations piece that is a motivating factor will build momentum for the project.  Doomed plans are often times complex, detailed plans that do not get any momentum beyond planning.  

Dr. Mike Beck – On the other side, the biggest failure is not having a clear picture of your endpoints.  Having a complex, convoluted plan can definitely obstruct progress; however, do not move forward with a piecemeal restoration plan that does not have a clear vision of the desired outcomes.
Mr. Mark Kieser – Restoration plans should include a matrix for measuring success and defined expectations.  You want to be accountable for the next round of funding or initiatives.  If your goals are clearly defined, you will be able to describe how the benchmarks were reached and endpoints that were achieved.
Question from Roland Wall – For program success, are there models that have worked or common key factors and/or concepts that have been used?
Dr. Perry Gayaldo – An analogy that is often used, if funding was cut and we only had enough funding for two individuals, you would want to keep the chief with the vision of the project and the public relations person to get them out of the hole.  An outreach or education piece is essential regardless of the project.
Dr. Mike Beck – Have bond issues to pay for restoration (e.g., California) been tried or do you think they would have some success for restoration project?  

Mr. Ken Strait – Bond issues may have some success if land preservation was part of the plan.

Questions from the Audience for the Panel 

Question from Mr. John Kraeuter (HSRL) – Restoration, coordination, and planning.  There are three models in the Delaware Estuary that are working; 1)  Delaware River and Bay Authority’s (DRBA) efforts to improve oxygen in the system, 2) the salt marsh restoration project, and 3) the oyster restoration project.  These three models are working, how can we challenge what has failed?
Mr. Ken Strait – Funding is very important and one of the keys to success in all of those projects.   

Dr. Danielle Kreeger – All of those projects have a very clear articulated goal; that has been a general theme across all of those programs.  If we can develop clear and concise goals for the regional restoration plan, that will be a key to success. 

Question from Mr. Bob Tudor (Delaware River Basin Commission) – With so many people having a common direction, can we move directly to regional restoration planning without conducting a feasibility study?   

Dr. Danielle Kreeger – PDE is interested in developing a straw-man regional restoration plan to set goals and targets and distribute it to the partners for review and comments.  The feasibility study is a little bit of a misnomer.  PDE envisions the “feasibility study” to be a scientific-based assessment to determine the needs and opportunities of the estuary, not a long planning exercise.  

Question from Mr. Rick McCorkle (US Fish and Wildlife Service) – For many failures the common way to address the problem is to take a “band-aid approach,” for example, focusing on downstream solutions.  In the New Jersey Capital Study, forests had a lower value than wetlands; however, it did not seem to take into account soil stabilization, contributions to the food chain, sediment sequestration, etc.  Are upland forest management and preventing sedimentation part of the goals for regional restoration?    
Dr. Danielle Kreeger – The estuary program and regional restoration plan are from ridge to ocean.  Her discussions have been focused on shellfish because that is her expertise; however, PDE is looking to work with partners with other areas of expertise and they encourage involvement especially if it is in an area that will fill a niche.  

Mr. Bill Mates – Soil stabilization was part of the New Jersey Capital Study and was one of the cells in the matrix.  However, he feels that forests are under represented in the study, and they will be re-looking at the study in the near future.  Upland forests are one of the pieces of the study that is going to be re-evaluated.  

Dr. Mike Beck – It is important to try to look at the larger watershed issues.  What tracks of upland forest will help reduce sediment loss?  There have been efforts to review that type of information; however, that type of information is not available.  We need that type of information.

Question from Mr. Carl Alderson (NOAA) – The New Jersey Green Acres Program is the most successful program in New Jersey; however, it is also one of the more aggravating programs. Preservation money goes toward good actions, but redevelopment money is used for destructive actions.  How do we update this program?  

Dr. Mike Beck – On a whole, the Green Acres Program has been successful.  They are currently working on details regarding what they will fund and taking into account some of the legislative mandates.  

Question/Comment from Ms. Sara Thorpe (Delaware River City Corp) – The Delaware River City Corp is currently creating an 11-mile trail in Northeast Philadelphia on vacant land, historic trails, and recreation areas to provide public access to the riverfront.  However, small non-profit groups do not have tools to consider the environment.  Groups like the Delaware River City Corp are excited about a regional plan and vision on the ground so they can incorporate consideration for environmental issues into their projects.  

Question from Mr. Swiatoslav Kaczmar (O’Brien & Gere) – What are the practical applications of values?  And, how do they fit in with Natural Resource Damages (NRD)?

Mr. Bill Mates – Not sure how applications of value would fit into NRD.  Now that we have ecosystem values we need to determine and suggest how we can apply the information.  Natural services have value even if they are free.  

Dr. Perry Gayaldo – Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) is used to determine a valuation for the difference in habitat costs.  An acre functions in this particular way; however, it will not be functioning that way after damage.  Often times, it comes down to the trust agencies sitting down with a potential responsible party (PRP) to reach an agreement.  How much should the PRP do or pay to reach a final settlement?  Each case is different.
Question/Comment from Mr. Simeon Hahn (NOAA) – All parts of the existing management framework and ecosystem management plan need to be integrated.  In addition, we need to incorporate the urban part of the estuary and need to develop a good strategy for promoting the resources.  

Question from the Audience – How will climate change (sea level rise) affect the Delaware Estuary and the regional restoration plan?

Dr. Perry Gayaldo – Hurricane Katrina brought the affects of sea level rise (due to storm surge) on inter-coastal waterways into the forefront.  We need to grab issues like this and develop a public relations campaign and make it work for us by engaging additional stakeholders.

Dr. Danielle Kreeger – PDE is also focusing on the effects of climate change to the Delaware Estuary.  There are many issues including increase salinity on oyster sea beds and the increase in sediment budget.  The regional restoration plan will include management and restoration approaches for addressing the effects of climate change.

Closing Comments - Jennifer Adkins (Interim Executive Director, PDE)

· Jennifer Adkins thanked everyone for attending and expressed special thanks to all of the sponsors for the event.  She urged all of the participants to stay involved, provide input through the questionnaire, contact PDE with any questions, and attend future events.

Note: SRA compiled responses to the Survey prepared and disseminated by PDE for participant input. Complete results can be obtained from PDE by request.

APPENDIX C.
Approaches to Natural Capital Valuation

An important challenge has been and will continue to be the need to identify and adopt some valuation currency that can cross-compare these various valuation considerations to enable decisions to be made regarding restoration and protection investments.  What is the value of an endangered species?  How does the cost of its preservation compare to cost of preserving the health of an abundant, common species that is critically important for sustaining water quality or feeding humans?  On ethical grounds, it is difficult to be forced to choose.  Indeed, there has been vigorous debate about whether this exercise of natural capital valuation is even morally justifiable. When faced with alternatives, this RRI will strive to ensure that all positive valuation considerations are included in a balanced, moving forward strategy, however, we must also consider the latest approaches to quantify natural capital so that smart decisions can be rooted on a firm scientific and ethical basis.

Some “nature valuation” approaches are described or defined below.

