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Abstract

The Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) is charged through Executive
Order 12906 with developing standards for geospatial data. Geospatial data include
geographic information and related products that are used for a variety of mapping
and resource assessment purposes by many segments of society. The Executive
Order states that standards shall be developed: "... in consultation and
cooperation with State, local, and tribal government, the private and academic
sector, and to the extent feasible the international community."

The FGDC has identified an important national need to develop a standard for
shoreline data. Under NOAA's leadership and in cooperation with the Coastal
States Organizationa workshopwas held in November 1997,at the NOAA Coastal
Services Center in Charleston, SC. The purpose of the meeting was to gather
information on the need for a national shoreline data content standard.

Subsequent to the meeting a draft shoreline data standard has being prepared and
is available for review. The emphasis of this standard is on the data quality aspects
ofshorehnedata. Depending upon the uses of shoreline data, the implications for
the coastal GIS community may be significant. It is hoped that the membership of
the Coastal Society will express their views as the standard is developed.

Background and Need for a National Shoreline Data Standard

Geographic information is critical to promote economic development, improve
management of natural resources, and protect the environment. (NRC, 1993)
Geographic information (or Spatial Data) are keys to efficient and safe
movement of goods and services that support the nation. Our nation has a long
history of supporting national mapping efforts. From the early surveys of
Washington and Jefferson of our western frontier to modern surveys utilizing
state of the art aircraft and spacecraft the United States has lead the world in
surveying and surveying technology. In the last IS years the art of surveying
and mapmaking has entered a revolution with new technology, especially the
Global Positioning System, Geographic Information Systems (GIS), and the
access to data through the Internet. Agencies are reducing costs of operations
by sharing data between organizations having a similar mission. By
standardizing data collection and data base activities everyone can take
advantage of the wealth of data that exists throughout the nation - whether it be
at the Federal, State, or local government level, universities, or private firms.
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However, it is critical that everyone agree to basic data standards for this
exchange to take place efficiency.

The shoreline data standard is intended to serve the community of users who are
involved with geospatial data "activities" that intersect the U.S. shoreline.
(Shalowitz, 1964; Ellis, 1978; and CSO, 1997) The purpose is to clarify the
complexities of shoreline data by developing a data model and data dictionary
representing the various attributes of shoreline, relationship to other data
standards, and its expected usage. (Lockwood, 1998) The standard will define
the accuracy, datum requirements, spatial (horizontal, vertical and elevation)
accuracy, and metadata requirements for nauticalcharting purposes, shoreline of
the United States and determining tidal datums. It will also establish
commonality for all Federal map products.

Benefits of a Data Standard In order for the standard to be adopted by the broad
range of users it must be simple to implement and have wide application. The
principal criteria is to specify minimumstandards to determine data accuracy
and to quantify spatial uncertainty. This will support a standardized
methodology for evaluating shorelinedata (regardless of survey methodology or
technology) and reportingresultantdata quality througha statisticallydefensible
approach.This will also permit muchwider use and acceptability of shoreline
data between parties. This will also establish rules for a national shoreline
certification program.

User Community for the Standard

Agencies that conduct surveys of shorelines, including coastal and estuaries,
inland lakes and rivers are the most likely groups to use this standard. This is
embodied in the civil engineering, surveying, and photogrammetrycommunity.
This standard will greatly increase the potential for exchange of data between
and among various federal, state, local governmental agencies, academic
institutions, and the private sector. The standard will provide a common
understanding of data accuracy requirements based on a variety of applicant
profiles. (CSO, 1997) It will also provide a common framework for
independent evaluation and assessment of shoreline data for a range of
applications that are independent of technology.

