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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

~ Background

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program is a cooperative effort to develop and implement a
comprehensive plan for long-term management of the Bay-Delta system. A 1994 Accord signed
by Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt and California Governor Pete Wilson Qrowded the
framework for the CALFED Bay—Delta program. Partners to the processgaare Stdte of California
and United States departments and agencies which have mana: ement of & latory respon81b111ty
for Bay-Delta resources. - i

Purpose

Developing a solution that can meet lon :

assurances--the full range of adm1n1strat1Ve and Ieg tool
regulatory authority to contracts and market 1ncent1ves-—t

program successes and challenges that may help
inistrative structures, management techniques and

’ aégl'omnshlps, pubhc mvolvement and the decision process It relies almost excluswely on
eﬁhone 1nterv1ews with various program partlc1pants and admmlstrators for thls 1nformat10n

ﬁartlclpants feel about various program characteristics. - Information also came .

LETTR

. from prSEram reports and publications, web site materials, and data avallable from Tetra Tech,

. ‘ . BDAC Assurances Research Report
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.which included six goal components, each containing a ge

THE CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION

The Chesapeake Bay Program (Program) is the first estuary restoration program in the
United States. Begun through a United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
administered study in 1975, the Program became an entity in 1983. A voluntary agreement was
signed by the EPA, the cabinet-level representatives of the State of Maryland and the.
Commonwealths of Pennsylvania and Virginia, the Mayor of Washmgt ,DC, a d'the Chair of
the Chesapeake Bay Comm1ss1on a tri-state legislative comrmssmn reg] 5§n31bl,, for advising the

The Chesapeake Bay Agreement of 1983 was a gEe ral cop
work cooperatively to improve and protect the water quali
Chesapeake Bay (Bay). It was replaced by the more detdile:

: :; Quality commitment to -
ﬂgg ear 2000, using the
as tﬁe baseline

commitments to achieve the goals. The most well known is the;
reduce nutnent loading by 40 percent through a bas1

measurement. The 1987 agreement also chang’

o

'ﬁle gqve

»;psad or out31de the rogram

participants credit the Chesapeake Bay Alliance, an independent outreach
organization, with good communication and public relations. The Alliance is funded by the EPA
to develop outreach techniques and to produce The Bay Journal which is highly regarded by

: BDAC Assurances Research Report
CALFED . February 2,1998
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various program participants. The EPA gives the Alliance autonomy over editing the Joumal
- All parties contacted have found this arrangement extremely beneficial to the Program.

Additional emphasis is currently being placed on developing local government
involvement in, and support of, Program policies. Over theé life of the Program, it has become
apparent that Bay health is a watershed-wide issue. Early efforts were focused almost entirely on
the mainstem of the Bay and on State and Federal recovery actions. Ultlmately, program success
depends on local buy-in and participation.

The Program’s longev1ty, which has glven participants the oppo
and the ability to work together effectwely, is a crucial suc ‘%factor W,
decisions have to be made. The Program’ s greatest stren

‘1o develop trust

regulatory structure would not promote but it also allow
commitments to the Program in an uneven manne_r.

o ) BDAC Assurances Research Report
CALFED : - " February 2, 1998
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‘'THE CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM

Area Covered by the Program

The 64,000-square-mile Chesapeake Bay watershed comprises portions of New York,
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Delaware, Maryland and Virginia and all of the District of
Columbia. The Chesapeake Bay (Bay), which is the focus of the Chesapeake Bay, ,Program
(Program), is approximately 200 miles long with over 4,400 miles of shorelme @csplte the large -
surface size of the tidal bay, 2 ,300 square mlles, the average depth is 27 &t Cﬁesapeake Bay
Program, 1997a) :

Establishment and Evolution of the Program

Bay
n, the Chesapeake Bay
n abiding interest in the

Environmentalists, Bay recreatlomst 5,1
fish and shellfish populations were the major- orgam%:
water quality and ecosystem health in the’; 1970s. They Wi
of citizens throughout the area. The B 'il%las a Vo’i%yf powerfulFm uence on sense of place, so it
has long had a. large constltuency At SI ﬂhts M "‘f?land in half consequently, large populations in

) ‘ >fherefore natural that early efforts to
as no smgle cntlcal event or issue that

z_%%?enterpnges? dependent on robust
' gcerned about deteriorating

11cens1ng It oreated thef
precursor to the current Pr
repoﬁ?econnnendatlons

restromﬁon program was initiated. The Chesapeake Bay Agreement of 1983, a non—bmdmg
statement of commitment (Appendix A), was signed by the governors of Maryland, Virginia and
Pennsylvania; the Mayor of Washington, DC; the chair of the Chesapeake Bay Commission;.and

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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the Director of the EPA. Other institutional structures such as an interstate compact or Bay-wide
authority had been considered, but the states were determined to maintain their réspective rights.
Partners to the compact committed to general goals of improving and protecting Bay living
resources and water quality. Together, the signatories formed the Chesapeake Executive Council
(Executive Council). : :

 The most difficult issue in crafting the original solution--reducing nutrlents to restore
living resources--was moving away from looking at the Bay from a political subdiyision
perspective and treating it as a geographic entity. It requlred forglng new.interggvernmental
relationships to coordinate laws and policies and new citizen-governme tfg%smps to raise
public awareness about citizens’ roles in Bay recovery effo

The 1983 Agreement was replaced by the 1987 Ch, '
B) that contained specific goals including a 40 percent @ ‘
entering the Bay by the year 2000. The 1987 agreement
Amendments (Appendix C) that further committed the p
Bay’s tributaries (Chesapeake Bay Program 1997b).

In 1994, executives of the 23 federal agenmesg%wnh mana
the Bay signed the Agreement of Federal Agenci % stem ﬁéz
Chesapeake Bay (Appendix D). The level of;

greement was a general pledge among the
uld, © 1mprove and protect the water quahty and 11v1ng ‘

and Development Publig:
Gov";nance Each goal,

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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public education.

_grouf

Resource Issues and Program Responses

Ten issues were originally proposed for study. The list was narrowed to three: nutrient
enrichment, toxics pollution, and decline of submerged aquatic vegetation essential to a variety
of waterfowl and marine life. At the beginning of the study process, it was assumed toxics were
the Bay’s major problem causing decline of submerged aquatic vegetation. The EPA .
administered study revealed, however, that the Bay’s primary problem was nutrient loadmg in
the form of excess nitrogen and phosphorus _

Virginia and A
ultural best

Nutrients being carried into the Bay by its tributs
impediment to goal achievement. The Program partners\p
response to the problem The agreement reafﬁrmed the c,,eg

then, the science for the Program has produced addltlonal dlscovenes that have .
grar?r ﬂex1b111ty to,adjust appropriately. The lag time for nutrients to move out of the
‘into the water column after cleanup efforts on agricultural land was not originally
understood. Depending on soil types, the lag time may be up to 20 years, and this will affect
both recover time and how progress is interpreted. Several years into the Program it was

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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discovered that up to 30 percent of the nitrogen in the Bay could be airborne. Some of it is from
sources the Program cannot control, such as out—of—state sources and vehicle usage This creates 7
special challenges to reduction efforts. - :

Scientific credibility has been strengthened over time since, in addition to science being
subjected to technical and peer review, the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee has
increasingly held workshops and performed literature syntheses relevant to program managers.
There have been instances where political commitments had to be made without the*benefit of

. strong scientific certainty, but there has now been enough success and sc1ent1ﬁc ibility built
xgﬁ ecfs1on making has
reahtles but

increased. There is recognition that sc1ence has to be able t
having a strong technical basis for reccommendations incre:
recommendations. - ' :

The mechanism for developing recovery project
developed by the Sc1ent1ﬁc and Technical Advisory Co

Pnontles are ul’umately a balance betg &
tributaries strategies were developed, metho
science standpoint were untenable from g @polltlcal and ecofio
adapt in order to produce equitable straté egies that Would st;}l; eld 1mprovements even though
outcomes might not achieve the mos v

Vi ls in a timely manner.

ost visible current administrative components of the
__Af the program, more than 50 subcomm1ttees and

issues and needs~ ¢ Bay Progtam 1997b).

