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Estuary Implementation Committee Monthly Call 
Thursday, March 10, 2022 
Virtual Meeting via Zoom 

10am-Noon 
Minutes 

 
Meeting Attendees:  Kelly Anderson (PWD), Haley Burns (PDE), Elizabeth Butler (EPA2), Karen Forst 
(PDE), Dorina Frizzera (STAC), Kathy Klein (PDE), Megan Mackey (EPA3), Catherine Magliocchetti (EPA3), 
Harold Nebling (NJDEP), Joseph Sieber (PADEP), Rachael Phillos (DNREC), Chad Pindar (DRBC), Irene 
Purdy (EPA2) 
 

Welcome  
• The meeting began just after 10am. It started with brief introductions since a few folks attended in 

place of their agency’s EIC members.  
 

Partner Updates 
• Chad Pindar said that DRBC just had their first quarter public business meeting where public 

comment primarily pertained to the rulemaking associated with import and export of water and 
wastewater. DRBC is also getting ready to send to the commissioners their Water Resources 
Program 3-year planning document.  

• Cathy Magliocchetti reported that EPA Region 3 is still in the process of moving offices in 
Philadelphia and the majority of staff will not be back in office until sometime after April.  

• Kathy Klein provided the following updates on behalf of PDE: 
o Kathy is participating in CDRW’s Hill Week on the Delaware Committee.  

 They met with someone from Senator Coons’s Office on Monday, and will meet with 
folks from Senator Carper’s Office later this afternoon. A meeting with 
Representative Blunt-Rochester’s team occurred during this EIC call. Kathy said that 
there has been less participation on Zoom than when Hill Week used to take place 
in-person.  

 There is a list of asks presented to legislators during these meetings, including 
asking to reinstate the fair share of funding to DRBC, support for the reauthorization 
of the Delaware River Basin Conservation Act (DRBCA) and an increase in funding to 
this program to $15M/year. Kathy also asked for support for the Urban Waters 
Federal Partnership (UWFP) bill that would create an EPA program that would 
provide $10M/year to the 20 UWFP locations for project implementation. 

o The hatchery is in the design process, and PDE thought there would be about a $1.5M gap in 
funding from PENNVEST for construction due to inflation, but based on new cost estimates 
this gap is around $4M. Though the majority of this gap is on PDE’s side, PDE is joint 
fundraising with Bartram’s Garden and they are committed to helping to raise funds.  
 Kathy said that PDE will be looking primarily at government, corporate, and 

foundation funding for the hatchery. She asked the EIC to keep this project in mind 
as infrastructure funding starts to arrive at their agencies, in case there is an 
opportunity to provide some funding for the hatchery.  

 Kathy also noted that earlier in the week she met with the William Penn Foundation 
(WPF) and Bartram’s Garden about possible funding. She said that they seemed 
more interested in the education side of the project, but that if they did fund that 
portion, it could free up some of Bartram’s RAC-P money to fill some gaps on the 
hatchery side.   

 Joe Sieber said that while PADEP’s Coastal Program does not have large grants, they 
like the work PDE does with things like living shorelines, mussels, and working with 
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Bartram’s. While he can’t make any promises, he said they would keep PDE on the 
radar, especially as they get more information pertaining to their BIL funding which 
will come through NOAA. Kathy thanked Joe for PADEP’s support. 

o Kathy and Steve Tambini (DRBC) will be meeting next week to discuss the draft geographic 
program legislation with folks that have provided feedback and expressed some concerns. 
 These attendees include Peter Marx (lobbyist for CDRW), Kelly Knutson (CDRW), 

Grant La Rouche (NWF), Nathan Boon (WPF), and Rich Inness (ANEP’s government 
affairs consultant) who will be facilitating.  

 Some of these folks have expressed concern about this legislation potentially 
competing against the reauthorization of the Delaware River Basin Conservation 
Act, which Kathy said would not be the case. Within some organizations there is also 
a desire for a DE River Watershed office at EPA similar to the Chesapeake Bay 
Program Office. This bill, as currently drafted, creates a program that EPA would be 
involved with but does not create a program office.  