Identifying Stakeholders

NOAA began its efforts by identifying individuals within the agency with
expertise in shoreline data and formed an internal steering committee. This
group proceeded to strengthen management support, identify resources, outline a
work plan, and attempt to designate stakeholders within the coastal and ocean
mapping community. Identifying stakeholders is a critical step in the process of
standards development. Executive Order 12906 states that: "The FGDC shall
develop standards for implementing the National Spatial Data Infrastructure
(NSDI), in consultation and cooperation with State, local, and tribal

194



governments, the private and academic sectors, and, to the extent feasible, the
international community". (FGDC, 1994) Pursuant to this directive NOAA
began contacting agencies such as the National States Geographic Information
Council (NSGIC), National Association of Counties (NACO), and CSO to
identify key individuals who could assist in development of a shoreline
standard. This task was complicated by the esoteric nature of shoreline
mapping and because many agencies did not understand the benefits of working
on a standard.

Shoreline Workshop

A shoreline workshop for all stakeholders was held for in Charleston, SC in
November, 1997, at the NOAA Coastal Services Center. (Fowler and Von
Meyer, 1998) The objectives of the workshop were to:

o Establish (he need for a shoreline standard

o Determine what form that standard would take

o Identify all stakeholderswho would benefit from a shoreline standard.

The consensus of the attendees at the meeting was that the shoreline standard
effort will produce an extension or profile of the FGDC Metadata Standard and
include three products • a bibliography, a glossary, and a metadata standard.
(NOAA, 1998) Future work may develop this standard into a data content
standard. To facilitate this process, the following tenets have been proposed:

1. The land/water interface zone community, including producers, consumers,
and policy makers, agree that there is a benefit to pursuing a metadata
description for shoreline, a glossary, and a bibliography. The workshop
participants will be advocates for this standard in theirorganizations.

2. The bibliography supports the development of the glossary, which is
necessary for the development of the metadatastandard. The bibliography
will be a compilationof the references, standard shorelineproducts,shoreline
application descriptions, andtechnical papers thatreferto. describe,or use
shoreline data. Every referencein the glossary will have at least one reference
to the bibliography. Additionalexplanatory material about the use of the term,
common or known misuses of the term, and any confounding or clarifying
descriptions will be included in the glossary.

3. All three productswill be developed in a way that accommodatesany
shoreline data set That is, the products will not define one shoreline
representation, but will instead accommodate the notification and posting of a
variety of shoreline representations accompanied by enough information for
consumers to conduct "fitness-of-use" analysis.

Metadata Standard and Data quality

In response to the comments from the Charleston workshop, the Federal Register
notification, and subsequent conversations, it was determined that the most
significant contribution to the shoreline data community would be to provide
uniformity or standardization of shoreline data documentation —especially
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those that relate to data quality. The issue of data quality with respect to spatial
data is critical to the effective applicationof GIS. (Guptill and Morrison, 1995)
This will facilitate sharingof data, allow individuals who are not directly
involved in the collection aspect to determine the "Fitness-of-Use". It will also
expedite the development of a nationwide databaseof shoreline data and
information in an organized and readily available fashion. The key elements of
the metadata content that are essential to the shoreline data quality aspects are
included in Table 1.

Table 1 -- FGDC Metadata Section 2 and Fields that contribute to the DataQuality Report.
(FGDC.1995)

2.1 Attribute Accuracy
2.2 Logical Consistency
2.3 Completeness Report
2.4 Positional Accuracy

Horizontal PositionalAccuracy
Vertical Positional Accuracy

2.S Lineage
Source Information

Source Scale Denominator

Type of Source Media
Source Time Period of Content

Process Contact

Source Currentness Reference

Source Citation Abbreviation

Source Contribution

Process Step
Process Description
Source Used Citation Abbreviation

Process Date

Process Time

Source Produced Citation Abbreviation

The following is a brief definitionof eachof the majorelements as contained in
the Data Quality Section of the FGDC Metadata Standard:

Attribute Accuracy - An assessment of the accuracyof the identification of
entities and assignments of attribute values in the data set

LogicalConsistency - An explanationof the fidelity of the relationshipsin the
data set and the tests used

Completeness Report - Informationabout omission, selectioncriteria,
generalization, definitions used, and other rules used to derive the data set.