4 11“ he Chesapeake' B Xe vé Council, discussed above, determines ultlmate policy
direction for the Program%%?lﬁf advice and recommendations from the Principals’ Staff
, C%%mlttee and Imple entanon Committee. The 1983 Agreement contained provisions for
nge Bershlp at the cab' iet secretary level, which is now represented on the Principals’ Staff
ee. Aware ess that the decision making group needed the highest level of commitment
ind:1 Ted to a change in the 1987 Agreement. Representation on the Council shifted
4 B
to%t% s’of the partner states. The agreement is not legally binding, so all entities retain
their ré§pective regulatory authorities. Decisions on the Executive Council and the comm1ttees
are made by consensus. '

. ) . BDAC Assurances Research Report
CALFED ‘ February 2, 1998
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The Council meets annually but can meet as needed. The meetings are held in two parts:
during the first part, only chairs of the various advisory committees are permitted in the room
with the Council members; the second part is a public meeting. Although the organizational

* chart shows that only the Citizens Advisory Committee and Local Government Advisory .

Committee report directly to the Council as well as the Implementation Committee, the Scientific
& Technical Advisory Committee also responds directly to the Council at the annual meeting.

CALFED
— BAY-DELTA
Bl PROGRAM

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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Chesapeake

Local Government -
‘| Advisory Committee
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Advisory Committee

Executive Council
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Princihpals' Staff

Committee

1520814
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The Principals’ Staff Committee comprises executive staff of the signatories to the
Agreement. It accepts policy recommendations from the various committees and subcommittees
and advises the Executive Council. The Committee also sets policy and program direction for
the Implementation Committee.

The Implementation Committee, which may receive policy direction from either the
Principals’ Staff Committee or Executive Council, has a fairly large roster. It comprises
representatives from the signatories to the 1983 and 1987 agreements as well as. rep,tesentatwes
from ten other federal agencies and various Program participants. It over%ees tk e udget
Steering Committee and Federal Agencies Committees and the ten subcomni 'ttees listed on the
organizational chart. It establishes committees and subcompii ”’cf@ees ang nates their
activities, it formulates the annual work plan and operat1 s budget Wl ;

from the Technical Advisory Committee, the Local Go A
Adv1sory Comm1ttee‘ Staff is provided by the Chesaped

Speclal note should be made of the CheSapeake Bay i fon, A tri-state legislative
the COMissior_l

makes policy recommendations and 1eg1s1at1ve I
orgamzatlonal structures were studied by thev_.,

t%s invol in the task of creating
'ecommg a partner. After two

, erided forming a commission that
ate lavgs for the Bay (Chesapeake Bay Comm1ss1on

would have a legislative focus to c
1996) Assumptions were that st\ e

g

en the two states. Commission
ﬁzéet process would be a key to successful
and citizen representatives from each state to
eds Whlle the Commlssmn has a mlss1on and

yraction can start from various places in the Program. The members of the

Exe ouncﬂ all have authority to act independently to respond to perceived policy needs
for their respective jurisdictions. If a member has an important initiative, it will be brought
before the other members for discussion and agreement. Policy recommendations most typically

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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come from the Implementation or Principals’ Staff committees. An issue may also start at the
various independent committee or subcommittee levels. If that is the case, it is often assigned to
a task force or workgroup for refinement and then works its way back up through the
Implementation Committee to the Principals® Staff Committee. From there it goes before the
Executive Council as a recommendation to be considered at the annual meeting. It can be either
* a directive (selected examples, Appendix E) that formally charges the Program with carrying out

specific actions or an adoption statement (selected examples, Appendix F ) that formally accepts a
report plan or set of recommendatlons :

'ﬂf“:‘od#hlgh visibility

me time, the states

The formal acknowledgment at the annual meetmg gives a poli
and legitimacy which Program members believe create mo En

has also led to criticism that the- Program sometimes lac'
its own commitments. :

In addition to the Chesapeake Executive Council, =fhe _
. carries out policy making. The Commission has the advantage oﬁ;@z’ g\' ble ¢ to move legislation
directly since it comprises members of the legis]; s herefore: ﬁoes‘“not need to ﬁnd
sponsors. Often, however, the Commission w_. : iy
go before the Executlve Council. The Watershed ini

Council, and the Executlve Councﬂ i
shepherd 1t through the leglslature

‘. Federal funds arepot allocated for cleanup efforts. Approximately half of the annual

blidg et is allocated to ‘c%llectmn and monitoring data. The other half goes to grants which are

‘ %%? 1ated conswtek twith EPA grant making guidelines on a 30-30-30-10 percentage basis
e:state g id Washington, DC for administration and infrastructure support. States are

réhs ons1b funding cleanup. The Program also receives earmarked funds for special projects

based*on‘Congressmnal appropnatlons

) ‘ . BDAC Assurances Research Report
CALFED ' February 2, 1998
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Program funding includes four categories: (1) Core, which is the minimum needed to
keep the Program going. If most funding was lost, the Core category funding would likely go to
monitoring as the minimum activity that would constitute still having the Program; (2) Base,
which is allocated to all Program entities to carry out stable year-to-year functions;

(3) Activities, which are projects consistent with annual work plans and policy directives; and
(4) Competitive, for innovative projects that supplement Program activities but which may be
undertaken by organizations outside the Program. The Competitive category is a relatively small
percent of the budget, but it offers unique opportunities for innovative approaches and

- cooperative efforts with outside 1nterests which promote Program v151b11'ty and support

4 ﬁfﬁ

_often referred to subcommittees for merit review. ThlS &

feels supporting an outside proposal might replace appr."'

submitted to the Budget Steering Committee. They are t}se= ;
strategic objectives, Executive Council directives, and: g;le lever, istance potential
represented by matchmg funds )

board is appointed by the Govem()g‘
citizen groups engaged in clean : efforts.

The Alliance haseother independent projects and funding sources, but it has received

v

It both re ponds to and initiates recommendations. It may take directions from
to; eordt rdte communication efforts on an issue or organize a workshop. It may also.
eposa’ls for development of projects or techniques it thinks will benefit the Program.

geq:

‘The Alliante proposed, received approval for, and developed a Bay citizen monitoring program.

In addition to organizing the program, it developed the written guidelines for procedures and.
performance. The Alliance also publishes The Bay Journal which is highly regarded by a broad

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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spectrum of Bay interests. Its credibility is influenced by both the writing and the fact that the
EPA gives the Alliance autonomy over Journal editing. Members of the Program acknowledge
. that the Alliance has done a great deal to ensure outreach success and visibility. since its level of
expertise in outreach and communication rarely exists within typical program orgamzatlons or
agencies.