Target Ecosystem Characteristics (TEC). “A specific ecosystem property or feature related to the ecosystem restoration goal and having societal and management value.”  The eleven TEC used are: Oyster Reefs, Eelgrass Beds, Coastal Wetlands, Shorelines and Shallows, Habitat for Fish, Crab, and Lobster, Enclosed and Confined Waters, Sediment Quality, Tributary Connections, Islands for Waterbirds, Maritime Forests, and Public Access (TEC, 2007)

National Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA). The National Resource Damage Assessment is a process used by response agencies to assess and restore injured areas as a result of damage by events like oil spills and hazardous substance releases. DARRP and other co-trustees are charged with conducting studies to reveal the extent of the injury and potential methods, types, and amounts of restoration. The trustees work with the public to select and implement restoration projects (NRDA, 2007). NRDA is a three step process which first determines the cost of restoring resources to baseline conditions via primary restoration. Restoration options include discounting because of time lag between the injury and recovery and the time it takes for a restoration site to reach its full service potential. Then NRDA determines the compensation needed to restore resources to comparable baseline values by also taking into account the interim losses, and finally determines the reasonable cost for assessing the damages. NRDA may use HEA to determine the scale or area needed for compensatory restoration (DARP, 1999). 
Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA). Habitat Equivalency Analysis is a tool used to determine the amount of restoration that is needed to compensate for the fulfillment of interim services lost after an injury (Kohler, 2006). In short, HEA is a method for determining the scale of compensatory restoration alternatives assuming that their services are comparable (HEA, 2006). Software called Visual HEA makes it possible to plug in the percentage of services lost and the time scale to calculate the damage done by an injury, and that gained by another restoration site, discounted over time (Kohler, 2006). 

However, there are critics of the HEA, claiming that it is based on a number of assumptions that may alter the accuracy of the scale required for restoration. In many cases, the inputs may not be known with certainty. It assumes that a fixed number of services accompany a habitat to add value, and all of these services are lumped together giving one overall percentage of the services lost or created. This creates a rigid vision, only considering restoration, which exactly replaces those services lost, without room for alternatives or further complexity. Dunford further argues that for complex habitats and services, HEA should not replace a full Natural Resources Damage assessment (Dunford, 2004). NOAA recommends the same when services are of a different type, quality or not of comparable value (HEA, 2006). 
For a successful HEA analysis, there have to be pre-established ways of calculating the services lost for all services, and then a system for weighing each service’s importance in the ecosystem so that all services can be lumped together. 

Discounted Ecological Service Acre Years (DSAY) Credits. Discounted Ecological Service Acre Years are calculated for parties responsible for natural resource damages. They must create or participate in the generation of DSAYs through restoration projects equal to the DSAYs for which they were liable.  The HEA model (described earlier) can be used to calculate DSAYs and simulate different scenarios resulting in different DSAYs (DSAY, 2001).  

2.2.4 Economics of Nature

Some economic approaches or considerations related to “nature valuation” are described or defined below.

Compensation and Rewards for Environmental Services (CRES). Compensation and Rewards for Environmental Services, also referred to as Payment for Environmental Services (PES), is where some kind of compensation is given for preserving ecoservices. This terminology is applied to examples all over the globe, and is usually not as formal as a dedicated market. Especially when applied to developing nations, CRES’s are conducted in with consideration of their effect on the poor and poor communities. (Bracer, 2007). 

 Restoration Up-Front (RUF). Restoration Up-Front is a broad array of concepts that consider ways to examine the economic incentives associated with performing environmental restoration on-the-ground today versus waiting until tomorrow.  There are two vantage points to consider: 1) the potential reasons why this will enhance net natural resource outcomes over long time scales; as well as 2) the incentives for doing the work today (often without a clear mandate to do so) rather than waiting until tomorrow (in response to a mandate).  

There are numerous reasons why Restoration Up-Front approaches can enhance the long-term benefits.  For example, if many different agencies or companies collaborate together today, they may be able to acquire or restore larger tracts that have more ecological value; e.g. crossing thresholds to provide nesting habitat for birds that have large home ranges, or more expansive marsh tracts that have more back-channels and water quality improvement or fish habitat.  Another reason is that real estate prices tend to increase more readily than monetary resources stored in traditional reserves (e.g., banks), and furthermore, many lands will never be available again at any cost if they become built out.  Lastly, Restoration Up-Front is seen as a way of expediting restoration by pushing up start dates for projects. Often, the process of design, collaboration and implementation of a restoration project is painstakingly long and complicated; meanwhile the ecosystem may be collapsing. RUF allows restoration to happen more quickly, while the economics and potential credits can potentially be dealt with later (RUF, 2006)
Uncertainty over the incentives for RUF is a current impediment.  Rarely will any entity operate strictly altruistically with the hope that credits may be awarded in the future for past or present environmental improvement activities.  Typically, some sort of credit-return system is necessary to encourage investment in RUF, much like a mitigation bank.  When an entity undertakes restoration in the form of preservation, enhancement or creation, it expected to receive credit for the restoration in some present or future currency that has real value (including non-monetary currencies such as discounted service acre years).  These credits would then be in the natural trust bank to potentially be applied to an existing or future liability, or the credits may be sold or traded to another entity, or potentially leveraged with other funding mechanisms. Credits should be durable across time but not equally transferable across sites so long as the habitat or resource generates a comparable amount of service flows from when the credits are first assigned (RUF, 2006). 

Additional economic terminology associated with natural capital valuation is given in Table 2.

APPENDIX Table B.1.  Example definitions of terms that are appropriate for economic analyses of natural capital values and the return on restoration investments.

	Term
	Definition
	Group

	Benefit Transfer Method
	“Estimate the value an ecosystem based on existing studies of a roughly similar ecosystem.”
	U.S. EPA, 2004

	Banking
	“the ability to save credits for use in another time period”
	U.S. EPA, 2003

	
	Build wetlands before “the govt. development forces destroy existing ones… by signaling its level of demand” years in advance
	Kenny, 2005 on NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program

	
	NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program is an “In Lieu Fee Program” for wetlands via mitigation banking
	Katoomba Group, 2005

	Ecological Valuation
	Placing value on the goods and services of a given

ecosystem
	U.S. EPA, 2004

	Natural Capital
	“Natural resources and the ecological systems that provide vital life-support services”  
	Natural Capital.org

	
	“various naturally-occurring assets [which] provide economic value over an extended period”
	NJ Department of Environmental Protection, 2007

	
	“natural capital yields a flow of vital ‘ecosystem services,’ including the production of goods, life support processes, and life fulfilling conditions, as well as the conservation of options (genetic diversity for future use).”
	Stanford’s Natural Capital Project

	
	Captures all the services of ecological life-support systems which are often not fully captured in commercial markets or weighed properly in policy decisions
	Costanza in 1997 Nature paper


Natural capital and economic analyses have been linked in many different ways to attempt to monetize natural capital, as summarized by the various applications and approaches defined in Table B.2.

Table B.2.  Example applications and approaches which have attempted to quantify natural capital values in terms that can be translated into economic units (i.e., monetized). 

	Tools
	Goals
	Units
	Outputs
	Groups Associated

	NRDA
	Provides a damage assessment  & options for compensatory restoration
	
	cost of assessment, cost of primary restoration, cost of restoration options
	Agencies: NOAA, EPA, Coast Guard, ect.