Positional Accuracy - An assessment of the positional accuracy of the
horizontal and vertical accuracy of the data

Lineage - Informationabout the events, parameters, and sourcedata which
constructed the data set, and information about the responsible parties.
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While this list identifies the broad categories of elements that contribute to
overall data quality, there may be additional elements necessary in order to
properly quantify the commutative accuracy (or uncertainty) of the data being
used. While it may be a relatively simple matter to assign a numerical value to
data that are represented as single points with limited attribution, it becomes a
highly complex matter when the spatial analysts deals with irregular lines and
polygons. Furthermore, with respect to the shoreline we are dealing with a
highlydynamic feature that is constantly changing with time. This issue has
been discussed in general terms by Guptill and Morrison and is summarized in
the following two concepts:

o "Geographicobservations aredefined in termsof space,time, and theme. Eachof these
dimension can be treated separately(but not always independently) in data quality
assessment."

o "Data qualify an amalgam ofoverlappingcomponents,includingaccuracy,resolution,
completenessandconsistency.The qualityof geographical databasescannot be adequately
described with a singlecomponent." (GuptillandMorrison, P. 167)

Conclusions

The development of a data standard is a significant undertaking. It requires a
substantial commitment of time and resources by the effected community. The
processsuggestedby the FGDCoffersampleopportunity for this communityto
be involved at a numberof critical steps - both formallyand informally- in this
effort. It is important that those agenciesand organizationsthat will be using the
standard become stakeholders in the development process. This can be
accomplishedby joining the ShorelineData Standard Working Group. The best
way to do this is to periodicallycheck the shorelinedata standard on the World
Wide Web at the following URL: HTTP://www.csc.noaa.gov/shoreline or
contact either of the authors: millington.lockwood@noaa.gov or
cflower@csc.noaa.gov
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Abstract

Supporting Local Planning for Wetlands

Carl Hershner

Chesapeake BayProgram Habitat Restoration Workgroup

TheChesapeake Bay Program's Wetlands Workgroup undertook a project in
1997 to develop a planning tool for local governments and watershed
associations. The objectivewas to makeit verysimpleto identify wetlands
which may play important roles in provision of services valued by the local
entity. The intent of theWorkgroup wasto support nonregulatory management
of wetland resources. If it would be possible to identify wetlands critical for
storm water management, or water quality improvement, or habitat provision, or
any other local management objective, then preservation would become partof
planning to meet those goals rather than merely saving existing wetlands. In
essence the goal was to help identify local reasons for wetlands preservation.

The approach was to usea GIS based assessment method relying on databases
which are comprehensibly available. This resulted in a verysimplistic
methodology, butoneamenable to local enhancement. Theprotocol developed
bytheWorkgroup requires a minimum of technical sophistication, butcanbe
easily upgraded as more refined dataand/or technical resources areavailable.

Theprotocol is stillindevelopment, undergoing a testapplication in Virginia in
1998. The prototype hasbeen applied to small watersheds in Pennsylvania and
Maryland, with some detailed field assessments undertaken to confirm the
protocol output. TheWorkgroup intends tocontinue testing and development
with an ultimate goalof producing a tool for both wetlands preservation and
creation targeting.

Carl Hershner VirginiaInstituteof MarineScience
College of William & Mary
P.O. Box 1346

Gloucester Point, VA 23062
804/684-7387

Fax: 804/684-7179

carl@vims.edu
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The Coastal Nonpoint Program: Lessons Learned in Designing
Programs to Improve Nonpoint Pollution Control in Coastal

Watersheds

Peyton Robertson
NOAA Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management