Surveys are considered essential to appropriate outreach efforts. The EPA funded a
survey in the early 19805 to find out levels of knowledge and concern about the Bay throughout
~ the drainage. People farther from the shore cared as much about the Bay;but were less
. knowledgeable about how their actions affected it. ‘This gave the Progr able information
for how to tailor informational programs. : ~

Maryland undertook its own Survey in the early |
marketmg style quest1ons s1nce the survey was federall,;

, "devwe that.could be attached to the end of 2
ass soﬁj:hat people wouldn’t cut it as often,

their resgec ve local g
support and involvement will

have been fully developed The Program acknowledges that as more emphasis moves to
ivities in the trlbutanes, developing good relationships and a network of knowledge among

Ja

=ogram and commumtles will be a key to successful recovery efforts.

- The basic assurances are the Bay agreements which have goals, objectives and
commitment statements. The different plans which have been developed in response to those . -

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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‘

commitments are additional assurances. Having measurable goals and target dates are
considered important assurances, but with a caveat: participants and the public need to
understand that there has to be flexibility in meeting target numbers and dates since there are so-
many variables which can affect achieving those goals. There is a difference in perception about
the wisdom of allowing the goals to be moving targets as that approach can be used to put off
making hard choices, but there is broad agreement about the need to 1nclude both ultimate goals
and short-term benchmarks that can be reported on yearly. ,
‘>

There are enforceable assurances in federal, state and local regulatlons Local regulations
tend to be more a response to the different state mandates. Because of, fh ) luntary nature of the
agreements there is some senise that state regulatlons in partic 'cular mﬁ‘ "even in their

B

within the1r poht1ca1 subd1v1s1on to help all others mex
be the case.

Implementation Committee i inves
been redeﬁned The Commif

'.,

gram. The 1997 Pﬁstena outbreak was an example of a situation that needed rapld
respoi d the ability to work through an issue that is going to have both environmiental and
economic consequences. Long-time participants were able to listen to one another and work

- through difficult issues in a much more civil and effective manner than one would ordinarily

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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expect from a process where policy changes have to be made that will significantly affect interest
groups. ' '
Measuring Success

Administrative success is measured by the ability of the Program to foster cooperation
among the srgnatones for passing Ieg1slatlon that will help the Bay recover. Itis algo measured

0
~ public ways.of determmmg where and how managerial eﬂgorts are paying ST
and target date set in the 1987 agreement, the Program has%lcomm ed to add1 100
target dates. The sense is that, in recovery areas where § %9 SArens
1 :

and support is lower for Program accomphshments A

converted to development has also been developed and s repoft
annual report is a tool for 1nform1ng and for drrectmg focus. It oﬁe

a}g;le?Mr Fowler, meet at a particular site, link arms, and
’ers any longer. Itis an mformal measure for water

2?5" ‘ ‘
“é One of the most eﬁfec%%e tools the Program has produced is a model for what the Bay
sys,teén might look like 1%,noth1ng had been done since the Program started. The public can make
parisons and acknowledge that they would not want ‘no action’ outcomes. This enhances
i ) ‘Eiunderstand progress not only in terms of the baseline measurements, but in
he’Bay Program at all.

Contingencies
o , . BDAC Assurances Research Report
CALFED ‘ . February 2, 1998
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The Program has no formal contingency plan; It has dealt with challenges on an ad hoc
basis. ‘ : .

" Early in the Program s history, a Congressmnal investigation of EPA caused a loss of the -
scientific support contract for computing, modeling and staff almost overnight. Rebuilding the v
support took the Program nearly two years, but it has increased rehablllty and seamlessness of
scientific and technical program functions. EPA funds staff from various entities such as the
USDA Forest Service, various state agencies and universities. There are 20 fello%s]yps that
contribute significantly to scientific and technical support. Team leaders.are appo nted by EPA
according to responsibilities rather than by organizational affiliation. has’inicreased inter-

orgamzatlonal cooperation.

tidal rivers. It is assumed this will contl_ ¢ for 18 1o’ 24 months before the sediments are cleaned
out. These various factors affect prior aSSUmptloﬁ§ about ]%% pidly certam types of actions

A drawback of the arrangement is that state-by-state response to directives and Program
needs through legislation or funding can be uneven. This can affect implementation and, as a

BDAC Assurances Research Report
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result, the perception of overall commitment. The electoral process can affect commitment when
governors and legislators who do not support Program efforts because of their political
philosophies come into office. This has happened, but its effects on the Program are not as
negative as one might expect. The longevity of the Program provides a strong incentive for new
members of the Executive Council or Commission to follow those who have gone before them.
In the case of the governors, there is also incentive not to be a ‘lone ranger’ and act contrary to
the cooperative effort of the others. It is unclear, however, whether this buffering effect would
be maintained should membership in the Program become dominated by unsupportive
personahtles over a significant enough length time to affect institutional culture, .

Program is a federal representative. Even though EPA is the:»grént admmls
presence because of the staffing and funding support it %ﬁ{}gwdes the (states

%

enforcement, but the relationship has relied on cooperat Yitha good deal of I¢ Vided

for innovative approaches to problem solving. There hav: i %er been expressions of
. [ A ek,

frustration that there isn’t more of a regulatory enforcemen roach to Bay issues as a backup

when different partners have been slow to carry througgff%?}?th (o1

¢ gortmg has been an
intermittent problem. Some favor the complex1ty of/the ‘ ecause it has the potential to

1nvolve a larger number of people w' h’dlverse 1n’f”rests O?herswéee it as an energy sink with too
» ohcy direction in a timely manner.

there is ample oppO‘ tl}

interests weel as though.
d1rect10n

One recommendatlon that came up from nearly all sources was to make certain
1ttees at the upper”fevel of the organlza’aonal hlerarchy can only conduct business w1th

issué: are‘ belng discussed and de01ded
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The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area -

o ~and
The Columbia River Gorge Commission
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- THE COLUMBIA RIVER GOR_GE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA
' and ' ' ..
THE COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE COMMISSION

INTRODUCTION

The Columbia River-Gorge National Scenic Are » Bf?
Lagaey
management of the area to protect and enhance scenic, ¢ creational and natural
resources of the Columbia Gorge and to support the area gco hrough growth management
consistent with resources protection. It defined three s\fgfate i i
Urban Areas which Were exempt from Management P]an provis

managed to maintain
3 1gh contained the most

The Comm1ssmn estabhshed n ! ional land use planning 'authority
representmg natmnal state and Iocal intereg y

end the Plan, hears appeals to land use de0181ons and can alter

landéﬁ es consistent Wlthﬁordl nces and the provisions of the Management Plan. The plannmg
dep; ‘ tments of the dlffe ent counties are responsible for developing ordinances which are
ed by the respective boards of county commissioners and submltted for rev1ew by the
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The Act authorized funds for irnplementation of a Management Plan and for Forest
~Service authority to purchase interest in Special Management Area lands in the Scenic Area. The
Commission gets its funding on a 50-50 split basis from the states of Washington and Oregon.