	HEA
	Determines the scale of compensatory restoration; Complement to or in place of NRDA
	Acres 
	Acre year taking discounting into consideration (DSAY)
	Florida Keys Sea Grass Restoration, agencies, responsible parties for natural resource damage

	Natural Capital Project
	Allows for a quick comparison of ecosystem decision scenarios
	Scores assigned to non-market values (biodiversity, water quality),
	Scores & monetary values pulled together for comparison
	Stanford projects in Hawaii and Oregon & around the world

	Costanza-type Natural Capital Evaluation
	Values of nonmarket services to allow for better decision making in development or restoration 
	Monetary values on resources, land uses, and services
	Monetary values on non market ecosystem services
	Costanza, Gunn Institute, NJ Natural Capital Project, Journal Ecological Economics

	Wetland Banking
	To anticipate wetland offset needs 
	Units usually in land use acres or mitigation credits
	Creates ‘banked’ wetlands before need arises
	North Carolina, other states, Federal Highway Administration

	RUF
	Faster restoration sooner
	Credits
	creation of credit banks to be used later
	In planning stages

	TEC
	To identify key ecosystem characteristics which must be considered in all restoration projects
	11 identified target ecosystem characteristics
	comprehensive  components to be used in all restoration
	Hudson-Raritan Basin
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Partnership for the Delaware Estuary’s

Alliance for Comprehensive Ecosystem Solutions (PDE-ACES)

DRAFT Vision and Structure
10/02/07

Purpose

Currently, environmental management and restoration in the Delaware Estuary and its watershed are not well-coordinated system-wide or focused necessarily on best “overall” outcomes for the Estuary. Instead management and restoration are practiced on a resource-by-resource or opportunity-by-opportunity basis. Environmental improvements in the Estuary include an array of conservation, protection, enhancement and restoration practices with variable outcomes. In addition, no single entity is currently charged with considering integrated approaches of these various activities. Building on recent momentum generated by the Partnership for the Delaware Estuary (PDE) with regard to scientific and management needs assessments, coordinated science and technical advising, and other regional initiatives. PDE is now advancing dialogue regarding regional eco-system based management and restoration. Restoration includes conservation, preservation and enhancement.    

The purpose of the proposed Partnership for the Delaware Estuary’s Alliance for Comprehensive Ecosystem Solutions (PDE-ACES) is to facilitate development and adaptive implementation of an overall strategy and sustainable funding mechanisms to maximize net environmental and economic benefits and to enhance sustainability for both people and natural resources. 

Vision Statement 
PDE-ACES is a collaborative stakeholder effort dedicated to protecting and enhancing the Estuary and its priceless natural resources.  PDE-ACES will build upon existing efforts to date through collaboration and coordination. PDE-ACES will work to address the needs of the conservation, restoration, and ecosystem-based management of the Estuary in a holistic manner, by developing a dedicated Trust fund and directing new and existing resources to strategic needs in the Estuary. By harnessing the enthusiasm, expertise, and commitments of public and private members, PDE-ACES will leverage resources and maximize the overall success of the effort.  

Guiding Principles

PDE-ACES will be guided by the following principles:

· Participation in PDE-ACES is voluntary.

· PDE-ACES operates on shared goals and objectives.

· Partners are accountable to participate and provide resources to the joint effort.

· PDE-ACES is guided by sound science.

· PDE-ACES is results-oriented, produces measurable outcomes, and focuses on specific issues within the Delaware Estuary.

· PDE-ACES is transparent and inclusive.
· PDE-ACES creates synergy between the organizations currently working to restore the Delaware Estuary and does not result in additional bureaucracy.
· PDE-ACES encourages improved environmental stewardship.
· PDE-ACES seeks to leverage both public and private resources. 

Membership

Member constituents will be entities having influence over or affecting environmental integrity in our watershed and who are willing to work together to advance PDE-ACES.   

Goal and Objectives

TBD - Note: Goals and objectives are expected to evolve adaptively as PDE-ACES matures. However, an initial priority that PDE has already begun working towards is the development of a Regional Restoration “Blueprint” (Blueprint) that would serve as a foundation for launching PDE-ACES. Thanks to support from the National Estuary Program and DuPont Corporation’s Clear into the Future program, PDE is currently engaged in the following activities:

Regional Restoration Workshop – September 25, 2007

Interest in ecosystem-based restoration and collaboration is mounting in our region and throughout the nation, motivated by an interest in maximizing net environmental benefits relative to resources invested.  Innovative new models for improving environmental outcomes are being advanced. On September 25th, PDE hosted a Regional Restoration Workshop which took a first look at some of these and considered whether and how they are applicable to our region.  For the purposes of this workshop and related initiatives by PDE, restoration is being broadly defined as the comprehensive array of environmental improvement activities, including conservation, condition enhancement, and traditional restoration.
Goals.  The principle goals of the workshop were two-fold; to learn about current and future options for regional restoration planning, coordination, and implementation, and to determine which stakeholders might be interested in participating in future related activities.

Format.  The majority of the program consisted of invited speakers who presented on topics such as:  

· Ecosystem-based approaches to science and management today and in the future;

· Regional restoration planning and coordination case studies;

· Lessons learned and potential applications from Natural Resource Damage Assessments;

· Natural capital valuation and watershed applications for guiding restoration; 

· Restoration economics, “Restoration Up-front,” and consideration of climate change, etc.; and

· Potential role of National Estuary Programs in coordinating for the regional restoration community.

Morning sessions consisted of presentations related to national and international perspectives.  Following lunch, presenters focused on creating a dialogue around regional activities and opportunities.  Stakeholder feedback was solicited and is currently being assessed.

Attendees:  Participants included leaders from state and federal agencies, academia, larger restoration practitioners, industry leaders, and key representatives from land trusts, conservancies, and foundations.
Development of the Regional Restoration “Blueprint” - Fall 2007

With information from the September Workshop, PDE will begin development of a Regional Restoration Blueprint (Blueprint), which will be undertaken in consultation with other leading organizations engaged in regional restoration.  We will consult with experts as needed to help frame the important next steps to advance this initiative.  The Blueprint, will include an  embedded feasibility assessment, will lay the groundwork for future decision-making and implementation.  The Blueprint, contingent upon future funding, will eventually provide comprehensive, watershed-based guidance regarding projects, opportunities, cost-benefit analyses, and natural capital-based prioritization that will address current and future needs for both society and natural resources in the Delaware Estuary and its watershed. The Blueprint will be a comprehensive multi-jurisdictional effort that will: 

1. identify and characterize ecologically significant and/or critical species and habitats (in draft ecological matrices) within different watershed sub-regions of the NEP study area;

2. summarize federal and state decision-making processes that govern their protection, restoration, and valuation under current natural resource damage models;   

3. identify partnering/collaborating opportunities for coordinating enhancement and restoration efforts throughout the region;

4. identify and build upon existing efforts and project registries (e.g. American Littoral Society Project database, NOAA’s Delaware River Watershed Project, EPA Region 3 Wetland Restoration Site Inventory, Schuylkill Action Network’s project lists, Ducks Unlimited Delaware Bay Wetlands Restoration, National Fish and Wildlife Foundations Delaware Estuary Watershed Grants program and Coastal America’s Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership, etc.) 