Section 6217 - An Ambitious Agenda

While it is beyondthe scopeof this paper to go into detail on the background of
Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990
(referred to generally as "the Coastal Nonpoint Program"), it is perhaps worth
noting that the law presentedan ambitious undertakingto addressone of the
most difficult pollutioncontrolchallenges remaining today - nonpoint source
pollution. Section 6217 uses a technology-based approach (use what we know
works to control polluted runoff wherever such nonpoint source activities occur)
to manage sources of runoff pollution that impact coastal waters. Such an
approach has been extremely successful in controlling point sources of water
pollution, identifiable as discharge pipes from sewage treatment plantsor
industrial outfalls. It was thought that a similar strategy might prove the most
expedient in addressing the broad rangeof land use activities that generate
coastalsourcesof nonpoint pollution, though such sourcesareby theirnature
diffuse and more dispersed across the landscape, typically difficult to pinpointas
a single, identifiableoriginof waterpollution. The "technology" to be applied
to such sources was outlined in GuidanceSpecifyingManagementMeasures for
Sources ofNonpoint Pollution, January 1993, developed by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), in consultation with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the two agencies charged with
administering the Coastal Nonpoint Program at the Federal government level.

A second key feature of the Coastal Nonpoint Programwas to ensure that
technologies to control coastal nonpoint pollution were implemented through
"enforceable policies and mechanisms," linking the successful use of such
policies in state coastal zone management programs with the methodologies on
specific nonpoint pollution control techniques embodied in existing state
nonpoint source programs. In essence, the thinking was to strengthen both the
techniques for nonpoint pollution control (through detailed technical guidance
on the full range of nonpoint source controls) and the means to implement them
(through a requirement that programs be enforceable by state government).

The comprehensive approach of the Coastal Nonpoint Program remains one if its
great strengths - it acknowledges the broad spectrum of activities that generate
polluted runoff and recognizes the need for accountability in dealing
with those sources to achieve both watershed restoration and protection goals.
However, the strength of such a comprehensive approach also presents one of its
greatestchallenges —the diverse array of nonpoint pollution sources makes it

200



difficult to address them all at once; the interests associated with certain uses of
landand the traditional programs used to manage them createresistance to
change; andthe multiple roles andresponsibilities of the players in nonpoint
sourcepollutioncontrol make program coordination one of the most necessary
but also one of the most difficult challenges.

State Concerns with the Coastal Nonpoint Program

During the development of Coastal Nonpoint Programs, states andterritories
raiseda number of issues and concernsregarding final program approval and
implementation. In December 1994, theCoastal States Organization (CSO)
articulated the primary issuesconfronting states andsuggestedseveral policy
changes deemednecessary "to maintain the viability andthe success of the
coastalnonpoint pollutioncontrol program..." The key issues raisedand
remedies proposedby CSO are summarized below:

Boundary - CSO raised concerns regarding how the geographic scopeof the
Coastal Nonpoint Program withineach state wouldbe determined and proposed
that finaldetermination of the boundaries for the program should be made by the
states.

Geographic Targeting - CSO felt that NOAA and EPAhadnot sufficiently
provided for targeting of Coastal Nonpoint Programs. CSO argued thatthe
scope of the Coastal Nonpoint Program should be limited to coastal waters that
do not meet applicable waterqualitystandards or where it is "reasonably
foreseeable" that those standards will not be met in the future due to new or

expanding sources.

Enforceable policiesandmechanisms - In accordance with the statute. Coastal
Nonpoint Programs must include enforceable policies and mechanismsto ensure
implementation of the management measures. CSO suggested thatthe definition
of "enforceable policy" underthe Coastal Zone Management Act should be
interpreted broadly andproposed that where a state hasenforcement authority
against activities which areresulting in water quality impairments, such
authorityshould be adequate to meet the enforceablepolicy requirement.

Timeframe - The statuteestablishes only a timeframe by which states must
develop CoastalNonpoint Programs. In program guidance for the Coastal
Nonpoint Program. NOAA and EPAestablished a timeframe of 3 years for
implementation of the management measures. CSO suggested thatthe 3-year
timeframe was unreasonable, particularly in light of large number of sources to
be addressed, and needed to be significantly increased.