Funding for ongoing Forest Service operations has tended to be stable; but Commission
funding, which has been considered chronically insufficient by different interests, has recently
been cut. Most of the cuts in this budget cycle have been replaced through federal grants, but
these are not permanent replacements. It is not known when funding w1ll be restored or what
long-term replacement fundlng 1S avallable should it be needed

land conservancy entities have augmented Forest Serv1c‘

Area by purchasmg and holding property until federal i

. 51gn1ﬂcant resources in the General Management Area.

av‘ir’:*i"g th 3Area and a regional land
o §1r es than earlier,

’gernments has been_

The overall sense of various interests is that h
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THE ‘COL'UMBIA RIVER GORGE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA
and the
THE COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE COMMISSION

Area Covered by the Prdgram and Commission |
The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (Scenic Area) covers approximately

292,615 acres along an 83-mile stretch of the Columbia River Gorge (G 'rge) east; f Vancouver,
Washington and Portland Oregon The USDA Forest Serv1ce (Forest S )18 respons1b1e for

- ‘:%’t

harvesting and rock quarrying all affected the %« 1ge:s
the Gorge’s scenic integrity, however, had to,do:wit]

Between 70 and 80 percent of lan; "by the ocenic Area were in

in the fgea no Wi

private ownership, so development pot n‘1a1 W cons1dera gﬁ%y the 19303 there was concern
about the impact of development o :

development of the Gorge; e heightened when the I-205 Portland-Vancouver Bypass was .
Col fistructed in the early&1?980s Portland was growing rapidly on the east side toward the Gorge,

galvanized concerns. Oregon had adopted state land usé planning in 1972, but concerned
interests considered its provisions inadequate for the type of growth management needed in the
'Gorge. Washington had no state plan, so lands on its side of the river were considered

. . . . . BDAC Assurances Research Report
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completely unprotected.” Although counties expressed concern for Gorge protection,
' development escalated through incremental approval of subdivision proposals without any
reg10na1 coordination among counties.

The push for federal intervention came primarily from metro Portland and Vancouver.
Demand for an entity with the regulatory power to require appropriate, consistent land use
decisions in both states was based on the demonstrated inadequacies of past commissions with .
only advisory status. Hostilities over perceived gentnﬁcatlon of local commumtles by out51ders
is an ongoing issue in some areas.

 not reconcile differences over their content. The issues;
commission, the relationship between the counties, the ] Ho
" what sorts of powers the commission would have relative

The F orest Service, espon31ble for management of federal lands consistent with the Act
such as’ admmlstratlon df ecteational facilities; design of resource protection, management and -
enhgiicement strategies én §f@?d)Pezral lands; and provision of public and information services |
(Co _Al%umbm River Gorgeé%ommmsmn and USDA Forest Service, 1992). The Act also gave the

Eorest Service auﬂ10»1;1ty to purchase interest in lands within the Scenic Area.

t,ylssmn sets policy for land use planning con31stent with the Act’s direction to
ﬁf’gf)gte:é’cith s resources within the Scenic Area. The Act required the Commission, in
coopération with the Forest Service, to develop a management plan for the Scenic Area that
incorporated specific standards and guidelines for managing land use and protecting resources on

: ‘ . BDAC Assurances Research Report
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Service. -

both public and private lands. The Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area (Management Plan) was adopted by the Comrmssmn in 1991 and approved by the
U. S Secretary of Agrlculture in 1992.

Resource Issues and Program Responses
The issue for both the Forest Service and the Commission has been growth.a and

development on lands in the Gorge that compromise its scenic, cultural ‘,rﬁée’creatlonal and natural
resources. The Scemc Area Act and the Management Plan approved in1992 s¥ere the responses

The Act created three land management categories:

1. ¢ Urban Areas are exempt
’fal funds to implement ihe
0 be concentrated in
2 aged by forest and agricultural

of non-federal lands must be cofisistent Wlth ordina leveloped by the counties and

| orl-federal lands in the SMA under authority
ted more strictly than lands in '-either of the other two

Restoration eff%gts have been applied mamly on lands acqulred by the Forest Service.
rojects to implement are based on budget, on what is calculated to
for the dollars, and, often, the visibility of the work. The Forest Service

S; th_at fls 1mportant to undertake some projects that will exhibit rapid results if
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Administrative Structure

There are 13 members on the commission: three each appointed by the governors of
Oregon and Washington, one each appointed by the six counties in the Scenic Area, and one ex-
officio member from the Forest Service. The Commission monitors implementation of the
Management Plan, ensures compliance with ordinances, can revise or amend the Plan, hears
appeals to land use decisions, and can alter boundarles of the Urban Areas.

Counties are responsible for the day-to-day decisions on private land uses consis ent with
ordinances and the provisions of the Management Plan. :

_ The Forest Service and Commission share manag;
Service’s primary role is land acquisition and federal la
Scenic Area bill was passed, there were approximately
the Scenic Area boundaries. Since that time, the Forest:

e with the trlbes 1s required
%' ‘not conﬂlct with tr1ba1

‘in the Scenic Area outside of tribal lands.

Policy Implementation

: “Fh& Forest Service has federal dollars available for economic development. It is only
. available through a competitive process to those counties which have adopted ordinances. So
far the Forest Service has conmbuted $6.5 million for construction of an mterpretWe center in
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Wasco County, Oregon and $5 million for construction of a conference center in Skamania

'County, Washington.

Fundmg and Budget

Original Congresswnal appropnatlons for the program lncluded $40 million for
acquisition of property interests and approximately $30 million for various incentives and in-lieu
tax payments. The monies were not appropriated, and Oregon Senator l}glark Hatfield is credited
for his work to get funds released through his posmon as chair of the S¢ n p%?’ropnatlons

? th his position as

Different sources noted that Commission fundlng has bee
and Oregon recently cut the Commission’s budget Most

legislative support The perception is thaﬁ the Corr1m1ssro .
framework for support W1th either the jublic or vg,l%h those ;

. The absence of £ ffectrve outreach by the Commission was frequently 01ted One of the
soiis there hasné t’heen good outreach is underfundlng, but neglectmg outreach has yielded

: : . BDAC Assurances Research Report
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It is important to view the outreach in context. Oregon has had a statewide land use plan
since 1972. Counties in that state were used to top-down land use planning decisions and having
land use designations legislatively defined when the Commission was created. This is not to
suggest that the Oregon counties fully supported the decisions for the Management Plan nor that
they now fully agree with the ordinances, only that such changes in institutional relationships
were less contentious in counties which were already accustomed to such arrangements. Itis .
unclear whether outreach for the Oregon counties 'was the best it could have been to build
support for carrying out the Commission’s mandate, but the level of acceptance Was dlfferent in

Oregon than in Washington.

, Washington State adopted their Growth Management Pla

- Oregon, Washington counties were given the authority to/def i
Since the Washington counties are more autonomous than the Oregon oun 1
more resistant to the Commission’s authority. Given th@ée condltg‘vns, it is uncl;
amount of outreach would have actually yielded suppor ireas, or whethe:
type of outreach would have improved the relationship h%e " he Commission and” %2
. counties.

km)%;v whether replacement ﬁmdmg will be
urrent losses.

3 ; ﬁeen reduced because of Congressmnally mandated spending cuts but there
are’s ;}j‘ @gcﬁ nt monies for Scenic Area management. This is partly because the agency was
engaged “in land use management before Scenic Area establishment and would continue to
‘function in much the same capacity regardless of changes in land use designations. Funding

stability also exists partly because the size of the agency allows it to absorb funding cuts more

BDAC Assurances Research Report

CALFED ’ o - . February 2, 1998

= BAY-DELTA : . ;
PROGRAM . . Page 24

E—023928

E-023928



could not respond rapidly enough to offers to sell.