5. develop a plan and working database model for integrating various inventories of prospective restoration projects in the different sub-regions of the NEP study area, noting how they relate to ecological matrices and ensuring sufficient fields are included to cover all  major geographical and ecological components;

6. furnish preliminary suggestions regarding prioritization criteria that stakeholders can utilize to select restoration project(s) and focus efforts in the different sub-regions; and

7. assess the feasibility of implementing the various components of the Blueprint and engaging partners to form an alliance (e.g. PDE-ACES) to advance a multi-year initiative.

It is envisioned that the Blueprint will assist in identifying and implementing projects in the short-term as well as bring key partners together to develop a long-term, strategic framework that will guide restoration of natural resources and ecological functions throughout the Delaware Estuary region. 
Establishment of a Regional Restoration Workgroup (RRWG) 
The RRWG is likely to be composed of two separate subgroups, a technical subgroup and a project-oriented subgroup.  The technical subgroup will be an inclusive panel of scientific experts invited from among the PDE-ACES partners and STAC members.  This technical subgroup will develop the scientific bases for quantifying ecological service flows and natural capital outcomes from various types of restoration (and conservation and enhancement) activities, thus informing PDE-ACES regarding prioritization and decision tree formation.  The technical subgroup will be affiliated with the existing STAC in order to maximize efficiency and avoid duplication. 

The project-oriented subgroup will consist of management and policy representatives from among the partners and will convene to monitor and report the steady progress of the RRWG in meeting all deadlines related to the PDE-ACES effort.  This subgroup will also work to develop management and policy recommendations for how science and technical information might be used by PDE-ACES.  PDE representatives will chair both subgroups.  The bicameral organization of the RRWG will have the twin goals of ensuring that the PDE-ACES’ efforts be grounded in science and that the RRWG is results-oriented.


Implementation Phase: TBD Based on Results of Exploration Phase

APPENDIX E: Keystone Conservation Trust Report

APPENDIX F. Known Project Directories in the Delaware Estuary

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

RCDB – Restoration Center Database - Developed to track the NOAA NMFS Restoration Center’s restoration projects under the DARP, CWPPRA, Community-based, Research, and Directed Appropriations programs

Delaware Estuary Watershed Data and Mapping Project
This Delaware Estuary Watershed Database and Mapping Project is a product of the 2006 Interagency Agreement (IAG) between the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Office of Response and Restoration (OR&R) and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Hazardous Site Cleanup Division.  This collaborative effort, called the Upper Delaware Estuary (Urban Corridor) Regional Cleanup and Restoration Planning Initiative, is intended to support the EPA Land Revitalization Program and land revitalization efforts at the regional, federal, state and local levels.  This initiative will help in the redevelopment and revitalization of estuarine and coastal zone communities in the Delaware Estuary by providing information on coastal habitats, natural resources, sources of contamination, and identifying restoration opportunities that are critical in maintaining a healthy estuary.  Restoration actions are particularly significant in redevelopment and revitalization efforts in the Upper Delaware Estuary as habitat restoration typically increases recreational opportunities and improves environmental conditions that are important to a communities’ quality of life.

The Delaware Estuary Watershed Database and Mapping project, which includes this web guide, provides a standard database structure for contaminant data and a mapping component (GIS and internet mapping) which provides spatial context for evaluating and communicating the complexity of challenges and opportunities within the Delaware Estuary.
http://mapping.orr.noaa.gov/website/portal/Delaware/ 

The National Estuaries Restoration Inventory (NERI) has been created to track estuary habitat restoration projects across the nation. The purpose of the inventory is to provide information on restoration projects in order to improve restoration methods, as well as to track acreage restored toward the million-acre goal of the Estuary Restoration Act.
NERI: https://neri.noaa.gov/ 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Philadelphia District) 
Active Corps projects are covered in the Philadelphia District website:

http://www.nap.usace.army.mil/cenap-dp/projects/projects.htm 

United States Environmental Protection Agency

SEP Database:  EPA HQ maintains a list of projects on the SEP webpage

 (http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/civil/seps/potentialproject-seps0607.pdf).  There is also a SEP searchable button associated with the Enforcement and Compliance History On-line (ECHO) database.  Note: there can’t be specific names of individuals associated with the projects so as not to show any bias.  

A list of clean up and redevelopment sites can be found by state at:

http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/.

NEPORT – The National Estuary Program On-Line Reporting Tool (NEPORT) is a web-based database that EPA developed for National Estuary Programs (NEPs) to submit their annual Habitat and Leveraging reports. Through NEPORT, NEPs are able to download Habitat and Leveraging reports into Microsoft Excel, create pie charts, access data on a secure web site, and search for NEP staff contact information.  However, NEPORT is an internal database intended for NEPs use only. Members of the general public do not have access to NEPORT.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Potential, on-going and/or completed projects are in database systems under each USFWS division, as listed above.  Each database is different, with a design and information to satisfy that particular Division’s needs.  The Coastal and Partners for Fish and Wildlife accomplishment Reporting database (designed to report accomplishments, and contains on-going and completed projects) can be accessed by registering at:

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecos/newRegistration.do 

Delaware

“Ecological Restoration & Protection, Status Report 2003 – 2006, December 31, 2006 Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control”
http://www.swc.dnrec.delaware.gov/NR/rdonlyres/7C53E10A-664A-4019-9858-489A461B69C0/0/StatusRpt200306FINAL.pdf 

New Jersey

The NJDEP does not an inventory of restoration sites – however each of the individual program’s (F&W, P&F and Natural Lands Trust) may have listing of target sites.  The Green Acres Program maintains a list of parcels of interest for acquisition.  Many of the NGOs/Land Trusts have identified areas of high habitat value in order to monitor for future acquisition.

Pennsylvania

PA DEP web sites provide approved Growing Green and Coastal Resources grant award projects respectively. 
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/grants/growgreen.asp?growinggreenerNav=|

http://www.dep.state.pa.us/river/newdesign/program_initiatives.htm
DCNR’s Bureau of Conservation and Recreation keeps a comprehensive list of grants awarded in the state, by county, and we are currently assembling a database of these grants in the Schuylkill and Delaware River drainages that pertain to restoration activities that will be sent by email and mail in the next week. 

DCNR’s River Conservation Program keeps an online registry of rivers that have completed River Conservation Plans. DCNR also has an online registry of County Greenway and Open space Network plans; an online list of counties that have completed Natural Area Inventories; and an online registry of Heritage Areas of Pennsylvania. Links to our website and hard copies of these maps will be sent within the next week.


Philadelphia Water Department

PWD maintains a registry of priority stream and restoration projects. Contact: Erik Haniman, erik.haniman@phila.gov, 215.685.4877.
American Littoral Society – Habitat Restoration Inventory:

The American Littoral Society has initiated a new project as part of their habitat restoration program. They are developing a comprehensive inventory of potential restoration projects along the Atlantic coast of New Jersey and throughout the Delaware Bay. Once completed, this inventory will be shared publicly to help inform the decisions of government agencies, funders, private organizations, and citizens so they can better focus attention and resources. 

Habitat restoration offers great promise for reversing the trend of lost and degraded habitat. Whether recreating a historical habitat in place or creating a specific habitat where it did not exist but could under current conditions, the goal is to help rebuild a healthy ecosystem that functions like it did before it was polluted or destroyed. An improved ecosystem can better support fish, wildlife, and human use, such as swimming, diving, boating, birding, and fishing.