Responding to State Concerns - Flexibility for State Coastal Nonpoint Programs

In January 1995,NOAA and EPA outlined a specific set of administrative
actions to address state issues and concerns and to provide further flexibility for
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theCoastal Nonpoint Program. Further details of thisadministrative flexibility
weredescribed in a March 16, 1995 document entitledFlexibility for State
Coastal NonpointPrograms. Highlightsof the actionsdescribed in that
document are summarized below:

Boundary - NOAA and EPA agreed to generally defer to staledeterminations of
the boundary forCoastal NonpointPrograms, unless there was evidence that the
state's proposal excluded land or water usesreasonably expected to have
significant impactsor presentthreats to coastal waters.

Geographic Targeting - NOAA andEPAmaintained that the Coastal Nonpoint
Program was already targeted to coastal waters, but provided flexibility for
targeting in three ways: 1)exclusion ofcategories, subcategories, and individual
sources that did not present significant adverse effects to coastal waters; 2)
generally deferring to state proposals on the geographic scopeof the program;
and 3) phasingof the program within an expandedtimeframe.

Enforceable policies andmechanisms - NOAA andEPAexpanded theirview of
the kindsof enforceable policies and mechanisms states coulduse,allowing for
existing "badactorlaws," enforceable water qualitystandards, general
environmentallaws and prohibitions, and otherexisting authorities to serve as
"back-up" authorities for voluntary programs. In these cases, NOAA and EPA
agreed to conditionally approvestate Coastal Nonpoint Programs for up to five
years, providing the opportunity to demonstrate that less specific authorities, in
combination with voluntary efforts, wouldbe effective in ensuring program
implementation.

Timeframe - NOAA and EPA substantially extended the timeframe for program
implementation, providingeight yearsto achieve full implementationof the
management measures.

An Initial Set of Lessons Learned

Several issues becameapparent in the developmentof stateCoastal Nonpoint
Programs and they are instructive as they relateto developing environmental
programs to deal with complex and difficult problems.

1. Establishing boundaries for naturalresources management is often at odds with
boundaries established for governance.

In the early stages of programdevelopment, NOAA sought input from the states
on what would be the most sensible approach for determining the geographic
scope of the Coastal Nonpoint Program. The statute directed that NOAA review
the inlandextent of each state's coastal zone boundary and recommend any
modifications necessary to control the land and water uses that have a significant
impact on the coastal waters of the state. States generally agreed that it made
sense to deal with nonpoint source pollution on a watershed basis. Therefore,
using data available on a national basis, NOAA generally recommended that
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states include "coastal watersheds" as the area within which they would
implement theirCoastal Nonpoint Programs. "Coastal watersheds" were
defined as the U.S. Geological Survey's eight (8) digit hydrologic units adjacent
to the coast, extending inland to encompass the head of tide.

Having reviewedall 29 stateCoastal NonpointPrograms, few included
proposals for establishing a6217 management area basedon watershed
boundaries. Instead,almost two thirds of the states proposed to use either their
existingcoastal zone boundary or go statewide with the Coastal Nonpoint
Program. Only a thirdof the coastal statesproposed boundaries basedon
watersheds or some other nonpoint source pollution rationale:

ProposedExisting
Coastal Zone (CZ)

Proposed entire state
(including where entire state

is the CZ)

Proposed 6217 Management Area
based on watersheds or other

nonpoint source rationale

6 12 11

This result points out oneof the major challenges in managing natural resources
based on ecological rather than political boundaries: stateand local programs,
including funding, tendto be based on political jurisdictions. Many states found
it to be more expedient to go statewide with theirCoastal Nonpoint Programs
thanto attemptto establish a boundary based on hydrology. Furthermore,
proposals to actually modify the existingcoastal zone werevirtually non
existent.