»sustalne basrs

eas11y by distributing them throughout its programs. A stand-alone entrty, such as the
Commission, does not have this advantage

The Forest Service purchase program for the Special Management Area has been an
effective assurance. It has been enhanced by the brokering activities of various land conservancy
organizations, the Trust for Public Lands in particular, which have purchased land interests and -
held them for the Forest Service when the appraisal, authorization and appropriation process

Measuring Success

On another Ievel success is a measure of 11 the Maniger nt‘Plan is 1mplemented ,
( ; % the Néatronal Scenic Area
le:ap enmegy Jwill be used to answer

Commission has not performed
achlevmg that measure of sug

expects a fairly substantial operating shortfall in the coming year. The
o secure replacement funding is hampered by the fact prlvate foundatlons
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Neither legislature can unilaterally withdraw its support of the Commission; but the two
legislatures could jointly defund the Commission or, in the extreme, jointly agree to revoke the -
compact. Ifthat were to occur, the Scenic Area would still be managed by the Forest Service,
but there are unanswered questions about what authority would exist over regional land use
decisions for non-federal lands :

Effect of Program Characteristics on Operations

- The ineffectiveness of prior advisory commissions and the difft nd use management

: rov1ded 1ncreased

than support, and the resulting budget cut may affec
obligations. To be fair, some of the opposrtio

e ission to meet its
sion mzb oth state leglslatures and
; nty"’ﬁlth the ability to impose
¥tteme of these situations, any

In part because of 1nade ,
concentrate on public outreach

has a long hlstory in the e%% & [“rd its functions did not change radically as a result of the Act.
The drest Serv1ce authonzaﬁon for land interest purchases in the SMA has been a plus for the

1nterest purchases in the GMA
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The use of incentives--federal economic development dollars for counties which develop
ordinances consistent with the Management Plan--has been a plus. While there is still conflict in
the counties over the regulatory scheme, having the potential for economic development funding
has made them more willing to accept regional planning concepts and restrictions.

The road between Congressional authorization and funding appropriations has been
uneven, perhaps in part because the Scenic Area was established during a time of considerable
federal cutbacks. Having senators from both Oregon and Washington on Congressional
appropnatlons committees had much to do with the program receiving authonzed"ﬁinds This
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The South Elorida Ecosystem Restoration Task

and o

The Everglades Forever Act

Force
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THE SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION TASK FORCE
and
THE EVERGLADES FOREVER ACT

INTRODUCTION

n efforts. This

The South Florida ecosystem is the focus of several networkedé o
in i as having the

chapter focuses on two of them which were referred to mostio Stten
strongest connections: Everglades ecosystem restoration: ct: “
lawsuit against the State of Florida by the U. S: Departmé of the In; énor 3
Everglades Forever Act, and the U. S. Army Corps of Engi neers»(lACE) Restud,,
and South Florida Project (C&SF Project) through the § % fid

Force (Task Force).

EO

N
sion, water conservation,
“rts began, gt

o o i '
area: %} is nowéfpprox1mately two

In 1993, an 1nteragency agreement among six federal departments with management
L] e; ‘toratlon efforts established The South Florida Ecosystem Task F orce. Itis

Fle?lda' Ecosystem Restoration: Task Force, 1996) The Management and Coordination Working -

Group (Working Group), a subgroup of the Task Force, carries out development and evaluatlon :
of recommendations.
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Although the Task Force was established by federal interagency agreement in 1993,
Section 528 of the 1996 WRDA established it by legislation and broadened its partlclpatlon
beyond federal representation.

Land purchase is a priority for restoration efforts. In addition to a total of $300 million in
. matching federal Farin Bill monies, the state has instituted its own purchase program,
Preservation 2000. A ten-year, $3 billion program established by the legislature in 1990 for land
and water conservatlon revenues from a real estate transfer tax may be appropriated by the
legislature on an annual basis and bonded. To date, over 800,000 acres have been’ urchased
through the program (Preservation 2000: 1997 Annual Report, undated)

The Task Force produces an Annual Interagency doe
Financial Plan (IFP). The annual Cross-Cut Budget pack ges total cc&st “but’ c‘
to show what individual commitments are necessary fogarm ect 1mplementat10
compilation of all projects necessary for comprehensiv oy
- includes an extensive list of characteristics for each proj LS
other project linkages, and cost sharmg (South Flonda Ecos
Annual Report 1996). y .

The Governor’s Comrmsswn fora Sustag W
preserve the state’s mterest in Restudy effort, mee '

‘ %\gForce w}%ﬁ constrainied by FACA

3

ch: %ed by:; ‘the Unfunded Mandates

nsrand funetlons provides mutual reinforcement.
the overall influence of restoration

ila‘t;leéaf ;he following Web sites:

‘oi' the Task Fer g Workmg Group: www. sfrestore org
“For the Restudy: E"Www restudy.org

For the Governor *s Commission: Www. dos.state. ﬂ us/fglls/agenmes/ sust
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' Okeechobee

THE SOUTH FLOR]])A ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION TASK FORCE
and
THE EVERGLADES FOREVER ACT

" Area Covered by Restoratlon Efforts

egarfment of the Intenor, and

~ﬁ:’;

,,.s:"of Engineers (ACE) Restudy

; focuses on ‘these two efforts since they were
strongest relatlonshxp among the various South

program s
restoratios

its own program-of a
Agrlcultural Area (EA mmg lands in the northern portlon of the Everglades into Lake

Control District whlch was the predecessor the SFWMD. The State and ACE eventually
managed a system of approximately 1,000 miles each of canals and levees as well as other water

- management structures (USACE Jacksonville District, 1997). Since drainage efforts began, it is
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estimated that the Everglades has been reduced to half of its original land area. It is now
approximately two million acres, but the remaining area has been significantly compromised by
agricultural and urban development pressures which have systematlcally altered hydrologlc
patterns and b1olog1c responses in the ecosystem.

Drainage _provided land for development as well as agriculture, and growing population
put increasing pressure on the system for water supply. Taking water from parts of the system
and redirecting nutrient-enriched water to others caused a number of changes in the' ‘ecosystem.
In 1972, the legislature created regional water management drstrlots and fsh1fted the emphas1s
from flood control to four major areas of water management:
env1ronmental protect1on and enhancement and water q_uah '

Overdramage in some areas, coupled with Florida’s seas
conditions in the rich, organic peat soils . Widespread, lg gﬁn =Bl
producing smoke severe and prolonged enough that it caused T

of flléC&SF system. A 1991 settlement agreement and 1992 consent
resulted Among the cond1tlons of settlement was construction of filter marshes to take

tge green{ent and the mdustry sued the state. In 1994 the Florida legislature resolved an
impas egal negotiations between the parties by passing the Everglades Forever Act. The
Act implements conditions of the settlement agreement and expands Everglades restorat1on
activities. - :
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. A . ¢ .
. N

. The South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force

~ Since it was begin in the late 1940s, the C&SF Project network of water management

- structures has caused significant hydrologic changes and altered the Everglades ecosystem.

Drainage made land available for growth and development which in turn required even more
manipulation of the system for addmonal flood control and for water dehvery .

1992 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) dlref i
South Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study (R
planning effort to balance ﬂood control, water supply and

%’:Babm V1s1te ,%Flonda in 1992, consulted

&d an 1nteragency team approach to restoration efforts.

r’IP’

attention to Florida’s ecosystem restorat1on efforts.
with various interest groups and prop:

recommendatlo uld 1ot 3 gh he Management and Coordination (Working‘ Group), a
subgroup of the ‘ L

ﬁII—‘h%égUnﬁmded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 permitted expanded membership on the

Task Force and Working Group, so the Task Force added a representative of the Governor’s
Office and representatives from two tribal governments. The Working Group incorporated a
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representative from each of six state agencies, the two tribal governments, and-the Commission
(South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Working Group, 1996). Although the Task Force was
established by federal interagency agreement in 1993, Section 528 of the 1996 WRDA

~ established it by legislation, broadened its participation beyond federal representation; and
accelerated the timetable for Restudy recommendations (Appendix H).