To make the process of evaluating potential projects more manageable, we have developed four restoration categories:

• Wetlands (tidal, non-tidal; saline, brackish, fresh)

• In-stream bottom habitat

• Migratory fish passage to historic spawning waters

• Sediment and water quality

Potential sites range from projects, which have been planned but not yet implemented to places that need attention and have yet to receive any. To include a site in this inventory, a 3-page form has been developed by ALS. 
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New Jersey Conservation Foundation (NJCF)

New Jersey Conservation Foundation has preserved over 100,000 acres of land throughout the state. NJCF’s land protection program focuses on selected project areas and greenways that have been identified as critical. From the Highlands to the Pine Barrens to the Delaware Bayshore, NJCF has protected farms, forests, wetlands and urban and suburban parks. Source:

http://www.njconservation.org/html/wherewework.htm 

APPENDIX G: Examples of Project Directory Metadata

Specifications and metadata included in project directories for the Delaware Estuary region by NOAA, American Littoral Society (ALS), PDE and Philadelphia Water Department (PWD) (see Section 4.4)

	
	NOAA
	ALS
	PDE
	PWD

	GENERAL / CONTACT 
	
	
	
	

	Project Name 
	X
	
	X
	X

	Project contact (Name, address, organization, email, phone)
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Project address/location
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Latitude/Longitude
	X
	
	X
	

	Site ownership
	
	X
	X
	

	Lead implementer
	
	
	X
	

	Other project Partners
	
	
	X
	

	Site Access (access agreements, staging areas, stabilized road, adjacent transport infrastructure)
	
	X
	
	

	Disposal Opportunities
	
	X
	
	

	Project start date
	
	
	X
	

	Nature of impairment
	X
	
	
	

	Target resource
	X
	
	
	

	Contaminants
	
	X
	
	

	SIZE
	
	
	
	

	Acres
	
	X
	X
	

	Linear miles or feet
	
	
	X
	

	HABITAT
	
	
	
	

	Habitat description
	
	
	X
	X

	Habitat category
	X
	
	X
	X

	Habitat type
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Waste site
	X
	
	
	

	Location in watershed
	X
	
	
	

	Activity
	
	
	X
	

	Wetland y/n
	
	X
	
	X

	In-stream bottom habitat y/n
	
	X
	
	X

	Migratory fish passage y/n
	
	X
	
	X

	Plant Species Inventory (species, vege zone changes)
	
	X
	
	X

	Animal Species Inventory
	
	X
	
	

	Land Cover type
	
	X
	
	

	Threatened/ Endangered Species
	
	X
	
	

	Site history (pre-disturbance)
	
	X
	
	

	Current land use
	
	X
	
	

	Inverts diversity & food dynamics, canopy cover, riparian/buffers, snag/debris habitat, riffle spawners
	
	
	
	X

	Fish habitat
	
	
	
	X

	Amphibian, Reptile & Wildlife Habitat Metrics
	
	
	
	X

	RESTORATION METHODS / TYPES
	
	
	
	

	Project type
	X
	
	
	

	Wetland Restoration (culvert, causeway and bridge repair/replacement, fill removal, shoreline softening, hydrological reconnection, invasive species removal/native species establishment)
	
	X
	
	

	In-Stream/Bottom Habitat Restoration (sub-aquatic fill removal, removal of flow restriction, SAV reestablishment, shellfish/horseshoe crab habitat enhancement, channel manipulation, day-lighting, shallow water enhancement)
	
	X
	
	

	Migratory Fish Passage (fish-ways, rock ramps, natural bypass, dam removal, partial dam removal, reopening blocked passageway to inland lakes & streams)
	
	X
	
	

	Sediment and water enhancement y/n
	
	X
	
	

	PHYSICAL / GEOLOGICAL
	
	
	
	

	Topography (elevation, geologic formation, waterways, swales, anthropogenic features)
	
	X
	
	

	Geophysical (depth to bedrock, bedrock type)
	
	X
	
	X

	Hydrology (water course, depth to groundwater, flow direction, current speed, volume, tidal range)
	
	X
	
	X

	Water Quality Parameters (physical/chemical, biological monitoring, water clarity, toxics)
	
	X
	
	X

	Geophysical Soil Properties (Soil profile, Grain size, Ph, Organic content, Bulk density, Porosity)
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality (depth to hydric soils, % stormwater delivered, peak flow removed, flood related damage)
	
	
	
	X

	VALUE / ECONOMIC FACTORS
	
	
	
	

	Project benefits
	
	
	X
	

	Sediment & Water Quality Enhancements (Riparian buffer expansion and stream bank restoration, storm water renovation/facility upgrade, contaminant removal)
	
	X
	
	

	Sediment Transportation (sediment pathways, deposition/erosion areas)
	
	X
	
	

	Economic Impacts (property value, economic impacts of property)
	
	X
	
	

	Socio-Cultural /Historical Value
	
	X
	
	X

	Functional habitat value
	
	X
	
	

	COST / FUNDING
	
	
	
	

	Total project cost
	
	
	X
	

	Non-section 320 (119) funds
	
	
	X
	

	Primary funding source
	
	
	X
	

	CCMP Action
	X
	
	
	

	PRIOR ACTION / PLANS
	
	
	
	

	Active restoration project site 
	
	X
	
	

	Identified unfunded restoration project y/n
	
	X
	
	

	Unidentified potential restoration site
	
	X
	
	

	Identified in regional planning initiatives (local, county, state)
	
	X
	
	


 APPENDIX H.  Existing Funding Sources 

FEDERAL

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

The website grants.gov provides information for all federal grant opportunities.  A search under NOAA will provide NOAA grant opportunities and websites for NOAA Offices that provide these grants.  Particular NOAA programs to Offices to review are the Office of Coastal Resource Management, the National Center for Coastal Ocean Science, and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

NOAA Grant Opportunities under grants.gov
NOAA NMFS Restoration Center Funding Information

NOAA’s Community-based Restoration Program (CRP) provides funding to and partners with grassroots organizations to encourage hands-on citizen participation in restoration projects. This participation builds coalitions of interested citizens and fosters long-term stewardship of the nation’s coastal and marine resources. 

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/habitat/restoration/funding_opportunities/funding.html 

Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program (CELCP)

The Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program (CELCP) provides grants to eligible state agencies and local governments to acquire property or conservation easements from willing sellers within a state's coastal zone or coastal watershed boundary. The CELCP program is administered as a three-stage process: development of a state CELCP plan, a state competitive process to identify top projects (run by the state's lead agency), and a national peer-review competition. 

http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/land/celcp_fundingop.html 

Damage Assessment, Remediation and Restoration Program (DARRP)

Under the Damage Assessment, Remediation and Restoration Program, restoration scientists and managers ensure that injured marine resources are restored after oil spills, toxic releases, or ship groundings.  NRDA settlements are publicly reviewed and settlement funds from NRDA projects are used for funding restoration projects.  There are significant opportunities for stakeholder input into the use of these funds.

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/habitat/restoration/projects_programs/darp/index.html 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Philadelphia District) 

The Corps of Engineers General Investigation (GI) Program funds projects for the purposes of flood damage reduction, environmental restoration, navigation improvement, recreation.  The GI projects tend to be larger scope projects.

The Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) establishes a process by which the Corps of Engineers can respond to a variety of water resource problems without the need to obtain specific Congressional authorization for each project. This decreases the amount of time required to budget, develop, and approve a potential project for construction. The Philadelphia District has constructed numerous CAP projects and has developed a wide diversity of technical experience in solving problems associated with shoreline and streambank erosion, navigation, flood control, and environmental restoration. 

Under this program the Corps is authorized to construct small projects within specific federal funding limits, which range from $500,000 to $5 million. The total cost of a project is shared between the federal government and a non-federal sponsor. 

The CAP funds smaller scope projects.  Specific CAP programs include:  

Section 3, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 (Snagging and Clearing)
The Corps of Engineers may undertake emergency work to clear or remove unreasonable obstructions from rivers, harbors, and other waterways in the interest of navigation. Maximum Federal Share: N/A

Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended (Emergency Streambank & Shore Protection) Emergency Streambank and Shoreline Protection Projects The Corps of Engineers may spend up to $500,000 in one locality during any fiscal year for the construction, repair, restoration and modification of emergency streambank and shoreline protection works. These projects may be designed to prevent damage to highways, bridge approaches, and public works, as well as churches, hospitals, schools, and other non-profit services endangered by streambank or shoreline erosion. Maximum Federal Share: $500,000

Section 22 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, as amended. (Planning Assistance to States & Tribes) This program provides planning assistance to states and Indian Tribes in preparation of plans to manage water and related land resources within their boundaries. Assistance is given within the limits of available appropriations, but $500,000 is the maximum federal funds available to any state or Indian Tribe annually. Non-federal cost sharing of this program is 50 percent.

Section 103, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1962, as amended (Hurricane & Storm Damage Reduction/Shore Protection) Small Beach Erosion Control Projects: The Corps of Engineers may construct small beach restoration and protection projects not specifically authorized by Congress. The project must not be dependent on additional improvements for successful operation. Maximum Federal Share: $2,000,000

Section 107, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1960, as amended (Navigation): The Corps of Engineers may construct small river and harbor improvement projects not specifically authorized by Congress when they will result in substantial benefits to navigation. Each project must be complete in itself and not commit the United States to any additional improvement to ensure successful operation. Maximum Federal Share: $4,000,000

Section 111, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1968, Correction of Federal Navigation Project-Induced Shore Damage The Corps of Engineers is authorized to investigate, study, and construct projects for the prevention of shore damage attributable to federal navigation works. Projects where the cost is limited to $2 million or less do not require Congressional approval. Maximum Federal Share: $2,000,000

Section 204, Water Resources Development Act of 1992, as amended  (Beneficial Use of Dredged Material) Protection, Restoration and Creation of Aquatic and Ecologically Related Habitats in Connection with Dredging for Construction, Operation or Maintenance: The Corps of Engineers is authorized to implement projects for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and ecologically related habitats, including wetlands, in connection with construction, operation, or maintenance dredging of an authorized federal navigation. Maximum Federal Share: $15,000,000 

Section 205, Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended (Flood Control) Small Flood Control Projects : Small flood control projects may be constructed without specific authorization by Congress, when the Chief of Engineers determines that such work is advisable. The project must constitute a complete solution to the flood problem involved, and not require subsequent improvements to ensure effective operation. Maximum Federal Share: $5,000,000 
Section 206 of 1996, (Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration) - Work under this authority may carry out aquatic ecosystem restoration projects that will improve the quality of the environment, and I the public interest, and are cost-effective. There is no requirement that these projects be associated with any existing Corps project. Maximum Federal Share: $5,000,000

Section 208, Flood Control Act of 1954, as amended (Clearing & Snagging): For the purposes of flood control, the Corps of Engineers may allot up to $500,000 on any single tributary during any fiscal year for the removal of accumulated snags and other debris, and for the clearing and straightening of stream channels. Maximum Federal Share: $500,000  

Section 1135(b) Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended (Environmental Restoration). Project Modifications for the Improvement of the Environment : The Corps of Engineers is authorized to investigate, study, modify, and construct projects for the restoration of fish and wildlife habitats where degradation is attributable to existing federal water resource projects previously constructed by the Corps of Engineers. Maximum Federal Share: $5,000,000 
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Brownfields Cleanup Grant Program – Cleanup grants provide funding for a grant recipient to carry out cleanup activities at brownfield sites. An eligible entity may apply for up to $200,000 per site. Due to budget limitations, no entity should apply for funding cleanup activities at more than five sites. These funds may be used to address sites contaminated by petroleum and hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants (including hazardous substances co-mingled with petroleum). Cleanup grants require a 20 percent cost share, which may be in the form of a contribution of money, labor, material, or services, and must be for eligible and allowable costs (the match must equal 20 percent of the amount of funding provided by EPA and cannot include administrative costs). A cleanup grant applicant may request a waiver of the 20 percent cost share requirement based on hardship. An applicant must own the site for which it is requesting funding at time of application or demonstrate the ability to acquire title. The performance period for these grants is two years.  Additional Brownfield funding includes Brownfields Assessment Grants (each funded up to $200,000 over three years) and Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) Grants (each funded up to $1,000,000 over five years).

For more information, please visit: http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/index.html. 

Land Revitalization Program – This is a smaller category of funding under the Brownfields Program.  EPA HQs sends out requests to the Regions for projects and the Regions work with staff to identify potential projects.  This year no projects were awarded, however, contractor support is being provided to a few organizations for technical assistance with land revitalization needs.

For more information, please visit: http://www.epa.gov/oswer/landrevitalization/index.htm.

Five Star Restoration Program – This program brings together students, conservation corps, other youth organizations, citizen groups, corporations, landowners and government agencies to provide environmental education through projects that restore streambanks and wetlands. The program provides challenge grants, technical support, and opportunities for information exchange to enable community-based restoration projects.  EPA's funding levels are modest, averaging about $10,000 per project. However, when combined with the contributions of partners, projects that make a meaningful contribution to communities become possible. At the completion of Five Star projects, each partnership will have experience and a demonstrated record of accomplishment, and will be well-positioned to take on other projects. Aggregating over time and space, these grassroots efforts will make a significant contribution to our environmental landscape and to the understanding of the importance of healthy wetlands and streams in our communities.

For more information, please visit: http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/restore/5star/#whatis.

Nonpoint Source Program – Section 319(h) specifically authorizes EPA to award grants to states with “approved” Nonpoint Source Assessment Reports and Nonpoint Source Management Programs.  As required by section 319(h), the state’s Nonpoint Source Management Program describes the state program for nonpoint source management and serves as the basis for how funds are spent. Since 1999 section 319(h) funds have been awarded to state nonpoint source agencies in two categories— incremental funds and base funds. Incremental funds, a $100 million portion that EPA has designated for the development and implementation of watershed-based plans and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for impaired waters, should be used to restore impaired waters. Base funds, funds other than incremental funds, are used to provide staffing and support to manage and implement the state Nonpoint Source Management Program.

Base funds help in implementing projects to identify and address nonpoint source problems and threats, as well as funding activities that involve specific water bodies in that state or statewide or regional projects. The state selects recipients of sub-awards based on its program priorities.  

For more information, please refer to Applying for and Administering CWA Section 319 Grants at http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/319/319stateguide-revised.pdf.   