2. Changes in political climate have real impacts

The Coastal Nonpoint Program wasdeveloped on the cuspof aneraof political
change. The environmental programs of the 1970's and 1980's, particularly the
Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act, were driven by a regulatory philosophy
whereby compliance would ultimately be achieved through direct agency action.
This approach hadworked well in achieving environmental progress, though it
came with some costs in terms of political support. The Coastal Nonpoint
Program cameat theend that era, though it attempted to use the sameapproach
thathadproved so successful before —requiring specific enforceable policies
andmechanisms to ensure implementation whereotherapproaches failed.

One of the most notable changes in politicalclimate that occurred during Coastal
Nonpoint Program development wasthe shift to states' rights anddevolution of
power from theFederal government. Though theCoastal Nonpoint Program did
not include a provision for NOAA andEPAto takeoverCoastal Nonpoint
Programs where states failed to develop or implement them, the specific
program requirements wereviewedby somestates as overlyburdensome and
"top down." With respect to the requirement for enforceable policies and
mechanisms, the political climate in Washington and in the stateswas becoming
colder to regulation andmore favorable to incentive-based approaches. The
floordebateover HR 961 (the so-called "Dirty Water bill" in the U.S. Congress

203



in the spring of 1994) illustrated how contentious this issue had become, though
it also illustrated the resilience of a program designed to protect valuable coastal
resources.

3. "SHOW ME THE MONEY!"

As the now often quoted line of a popular movie explains, programs to manage
polluted runoff need resources to be successful. Funding for the Coastal
Nonpoint Program was authorized in the statute for $6 million in fiscal year
1992, increasing to $12 million for fiscal years 1993-1995. Appropriations for
the Coastal Nonpoint Program were $2 million in FY 92, $1.92 million in FY
93, $4 million in FY 94 and $5 million in FY 95. Though the authorization ran
out in 1995, the President's budget requested$8 million in FY 96 and $2.5
million in FY 97. No funds were appropriated in either of these years. Finally,
in FY 98, the President's request was $1 million and the Congress provided
appropriationsat that level. EPA provided $1 million to augment the
appropriated funds, providingcoastalstateswith $2 million for FY 98.

The resources available to develop state Coastal Nonpoint Programsgenerally
provided enough money for each coastal state to hire a staff person and, in some
cases, contract for specific development work as appropriations increased.
Considering that each of the coastal states and territorieseventually submitted a
program to NOAA and EPA for approval, it is a noteworthy success that states
were able to successfully develop programs with limited resources. However,
the lack of any appropriation in fiscal years 96 and 97 hurt the program, and
many have arguedthat there were never sufficient resources to devote the kind
of effort necessary to achieve the ambitious scope of the program. Budget
proposals for FY 99 include $12 million for the Coastal Nonpoint Program,
including$6 million to completedevelopmentof stateprograms and$6 million
to begin implementation. Clearly, if these proposals aresuccessful, stateCoastal
Nonpoint Programswill have new fuel with which to move forward and the
infusion of dollars could reinvigorate state efforts.

State Capacity to Manage Coastal Nonpoint Pollution

Based on a review of the 29 Coastal Nonpoint Programs submitted to NOAA
and EPA for approval,some patterns emerge in the relative abilities of states to
manage pollutedrunoff in coastal areas. A snapshot of these patterns follows:

Agriculture

Most states have the technical tools they need to implement agricultural
practices in the form of Best ManagementPractice(BMP) manuals or other
guidance.

Veryfewstateshavespecific enforceable policies and mechanisms for
agriculturalsourcesand mosthaveproposedto relyon generalback-up
authorities (o ensure implementation.
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Forestry

NOAA andEPA agreed with 9 coastal stalesthat forestry could be excluded
from theirCoastal Nonpoint Programs based on a lack of die source or limited
pollution potential.