The 1996 Fai‘m Bill

verglades
z"I%practlces urban
4 ga}#s, The federal

Discharge of nutrlent enriched water from agncultural lands i in )

purchase of property interests: 1n. sensitive areas. The p
public input and Working Group rankings. In addition
from agricultural activities, potential development propé
both drainage and additional water supply.

Program Purposes and Goals

cosystem because of altered quality, quantity
he system The ACE must still maintain water supply and

ecosystem ang 10-de

: demgned to facilitate
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“be a jointly funded effort of the ACE with the SFWMD as the local sgonso&'% .

| | straightforward Projects and time

Ecosystem changes in Everglades National Park as a result of the C&SF Project
generated different legislative and administrative actions over several decades. The 1991 .
settlement agreement/1992 consent decree and the 1994 Everglades Forever Act which require
the construction of filtration marshes are the most current and aggressive responses to ecosystem
issues in the park and in Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge. The solution is both judicial,
since the judge in the lawsuit maintains authorlty to determine comphance with the settlement
agreement, and leglslatlve : : :

water for any of the uses--natural, agrlcultural or urban--%

also authorlzed $75 m1111on for 1mplementat1on of crltrcal.v I’O_] ects Wﬁhout hav:

iét,o water quality problems,
'sign t\source The

Efforts associated with the E

gérontlze Restudy Critical PrOJects and identify Farm Bill .
f‘\ pwas respon31ble for developmg the prlontles

hroughout South Flom ;
local governments ranke‘ i rojécts In the final phase, the Working Group complled rankings
and fited projects on cnt i3 5et forth in the 1996 WRDA. The list was extensive and included
re A%%?ements such as p;;gyldmg immediate benefits to the natural system, having a local sponsor
aatching funds, and being cons1stent with C&SF Project objectives. The ﬁnal list was

¥
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Administrative Structure

The SFWMD is one of five state regionai water management districts. Its partnership -
with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection for construction of filtration marshes is
set forth in the Everglades Forever Act.

The Task Force as it currently exists is a product of the 1996 WRDA. It consists of 14

- members and is chaired by the Secretary of the Interior. The seven federal represgri’tatlves are the
heads of their respective departments or agencies. The Task Force also i cludes one

representative each from the Seminole Tribe and the Miccosukee Tribes: 0.I¢ tesentatives of

. the State of Florida, one member of the SFWMD, and two I "'*resentatlvek SEl i @cal governments
Appointments other than federal representatives is made e ¢ nfeti '
recommendation of the Governor. Figure 2 at page 37

* The 1996 WRDA legislatively directed the Task:
working group. The Working Group includes senior Flor
agencies, six ranking members of state agencies, the Exe
Commission for a Sustainable South Florida, and a représentati
Seminole tribes. Appendix I contains, charters for the Task For

s
Smtnendation on specxﬁc toplcs critical to restoration efforts. Some of the teams are the
Sustainable Agriculture Task Team, the Exotic Plant Coritrol Strategy Team, and the Informatlon
Management Council.
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Special note should be made of the Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South
Florida. Governor Lawton Chiles established the Commission in 1994. The Commission is
responsible for making pohcy recommendations to the Governor to achieve a sustainable balance
of healthy social, economic and natural systems for South Florida. Among its duties is '
coordination of various Everglades ecosystem restoration activities. After The Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act of 1995 removed the ‘feds only’ constraint on Task Force participation, the
Commission was incorporated on the Task Force as its standing advisory councﬂ
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Task Force -
| ~Office of the | sgpp{ . Advic; '.G(wemor’s |
Executive Director < o 1 Commission
' . Support Woﬂ(lng ’} Advicé <
= Public Outreach - | \ Group |/ - Scn?nce_
€ | Steeringand . | . - | Coordination
o Support Team I _ - Team
~ Project 1T [Tssueor Task |,
Teams | |{||}H : |
].
T
—
[
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. the terms of the 1996 Farm Bill

The Commission has a fluctuating roster of around 47 members. Regular members
represent a broad spectrum of interests: two state legislators, six senior members of state .
agencies, four members of regional agencies, eight elected officials from either county

‘commissions or city councils, a tribal representative, and busiriess people in enterprises such as
“agriculture, banking, finance, sport fishing, development, and tourism. There are also ten

members representing public interests such as academia, environmental organizations, and the

League of Women Voters. Five federal representauves belong as ex-officio members Dec1s1on
Governor, in which case the Commission members vote. Full consensusi was achléi}éd for the
Commission’s independent Restudy recommendations. The Commission=c air?% former state
Speaker of the House, is credited with the organization’s high rate of ¢ us and output.

cons
2

Policy 1mplementation

Imialementation for projects associated with the Eve
determined. Policy was determined by the terms of the
and the judge in the case has the authority to enforce com

| es Forever Act is legally
“Ggreement and consent decree,

Restudy components and selection of critidéilfpno&" i nat etermmed by the
Secretary of the Army consistent with cntenaﬁ%’ /R] , E SFWMD effectively

shares authority for implementation of the prOJ jects s \Gt. requlres that ACE projects have
a local sponsor with matchmg funds. ‘

Group project rankings.

§§pective authorities to carry out decisions. The
is set forth in the Partnership Agreement and its

nte% by the act, and district ad valorem taxes levied by the SFWMD. The
Agric turaﬁ’nvﬂege Tax is two-tiered: farmers who implement best management practice
plans and reduce nutrient loading by 25 percent or better are charged a lower per-acre rate. The
incentive is considered successful as some areas have achieved reductions around 50 percent.
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The incentive reward is calculated on area-w1de achievement rather than ona farm-by—farm
basis. :

Land purchase is a priority for restoration efforts. In addition to matching Farm Bill
monies, the state has instituted its own purchase program through Preservation 2000. A ten-year,
$3 billion program established by the legislature in 1990 for land and water conservation,
revenues from a real estate transfer tax may be appropriated on an annual basis and bonded. To-
date, over 800,000 acres have been purchased through the program (Preservatlon 2000 1997
Annual Report, undated).

istrict is still looking

The fundmg for Restudy projects is 50 percent federa :match i

million dollars was authorized for the Critical Projects
1999. Ten million dollars has been appropriated to dat

terlor w1th the Executlve
participating departments and agencies on the Task Force and W’“f?
personnel

i smn for 2 Sustamable South Florida is an outreach arm of the Task Force since it
d: At ange of interests among its members. Public meetings were held to gather
Farm Bill acquisition priorities and WRDA 1996 Critical Projects Priorities, but
in both numbers and diversity could be improved. In 1997 The Task Force created
the Public Outreach, Steering and Support Committee to increase outreach effectiveness as one
of its purposes. The committee is too new to judge its success.
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. ¢

- is an assurance that the

Part of Task Force outreach is working with local governments. It attefnpts to arrive at -
shared goals to encourage planning that will help restoration efforts. Developments that meet

" sustainability criteria are eligible for a streamlined permitting process. The Task Force believes

the streamlining where sustainability is advanced enhances restoration efforts and creates a more
cooperative relationship between regulatory entities and developers. The streamlining is not well
supported by environmental interests who maintain that fast track approval leaves little room to

object if they believe development proposals conflict with agenmes regulatory respon51b111t1es

Assurances

contained in the settlement agreement/consenst decree. Assurances {0 - other ec%v
such as control of exotlc species, restoratlon of hydrologlo patterns;and mstifut‘ic’)n

ge thr ugh land purchase comes from
both federal and state 1eg1s1at10n and funding. Accountab1h for, mplementation plans is

Group Annual Report 1996).