Targeted Watershed Grants Program (TWG) - The TWG program is a competitive grant program that provides funding to community-driven, environmental results oriented watershed projects. The program also provides capacity building grants to service provider organizations that can deliver training and tools for all watershed organizations across the country. TWG is designed to encourage successful community-based approaches and management techniques to protect and restore the nation’s watersheds and is based on the fundamental principles of environmental improvement: collaboration, new technologies, market incentives and results-oriented strategies.  

For more information, please visit: http://www.epa.gov/twg/.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund – Each state and Puerto Rico maintain revolving loan funds to provide independent and permanent sources of low-cost financing for a wide range of water quality infrastructure projects.  Under the CWSRF, states have a wide range of options. States may choose from a variety of assistance options, including loans, refinancing, purchasing, or guaranteeing local debt and purchasing bond insurance.  States can also set specific loan terms, including interest rates—from zero percent to market rate—and repayment periods—up to 20 years.  States have the flexibility to target resources to their particular environmental needs, including contaminated runoff from urban and agricultural areas, wetlands restoration, groundwater protection, brownfields remediation, estuary management, and wastewater treatment.   States may also customize loan terms to meet the needs of small and disadvantaged communities.  In addition, some states provide specialized assistance for communities that are disadvantaged or experiencing financial hardship.  These states might offer lower or no-interest loans to provide greater subsidies for disadvantaged communities.  

Please visit http://www.epa.gov/owmitnet/cwfinance/cwsrf/innovations.htm#Nonpoint for success stories on contamination cleanup and remediation; funding innovations; nonpoint source, watershed protection and estuaries; and planning and fund management.  

National Estuary Program - EPA's National Estuary Program was established by Congress in 1987 under the Clean Water Act Section 320 to improve the quality of estuaries of national importance. There are 28 Federal designated NEPs in the United States and the Delaware Estuary is one of the 28. Annual funding is provide through Congress to support the implementation of each programs Comprehensive Conservation Management Plans. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Providing grants and working together on cooperative agreements is an important approach to cooperative conservation. The Division of Fisheries and Habitat Conservation has several programs that provide assistance to those interested in conserving fish and wildlife and the habitats on which they depend. To find out more about sources of funding and technical assistance within Fisheries and Habitat Conservation you may wish to visit the following sites: Coastal Program, Fish Passage, National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program and Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (See above for program descriptions.) 
Additional resources:
For all U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service grants
For Federal government-wide financial assistance opportunities
For a list and description of Federal financial assistance programs visit the: Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
National Park Service

Funds for designated Wild and Scenic Rivers.

STATE

Delaware

Financial resources have also been secured from the following agencies/programs to support ecological restoration efforts:

1. EPA Non-point Source 319 Program

2. DNREC Ecological Restoration Fund (General Fund)

3. Phragmites Control Program (State Fish & Wildlife and NRCS)

4. State Fish & Wildlife’s Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Program

5. USDA NRCS Red Clay Creek/White Clay PL 566 Program

6. DelDOT

7. Delaware’s Corporate Wetland Restoration Partnership

New Jersey

1. Green Acres: State, local, county, NGO funding for acquisition

2. Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program: Federal funding for acquisition only (conservation of coastal and estuarine lands).

3. Coastal Management Programs: can fund planning and implementation of restoration plans and monitoring BUT NOT ‘in the ground restoration projects’.

4. Watershed/CBT Program: can fund restoration projects if identified as part of ‘regional priority’.

Comment from NJCZM: Many state and federal programs support conservation (which can mean acquisition or management through regulation); restoration implies bringing back to a former ‘value’/ improvement – regardless restoration is an ‘action’ which may be outside the purview of many of the programs unless they own the land being restored. There seems to be an opportunity for multiple partnerships but there is an inherent problem in ‘double-dipping’/using multiple federal sources of funding on the same project.

Pennsylvania

1. Growing Greener Grants Program:  Growing Greener II, a voter-approved plan that invests $625 million to clean up rivers and streams; protect natural areas, open spaces and working farms; and shore up key programs to improve quality of life and revitalize communities across the Commonwealth.

2. DCNR’s Growing Greener II funding through the Community Conservation Partnership Program (C2P2) funds a wide variety of planning, conservation and preservation programs.

3. Coastal Resources Management Grants: CRM receives funding from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to administer the PA Coastal Zone Management Program and provide grants to local governments, state agencies and nonprofit organizations to undertake projects in the coastal zones. 

4. Nonpoint Source Implementation Program (Section 319): Provide funding to assist Pennsylvania implement PA's Nonpoint Source Management Program. This includes funding for abandoned mine drainage, agricultural and urban run-off, and natural channel design / streambank stabilization projects, and for development of watershed-based restoration plans.

5. Wild Resource Conservation Program: Funds research and conservation of PA’s wild plant and animal species, with special focus on species of concern.

6. State Wildlife Grants: A federal pass-through program administered by PGC and PFBC, fund research and restoration activities for priority species identified in the state wildlife action plans.

City of Philadelphia 

Philadelphia Water Department

PWD contributes to the Schuylkill Restoration Fund which is designed to fund priority on-the-ground restoration projects in the Schuylkill watershed. This fund is administered by Schuylkill River Heritage Area. Members of the Schuylkill Action Network provide technical decision-making.

OTHER PRIVATE FUNDING PROGRAMS
Coastal America - Coastal Wetlands Restoration Partnership (CWRP)

Coastal America is an action-oriented, results-driven process aimed at restoring and preserving vital coastal ecosystems and addressing our most critical environmental issues. The Coastal America Partnership was launched in 1991 by former President George H.W. Bush and formalized in 1992 with a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by nine sub-cabinet level agency representatives. These representatives committed their agencies to work together and integrate their efforts with state, local and nongovernmental activities.

The Coastal America Partnership utilizes a number of tools and programs to facilitate its mission. These include the Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership (CWRP) and International Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership (ICWRP), the network of Coastal Ecosystem Learning Centers (CELCs), and the Coastal America Partnership Awards program.

The CWRP is a way for environmentally responsible companies to reach out to their communities, beyond the boundaries of their own facilities. It is not a substitute for corporate compliance with federal permitting requirements. Instead, it allows private companies to make voluntary donations of funds or in-kind services to a non-profit organization. These funds or in-kind services are then used, at the company’s direction, to help support coastal habitat restoration or public education projects that have been selected and endorsed by the Coastal America Regional Implementation Teams.

Often, companies help their communities make the required local match for federal funds for community-based restoration projects. This makes for a win–win situation for the companies, the communities, and the federal government. All parties are able to maximize the environmental benefits of each dollar provided and better serve their communities and the environment. The CWRP is structured in parallel to Coastal America, with a National Level Management Committee, Regional Advisory Councils and State Advisory Boards. Now in its fifth year of implementation, the CWRP has over 225 corporate partners and 100 non-federal partners, including environmental organizations, foundations, and state and local governments. There are 50 projects complete, with another 60 in the works. There are currently CWRP Chapters in 13 states and two other countries, with other states rapidly creating Chapters of their own.

Projects supported by CWRP include: marsh and other aquatic habitat restoration, fish passage improvements, invasive species control, threatened/endangered species protection, educational efforts, research and monitoring projects. Contributions have supported various stages of projects, including feasibility, design, and implementation. In addition, corporate employees have provided volunteer services to a variety of projects.