Subtracting thosestates thatexcluded forestry, states generally haveBMP
manuals for forestry andmanystateshaverecently revisedthesemanuals to
bring them intotechnical conformity withguidance developed for theCoastal
Nonpoint Program.

Subtracting those states that excluded forestry, there is a fairly evenmix
acrossthe coastalstatesof thosewho have specificauthorities (forest practices
acts) andthose whoare proposing to relyoncompliance audits orotherfield
surveys,backed by waterquality authorities.

Urban Sources

States vary widelyin theirability to address urban sources of polluted runoff,
particularly because of differences intherelationship between state and local
governments.

Management approaches for watershed protection andexisting development
are particularly difficult to implement.

Many states usedtheCoastal Nonpoint Program asanopportunity to upgrade
existing requirements for stormwater management, erosion andsediment
control, construction site chemical control, and onsite disposal systems.

Marinas

Forsiting anddesignof marinas, many statesarerelyingon existing wetlandor resource
protection permitting programs.

For operation and maintenance, most coastal states have developed orare developing
marina checklists or other "housekeeping" tools.

Hydromodification/Wetlands

Most states haveexistingprograms thatprotect tidalandnontidal wetlands, but they
don't always focus on thenonpoint source abatement function of wetlands.

Many states do nothave programs todeal withexisiing modified channels orexisting
impacted wetlands.

FutureChallenges for Coastal Nonpoint Program Implementation

Following the initial phase of program reviews, NOAA andEPA began to issue
Findings oneach of thestate Coastal Nonpoint Programs. It soon became
apparent to both theFederal agencies and thestates that noprogram would be
fully approvable andeach wouldinclude someconditions for further
development. This could be viewed asthe proverbial glass of water beingeither
half full or halfempty. NOAA and EPAviewedthe glass ashalf full, since no
program was found tobe"unapprovable" and therefore nostates were subject to
the penalty provisions of the statute. Further, the Federal agencies saw the
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programsas "approved, with conditions." The states viewed the glass as half-
empty, sinceno program was found to be "fully approved" andtherefore no
states had successfully met all of the program requirements.

In response to remaining stateconcerns over the issuesof enforceability,
targeting, timeframe for implementation and resources, NOAA and EPAagreed
to proposea second roundofadministrative changesin March 1998. At the time
of thiswriting, theavailability of the proposed administrative changes hasbeen
noticed in the Federal Register andthecomment period remains open.
Generally, the proposed changes will shiftattention from the program approval
phase to the program implementation phase, giving states more flexibility now in
return formoreaccountability later. The implications of these changes remain to
be seen, but there will clearly be challenges for both the states and NOAA and
EPA not only in applyingthe changes, but alsoin ensuringthe successful
implementationof the Coastal NonpointProgram.

As discussed previously, sufficient resources for the program is a key issue.
States will need a reliable source of Federal funding in addition to their own
resources and private funds to ensuresuccessful implementation. At the same
time, states will need to establish a clear vision forhow they intendto implement
their programs, buildingaccountability into implementation planswith
identifiable milestones and benchmarks that can be tracked and evaluated. There
will be a continuing need for public involvement in stateCoastal Nonpoint
Programs, both through publiceducation and outreach on polluted runoff and in
making decisions aboutstate policy options. Finally, therewill need to be long
term commitment to solve the coastal nonpointsourcepollutionproblem. As
evidenced in thedevelopment of state Coastal Nonpoint Programs, there remains
a tendency for a given sourceof nonpointpollution to point the fingerat
someone else or to claim that their share of the problem is insignificant. Until
there is a sustained,collective resolve to address polluted runoff in a
comprehensive fashion, individual efforts will pale in comparison to the
ubiquitous and pervasive natureof the problem.

Peyton Robertson Coastal Programs Division
NOAA Office of Ocean and Coastal

Resource Management
1305 East West Highway, N/ORM3
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Ph (301) 713-3098x137
Fax (301) 713-4367
probertson@coasts.nos.noaa.gov
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