Assurance for cooperative, cO0 it
recently, the federal WRDA of 19
partlclpants at both the federal an,

requlrements that the ’pr

: rnéy influence its contlnued existence either as the Governor’s Commission or as
soménew broad-based citizens’ entity as an advxsory committee to the Task Force and Working
Group.
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~ develop mutually beneficial policies and projects. The in

Effects of Program Characteristics on Operations

. The lawsuit settlement and Everglades Forever Act have forced certain state agencies and
interests to commit to specific restoration efforts. The settlement agreement between the federal
and state government, and the state legislative solution to a negotiation impasse from the second
suit between the state and agricultural interests, provides explicit direction and requirements for
restoration projects. This may be considered a positive outcome in terms of unqualified
cominitments; however, the settlement agreement in particular leaves no room for what might be
more resourceful initiatives or creation of good long-term working relationships.. Developmg
voluntary, collaborative commitments would likely be more expedlen ‘ t—effectlve to all
interests than judicial solutlons since restoration efforts w111 :

relnforced by Congressmnal legislation. The various fek
respective authorities but are authoritatively obligated tc

representatives at both the federal and state level enhances the,
sends a top-down signal that cooperation and output j
effectiveness of this structural arrangement, butv
the potential of the new workmg relationshi

H;&u-

- The inability of the water management districts to'man 2e and use, coupled with
extremely low water usage rates, has fru) strated ef rts to begﬁeg r'manage water demand, supply
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CONCLUSIONS

" Recommendations to the Reader

The following observations should be used to think about CALFED Bay-Delta Program
(CALFED) challenges rather than as solid evidence about performance characteristics of the
types of programs reviewed. There were some common themes and challenges, but conclusions
about successes and difficulties relative to program characteristics would: ultlmat ; ‘
defensible only if several programs of similar types were compared F:"ngia 1) Ie the problems
in the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area should not be at federal
legislation and authority should be avoided at all cost or i
and compliance with objectives. It does provide insight mto how sueh-
unsat1sfactory, and suggests how those problems might be

Decisions about institutional models, outreach ne,
be approached with an understanding of how CALFED c

ther reflect or contrast with -
those of the programs presented. :

ional arrangement is approprlate to administer
9 / 'all CALFED program. The research to date
eeds require tradeoffs based on specific

flexibility and pr
can be a problem
Columbia Gorge pro;
more authorltatwe structu

dicates that voluntary efforts were ineffectual. It wasnotuntila -
ascreated that resource issues were managed effectively and

cons1stently Perceptlons;gh ¢ Gorge Commission acted arbitrarily may have damaged its
abllggy;to carry out its mis 1%%’ Should the Commission not be able to perform, some goals may
not be achieved: The South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force represents an integrated,

i boratlve approach{to resource problem solving, but the participants are committed to the
ent by Co gress1ona1 directive. The approach is too new to determine what sorts of
an challenges the framework produces.

“What appeared to be signiﬁcant in all programs was the effect of having participants with
decision making authority directly involved with the programs. Having executives in the
Chesapeake Bay Program and in the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force provides a
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. high degree of legitimacy and removes a layer of bureaucracy. Since decisions are consensus
based, agreements by policy makers are mutually reinforcing and tend to be unifying. The
appearance of political solidarity by ranking participants may be a key element in program
successes. It is worth contemplating whether direct involvement by senior public sector ﬁgures
might have increased acceptance of the Gorge’s policies in its given 1nst1tut1onal form or in some
alternative model that could meet resource needs.

" There was comment that the real strength of the Chesapeake Bay structure i
the majority of the prmc1pa1s to the agreement are elected. This conveys:a sensg’ {hrat the public
supports the program’s.efforts because it is being directed by their chos G ‘&Sentatives and
'reduces the appearance that it is a bureaucratic solutlon The; S;guth El‘ﬁ% ! 0 system Task

' ggaiﬁ c.drtangement. It

tatisa collab
has the poten‘ual to demonstrate pubhc sector ab111ty to mi ve away fro,rn stere:

CALFED workgroup participants have voiced cO
regulatory entities do not allow for administrative creatn&%

constrained by their regulations and operational rules. Ahe Sou rida Ecosystem Restoration
Task Force is too new to be able to evaluate whether that concern : sted itself. The
Task Force is atypical in that top policy makers ly involved § “could increase its.
flexibility over time compared to s1m11ar array ats; farther down ﬁq department and agency

policy ladder.

i
The other CALFED concern \g&r
to remain stable regardless of phllos <5phi

0 act incons: ently The Program has not experienced a
1o "known how that condition would affect program
i @F Ionda Ecosystem Restoration Task Force compnses

t h this has changeél

, decisto h”out pohcy with broader agenda requlrements It also gives stakeholders a greater
- sense of buy-in. The disadvantage is that such an entity can’t avoid being a policy petitioner
rather than a pollcy maker. The Governor’s Commission for a Sustamable South Florida has
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been successful at educating and influencing a broad range of interests, but it ultimately cannot.
achieve its objectives unless recommendations are accepted by those who have the power to.
implement them. Different interests interviewed for both the Chesapeake Bay Program and the
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force made strong statements about the need to have
senior decision-makers at the policy table. "A process in which lower level staff attended but did
not have authority to commit to agreements was seen as an inefficient use of resources and an
obstacle to effective program performance.

There is probably no way to dc51gn an institutional authorlty wh1g§% is imm

uhe to political
changes Whlle research for th1s report is limited, program successes sqg ‘fhat a diversity of

1

. Science and Administration 3

Only in the judicial solution for Everglades was )
process. The terms of restoration and the timetable were @ the settlement
agreement/consent decree. - In all other 1nstances othergh than eImEres

re {its coulds bé observed and understood by the
public. Demsmns in these 19&tancés were ma in‘ ' rgerf to show the public that restoration works

h ‘.-ﬁ?forts T %}f

cond1t10%s Good mo
mdependent review of dz

from the other programs. Its budget has been in place for a considerable length of time,

" and the program has not recently needed large start-up funds. The federal funds it receives are

for administration and program infrastructure: the states fund the various clean-up projects.
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The Columbia River Gorge program had difficulty getting authorized funds for the Scenic
Area. Different sources believe that the influence of two U. S. senators on appropriations
committees made the difference between having funding and having parts of the program
languish without the necessary dollars. For the Task Force, funding for the Critical Projects has
not been fully appropriated. It was not clear whether funds have not been made available -
because some projects are not yet underway or whether projects are not underway because
fundmg has not come through. : :

All programs made use of federal grants from a variety of sourcgis;&sOngo g‘, :
arrangements such as the EPA grant program to Chesapeake Bay Progr tparticipants, or the

for funding shortfalls, such as the strategy be1ng used b
Commission, are not perceived as being a stable substi 1

The Columbia Gorge Commission has been mo
relies on a single source.- As with institutional structure,
agreements to supply funding appears to create a buffeﬁgg

° Outreach/Constltuency Bulldmg

ig°Gorge Commission did little outreach, in part because of inadequate
ts: —m‘rent dllemma prov1des a s1gn1ﬁcant lesson on the importance of outreach and .