The CWRP Mid-Atlantic region strategy focuses on restoring estuarine wetlands, reducing non-point source pollution from urban and farm areas, and restoration of endangered and threatened species. They have adopted the Mid-Atlantic Restoration Implementation Team (MARIT) Regional Strategy Ecosystem Restoration in the Mid Atlantic Region. 1) In addition, The Baltimore Aquarium and the Aquarium for Wildlife Conservation are Coastal Ecosystem Learning Centers in the mid-Atlantic region and restoration projects are being planned in conjunction with these institutions.

http://www.coastalamerica.gov/text/cwrp.html 

The Mid-Atlantic Regional Implementation Team
REGIONAL STRATEGY

PURPOSE

Coastal America is an innovative problem solving collaborative approach for multi‑agency partnerships. It responds to the need to protect, preserve and restore our coastal resources through partnerships for effective action. This Regional Implementation Strategy defines the major issues, special focus areas, goals and objectives and creates a collaborative problem‑solving approach for Federal, state, and local government agencies, the private sector, public interest groups, and community organizations to address coastal issues within the Mid‑Atlantic region. The Regional Strategy presents the framework and process for project development and internal management of the Mid‑Atlantic Regional Implementation Team.

DESCRIPTION

The geographical boundary of the Mid‑Atlantic region encompasses the coastal and inter‑coastal environments north from the border between Virginia and North Carolina to the Hudson River and Long Island.  Mid‑Atlantic estuaries support an array of commercially and ecologically important fish and shellfish resources and habitat critical to their survival. Important fisheries include: bluefish, flounder, weakfish, and menhaden, and anadromous species such as striped bass, shad, river herring, white and yellow perch.  Shellfish resources include: oyster, blue crab and several species of clam.  National Estuary Programs (NEP) for the Peconic Estuary, New York‑New Jersey Harbor Estuary, Long Island Sound, Delaware Estuary, Delaware Inland Bay,  Barnegat Bay, Maryland Coastal Bays, and the Chesapeake Bay Program are located in the Mid-Atlantic Region. Other national resources include the American Heritage Rivers; Potomac, Hudson and Upper Susquehanna and New which lies in West Virginia, but drains to the Ohio River drainage.

The major East Coast transportation corridor and urban megalopolis incorporating six major cities (New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, Richmond, and Norfolk/Hampton Roads area), with mountains on the west and coastal plains on the east bisects the Mid-Atlantic region. Industries contributing to the economy of the region include commercial and recreational fishing, farming, shipping, manufacturing, and tourism. Intensive use of Mid‑Atlantic ecosystems for industrial, residential, and recreational activities has had adverse effects on many regional estuarine resources. Of particular concern are wetlands, fisheries and shellfish resources. 

PROBLEM FOCUS

Significant environmental stresses threaten the ecological balance of the region. Mid‑Atlantic estuaries are the most susceptible to pollutant retention because of their relatively large volumes, moderate to low freshwater inflow, and tidal exchange. Fishery population’s responses to the effects of increasing human population pressures are influenced by disease, over harvesting, predation, and pollution from a proliferation of major point and non-point sources and physical blockages to historic spawning grounds.  The region has experienced significant wetlands and other habitat losses, and declines in species diversity. Land-use decisions and related pressures for continued growth and development throughout the region continue to place even greater burdens on rapidly diminishing resources.

ACTON FOCUS
The Mid‑Atlantic RIT will endorse and support projects which restore or create aquatic habitats with a focus on opportunities for increasing environmental benefits and economic or energy efficiency, as applicable. The focus areas include:

1) National Estuary Programs

2) Chesapeake Bay Program
3) Urban coastal community sustainability (restoration and environmental justice)

4) Atlantic coastal habitat restoration opportunities
5) Sustainable Economic Development/ Sustainable Communities

6) Enhancing Infrastructure Projects

7) Habitat Protection Projects of Opportunity

GOAL #1  

Seek opportunities supporting collaborative partnerships among Federal managers and state/local government representatives, non‑governmental organizations, and corporate interests within the region. 

Objective: Increase Federal agency response to regional issues and needs through forums for interagency consultation and action.  The Mid‑Atlantic RIT will promote a value‑added approach by focusing Federal and other public and private resources to meet coastal and regional ecosystem restoration needs.  

Objective:  Link MARIT objectives to existing active Federal partnerships – National Estuary Programs (NEP), Mid-Atlantic Federal Partners for the Environment (MAFPE), and American Heritage Rivers. Adopt NEP’s within the region to provide an important institutional framework for achieving restoration goals.

Objective:  Actively recruit new members for the Team.  Use resources of national CA office to identify regional federal participants.  Identify potential state partners.

GOAL #2

Develop and implement projects that restore or improve the structure, function, and sustainability of the Mid‑Atlantic coastal ecosystems. Projects will foster restoration through a focus on regionally significant ecosystems that contribute to the ecological and economical viability and quality of life for the region.  Selected projects may meet more than one objective.

Objective: Select projects which address the following criteria:

1) Projects must have one non‑Federal and at least one Federal sponsor, although multiple Federal partners are preferred. 
2) Demonstrated regional institutional, technical or public significance. 

3) Demonstrated environmental benefit.

4) Demonstrated local/corporate sponsor support and interest

5) Demonstrated cost effectiveness, energy efficiency and or economic benefit.

6) Demonstrated acceptability by State Advisory Boards for the Corporate Wetlands Restoration program and Military Innovative Readiness Training Program.

· Objective: Update project list annually.  Based on the updated list, each member will select one project for development for construction annually.

· Objective:  Team members will promote development of one project annually for submission for MARIT approval and selection to serve as an active source of projects. 

· Objective:  Each Team member will prioritize one project annually meeting goals and funding criteria of the State Advisory Boards for the National Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership.

· Objective:  Each Team member will prioritize one project annually meeting Innovative Readiness Training criteria for implementation using military training assets. 

GOAL #3

Raise public awareness of critical coastal issues through the support of Coastal Ecosystem Learning Centers (New York Aquarium, National Aquarium in Baltimore).

· Objective:  Attend CELC regional meetings. 

· Objective: Each team member will develop one project presentation annually utilizing the assets of Coastal Learning Centers to showcase MARIT projects.
· Objective: Review and update Coastal America commitments to Learning Centers at semiannual meetings.

PROCESS

Semiannual meetings will provide opportunities to submit project ideas for team discussion and review and serve to identify opportunities to build partnerships around planned projects.  Projects will be developed by team members for endorsement by the MARIT.  Project endorsement requires consensus of the team.   The Mid‑Atlantic RIT will advise the National and Regional* Implementation Teams and appropriate agency representatives of its actions. There may be proposals that are found inconsistent with Coastal America philosophy or that some agencies cannot support. The Mid‑Atlantic RIT will seek consensus from its memberships for alternative recommendations to contend with such proposals. At each meeting, progress on ongoing projects will be discussed.

* The Regional Implementation Team for the MARIT is the Mid-Atlantic Federal Partners for the Environment (MAFPE) http://water.usgs.gov/mafpe/.   This linkage as noted in Goal 2, 2nd objective was effected when the MAFPE principles agreed to support Coastal America MARIT at their 26 April 2001 Meeting in Baltimore, MD.
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List of Associated Documents: 

1. Environmental Finance Center Report

2. Survey Results of Estuary Agency and Partner Roles and Regulatory Matters