 It is still possible that a regional waters bill will be introduced this year, and we are 
hopeful that, if so, we could be a part of it along with some other NEPs.  

o PDE is almost ready to sign a contract for a venue for the 2023 Science Summit.  
 Historically this event took place at The Grand Hotel in Cape May, NJ. When 

planning for the 2021 Summit we decided to look at other options as the event had 
outgrown the Grand. We were about to sign with Bally’s in Atlantic City when Covid 
started and the 2021 Summit ended up going virtual.  

 With things look better now, we have decided to have an in-person meeting again in 
2023. Kathy and Haley recently visited Bally’s and Harrah’s in Atlantic City, and 
agreed that Harrah’s was a better, much nicer facility. Harrah’s original pricing was 
more expensive but they seemed to want our business; Haley presented them with 
the numbers that Bally’s offered and Harrah’s met those amounts for food and 
beverage. Kathy noted that it is more money than we paid in 2019, but pricing for 
the Grand has also gone up significantly for 2023. Registration will likely have to be 
around $400, which is close to what it was last time, but it will depend on how much 
sponsorship we get. If held at Harrah’s, the dates would be January 29-February 1, 
2023.  

• Kelly said that she thinks this is a great idea, that Harrah’s is very nice and 
there is a lot to do in the area, and it is easy to access. Irene and Megan 
agreed that this seems like a good move. 

• Chad reminded the group that during the discussion prior to the 2021 
Summit, everyone was supportive of trying something different, but that 
ultimately it would be ideal to do something in-basin. He sees this as the 
only drawback to going to Atlantic City. Kathy agreed that this would be 
preferable but said there are not many options in-basin with the space we 
need at an affordable price.  

 Kathy said that PDE is working on concepts to apply for grants from the Delaware 
Watershed Conservation Fund (DWCF), one of which is for capacity building for 
Urban Waters. She said they are thinking about building a track into the Summit to 
address Urban Waters, and are looking for funding to cover the cost for some 
community members to attend.  

• Dorina Frizzera likes the idea of the tie-in with Urban Waters, and said that 
she has been following Atlantic City’s urban renewal. She suggested talking 
to Atlantic City about potentially partnering or giving them the opportunity 
to present about their work.  

• At their February meeting PDE’s Board of Directors adopted PDE’s new Strategic Plan. 
• Kathy shared that the Water Table Project, which she worked on with DVRPC, WRA, and PWD, 

completed Phase 1, funded by WPF. Kathy said that the project is an effort to bring together diverse 
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stakeholders in the watershed, and during the first phase they identified the four highest priorities 
to try to work on together. Earlier in the week they met with WPF and shared these priorities. The 
most shared interest emerged on the matter of workforce development. Kathy also noted that 
DVPRC is no longer interested in leading this effort, so Kathy offered for PDE to take over leadership. 
In order for this to work, PDE will need to have additional staff involved but we think it is worth it to 
continue the dialogue.  

 
DELEP Agreement 
• We are still waiting on signatures from Pennsylvania. We know that they are working on it and 

hopefully this will be completed soon. 
 

Draft BIL Work Plan Update and Feedback Discussion 
• PDE sent the draft BIL Work Plan to the EIC and SC and heard back from everyone except Delaware. 

Rachael Phillos said that they will follow up again on this. 
• Karen Forst said that feedback primarily dealt with the order of projects in the work plan. She said 

that in the official version submitted to EPA we will lead with the projects that have a stronger 
environmental impact rather than those that are more organizational and capacity building in 
nature.  

• Haley added that, in relation to the optics of this funding and future reporting, there was also a 
question about whether any of the capacity building needs could be built into NEP base funding or 
indirect costs. Karen said that much of the base funding covers a lot of PDE staff’s inter-department 
and inter-agency coordination, and it is important to preserve that in the base funding. The Dept. of 
Interior calculates indirect rates based on numbers from two years ago rather than the current 
budget, so it would take a long time to cover capacity building costs using this funding mechanism. 