~might have convinced the legislatures that the budget cuts would not be acceptable. The
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National Scenic Area designation does send a signal that its scenic values are important, but it is
unclear how much influence a national constituency would have without a local linkage.

CALFED has a potential outreach challenge with regard to the Delta. When people
beyond Sacramento hear ‘Bay-Delta,” the identity is most likely to be almost exclusively the San
Francisco Bay. The Sacramento Delta does not have the recognition or cachet of the San

Francisco or Chesapeake Bay. Since other programs demonstrate that public support is critical to -

political commitment, it might help CALFED to determine how much the pubhc really knows
about the resource value of the Delta. £

supply.

Local Government Relations

<It*Was unclear from research to date whether there are programs that better satisfy interest.

group demands for policy influence. The assumption is that satisfaction might come from a
combination of managing expectations and working with groups to provide a sense that decision
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making is cooperatiire and equitable to the maximum extent regulations will allow. Additional
research on this topic. might produce other models for stakeholder participation to consider. .

. Assurances and Contingencies

No program could assure all outcomes as originally envisioned since there are too many
“externalities that influence natural systems. In addition, complex systems dynamics in
ecosystems such as Chesapeake Bay watershed and the Everglades are %ot well un‘derstood
Science for the Chesapeake Bay Program has produced surprising findingsifroh éthe begmmng of
the program. Such findings usually require policy adaptatlonps}“’*-}fm i
modeling changes have occurred as recently as the last yedr: - §1gen01e§

example, the Program has no way to influence external
of-state emissions that are carried to the Bay, so it must g
accommodate to circumstances.

Sable seaside sparrow, currently at extreme low p
with Endangered Species Act protectl fi
on Miccosukee tribal lands unless of
made to open gaps in other parts

dry dygig e
oﬁniaﬁ*
lf‘g g nes

_concept that Sha
. <
1mportant eleme

VeIt i s, more hkely to produce shared benefits have been
1d1ng SUS! %le relationships. The Chesapeake Bay Program’s
i ht IOSk;,%ﬁlke w1thout the cooperation and effort to date has been a

garch was done to provide CALFED participants with general information on
. structtfaand performance characteristics of different programs. It should be considered a
synoptic description of program components that provides enough general knowledge to pursue
more specific information through the offices listed at page 52.
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Information from the research is useful, but it is not concluswe It Would be de51rable to
look at additional programs for two general purposes

. To gain additional 1n51ght into common pollcy and administrative challenges as well as
successful program responses. This could provide information about how to avoid
certain outcomes and increase the potential for others. Issues from the research that
appear to have significant impact on program success are constituency building and
stakeholder support, consensus building, land use planmng, and local goverfiment
1nvolvement

o . To find out more about more focused programs tha a.'::'f
efforts. o

Additional programs that may be instructive in

. * Land trusts which provide for agricultural uses

‘programs to 1nvest1gate

. Regional land use planmng efforts uch as the Tah
uses scientific information asa bigls forv developmen. of”
explored. The research on TRPA

the funct1on it was designed to serve, strategles it has
orporate CALFED efforts.

yme of the particulars of the three programs in this report
‘e Alhance for the Chesapeake Bay is an intriguing model for
3 f?mdependent program and focuses on citizen education on Bay
1ssue§sgut works extenswg yuw1th the Chesapeake Bay Program. Its position between the
Chesapeake Bay Program and its other citizen efforts may provide insights into how best to

j ‘ach Bay-Delta pu’bhc involvement. The Chesapeake Bay Program’s initiatives for local
ent involven ent also warrant further investigation. :

merit addl onal attentlo
constitiiency building. It

L7 >0 u'inbia River Gorge may provide additional information on regional land use
planning>particularly when there are conflicts over land use regulations. Oregon’s appeal
process may be a model to look at not only for land use planning purposes, but as a model for an
assessment of quaSI—Jud1c1a1 decision makmg
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The Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South Florida was repeatedly referred to
for its consensus building achievements. It would be valuable to find out more of the particulars
of its success. In addition, the Preservation 2000 program for leveraged funding of land
purchases is another potential source of land preservation strategies. The 1996 Farm Bill
provided additional funding for purchase of lands to become part of the Army Corps of
Engineers’ water management efforts. The Framework Agreement for conflicts that may arise
over land uses subsequent to purchase would also be a model to explore for ideas.

There are other programs and issues that could be explored, but limitation on budget and
staffing make a comprehensive research project that can meet all interes| _pectatwns unlikely.
Focused research on challenges of successful orgamzatlon%l»e‘ e elopme S fpropnate and

47

timely but uncertam with present staff and resource constraints.
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List of Contact Offices

Offices to Contact for the Chesapeake Bay Program

Chesapeake Bay Program

410 Severn Avenue, Suite 110
Amnapolis, MD 21403

(800) 968-7229

www.chesapeakebay.net

Chesapeake Bay Commission
60 West Street, Suite 200

Annapolis, MD 21401
(410) 263-9338

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay
P.O. Box 1981

Richmond, VA 23218
*800-662-CRIS

"Web site: www.gmu.edu/bios/Bay/ach

Offices to Contact for the Columbia River Gorg

Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area
902 Wasco Avenue, Suite 200
Hood River, OR 97031

(541) 386-2333

No Web site

Torida Water ‘Management District

South Florid
c/o Florida I
OE Building,
University Park’
Miami, EL 33199
(30%348 1665

www.sfrestoré: org.

South Florida Wateir Management District
P.O. Box 24680

West Palm Beach, FL 33406-4680

(561) 686-6202

Web sites: www.restudy.org
www.sfrestore.org

tnor’s Commission for a Sustainable South
venue, Suite 200

C ables, FL 33146

Web site: www.dos.state.fl.us/fgils/agencies/sust
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List of Interviews

Associate Director

Outreach, Policy and Planning
Chesapeake Bay Policy Division 4

Name and Title Organization Date
Barnétt, Ernest Florida Department of Environment Protection 1 01/26/98
Director Ecosystem Planning and Coordination -
Boescﬁ, Donald, Dr. | University of Maryland 01/15/98
President ‘Center for Environmental Science
Brown, Brad, Dr. National Marine Fisheries Service 01/20/98
Director Southeast Fisheries Science Center
Burke, Thomas Maryland Department of Natural Resor 12117/97

Devaney, Dorothy
Director

Wasco Planning Department (Oregon)

Doherty, Jonathan
Executive Director

Flanigan, Fran 01/06/98
Executive Director .
Harvey, Richard 01/19/98
Director i
Hess, Jergen 01/16/98
Planning/Design Staff Officer
Hirschfield, Mike, Dr. 19/19/97
Vice President v
Kranzer, Bonnie, Dr. | 12122097
Executive Director
01/19/98
12/24/97
12/22/97
Outland; John Flonda Department of Environment Protection 01/29/98
Eny; )gx”éﬁ*mental Manager @%‘3 o ‘*|> Ecosystem Planning and Coordination
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 01/29/98
(presently with Sacramento Office) -
South Florida Water Management District 01/13/98
 South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force 12/18/97
( “S%ns%;ﬁ, Ann Chesapeake Bay Commission 12/19/97
Executive Director
BDAC Assurances Research Report
" CALFED February 2, 1998
—-a{ BAY.DEITA ' aryP; e 53
B PROGRAM ag

E—023958

E-023958