Draft BIL Guidance 
• An initial draft of BIL guidance was shared with NEP directors and EPA regional coordinators with an 

opportunity to provide questions and feedback. Kathy and Karen have reviewed this draft and will 
submit comments to EPA. Kathy shared some general information about this guidance. 

o This BIL funding will be treated like a separate grant and cannot be merged with 320 funds. 
o There is no match required, but there is a desire to leverage the money, which we always try 

to do. 
o It seems that EPA wants NEPs to provide an overview of how they intend to spend the entire 

amount of money over the five years, with a new work plan for each year. Kathy noted that 
we have not laid out how we would spend the money over five years, which would be a 
heavy lift, especially if a high level of detail is expected.  
 Megan said that guidance allows for EPA Regions to award through different 

funding mechanisms, with the preferred suggestion of a 5-year incremental award. 
If a region uses something other than the 5-year incremental mechanism, it is 
unknown whether NEPs still need the 5-year outline. Megan said that this is a good 
point to bring up and recommended being as detailed as possible in feedback sent 
back to EPA.  

o The document discusses priorities of the BIL and lists specific goals from the Building a 
Better America guidebook related to CCMP implementation. Everything listed relates to on-
the-ground work; the only reference to capacity building is at the beginning of the 
document where it mentions human and environmental capital. Kathy said that we will not 
be able to manage this large sum of money unless there is funding within it to be put toward 
managing this funding.  
 Megan added that the draft guidance is likely intentionally vague when it comes to 

tracking, as there may be different need when it comes to financial tracking but that 
requires the identification and development of system for these purposes. She also 
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noted that the BIL priorities listed at the beginning, including funding human capital 
as Kathy mentioned, are likely more relevant than the specific examples referenced 
from the Guidebook. 

 
FY23 Work Plan and Schedule in Anticipation of April SC Meeting 
• Kathy asked folks from EPA to please look into whether EPA will be able to continue providing 

support for the Urban Waters Ambassador position. Megan offered to check on this.  
• We plan to discuss the FY23 base funding work plan at the April SC meeting so members have the 

opportunity to provide more input prior to final submission. Haley shared a draft timeline, which the 
EIC worked on at the end of 2021, aimed at getting the draft FY23 work plan ready for review and 
possible approval at the SC meeting on April 26.  

• With a goal of sending the draft out on April 8, that leaves less than a month for PDE to develop the 
plan internally. Kathy and Karen asked the EIC if they need to review it before we share the plan 
with the SC, or if we could instead share a framework outlining any major changes (we do not 
expect many) and then send the draft to the EIC and SC at the same time. Kathy also asked what 
level of detail the SC needs to see. 

o Megan said that content referring to project implementation is more important than 
budgeting details, and that given the workload of BIL planning, she thinks the EIC has to be 
okay with seeing the draft FY23 work plan at the same time as the SC. 

o Irene agreed with Megan and asked that climate change/environmental justice connections 
be highlighted as well.  

o Chad and Rachel also agreed that it is okay for the EIC to receive the draft at the same time 
as the SC.  

• Chad noted that presenting a summary rather than full work plan for approval might not fulfill the 
responsibilities laid out in the DELEP Agreement. Kathy said that a full plan cannot be finished by 
April 8, but Karen said it could be possible to have just the forward-looking piece completed, with 
the internal reporting for FY21 happening during the remainder of time.  

• Megan advised that while we must submit a Management Conference-approved work plan, the key 
piece for the SC is that which looks forward, planning for FY23. We do not need SC approval of the 
annual report portion. 

• PDE will start working on the FY23 work plan and Kathy and Karen will present an overview to the 
EIC during our work plan call on March 24. 

• Haley will send out a cleaned up version of the FY23 timeline. 
 

*We will look at the possibility of hosting the April EIC meeting in person, with a virtual option also 
available. 

 
ACTION ITEMS: 

• Kathy will send out the joint case statement developed with Bartram’s Garden, along with design 
renderings. 

• Haley will create and share timeline for the FY23 Work Plan.  
• Megan will look into EPA support for the Urban Waters Ambassador.  

Upcoming Important Dates: 
• EIC Call: FY23 Work Plan – Thursday, March 24, 10am-Noon 
• April Monthly EIC Meeting – Thursday, April 7, 10am-Noon (potentially hybrid) 
• Spring DELEP Steering Committee Meeting – Tuesday, April 26, 1-3pm 


