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Where California Stands on Planning for its Coast

E. Jack Schoop, AIP
Chief Planner

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission

ABSTRACT: Popular concern in California led first to saving San Fran
cisco Bay from further filling, then to creation of a powerful interim
Coastal Commission to plan the future of the Coast. State Legislative
action in 1976 will determine whether this national environmental
leadership will continue.

In the beginning. . . .,

There was darkness and void, and God said: "Let there be light."

And there was light.

And he said: "Let there be waters of the deep, and firmament andd
the waters."

And there were waters of the deep, and firmament amid the waters.

# * *

I'm not really going back to the beginning of time in my chronology of
events that I'm supposed to report about today-

While, indeed, the subject of our principal concern here, the coast
environment, has evolved since Genesis, we most want to relate to current
events and their bearing upon our concerns. But for even that, there
must be a beginning. And the telling must be as abbreviated as my
abridgment of Genesis.

Our account—and much of the current awakening of interest in coastal
environments—begins in the early '60's in the wake of the rape of one
of the most magnificent coastal estuaries in the U.S.: San Francisco Bay.

Hundreds of acres of proposed fill projects—in the face of thousands of
acres already visibly filled or diked off—began to stir people. Most
particularly, three ladies who lived in the Berkeley hills overlooking
the most spectacular central part of the Bay. As luck would have it,
no less prestigious a source than the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
about the same time released a report—as a tiny part of a multi-
million dollar study of the Bay related to Justifying future
dredging projects—documenting in credible detail the shrinkage of
the Bay system in less than 100 years from 700 square miles to about AOO
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square miles—and forecasting equally credibly that it would shrink
down to being only a river within the next 50 years.

That visible and documented rape enabled our three ladies—one of them
the wife of the Chancellor of the University of California, Katherine
Keri<—to enlist hundreds of citizens into a "Save San Francisco Bay
Association".

Kay Kerr and her cohorts next persuaded powerful State Senator Eugene
McAteer to create a study committee in 196/* to address the problem.
The Committee enlisted many interest groups in a recommendation to
the Legislature that a San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission be created to develop a plan and management proposal for
the Bay.

To halt the filling of the Bay while the study was going on, all further
filling and dredging was to be controlled by the Commission; only
projects that would be in accord with the emerging Plan would be
allowed to proceed. A major campaign by the ladies and their Associa
tion (a campaign that included sending tiny bags of sand, the material
used for fills, to legislators) and the fact this would be a temporary
Commission won passage of the Bill—in the form that had been recom
mended by the Study Committee.

In January, 1966, the 27-member Commission (half local elected officials
and half public and governmental representatives) got going. Its first
fights were over "vested rights," the determination of what projects
had legally gotten under the wire before the fill controls had taken
effect. Then it plunged into its main mission: determining the
priorities for future use of the Bay and the means of achieving them.
Largely using existing stores of information (like the Army's huge
study) and adding late information developments, the Commission con
cluded San Francisco Bay had had enough, that most projects by them
selves could not have a serious impact but, taken together, cumula
tively, their effect would be disasterous. Oxygenation of the waters
would be grossly impaired. Air'quality would deteriorate. Extent
of destruction in an earthquake would be exacerbated (Bay muds are
a very poor foundation when shaken).

But to stop the pressure for filling and dredging more of the Bay,
especially for uses determined to sometimes need to so intrude upon
the Bay, such as ports, water-oriented industries, and (in the tight
space confines of the hilly Bay Area) even airports, it was found that
some control of shoreside development was necessary. Lands that could
be used for such ports and industries, and for marinas and needed
shoreside parks, could otherwise be pre-empted, and thus justify calls
for additional fill and dredging that could have been avoided.

The Commission identified parcels to be protected for these
purposes. In its recommendations to the Legislature, the Commission
recommended control over all parcels next to the shores in order to
protect key parcels for future water-oriented uses, to provide maximum
feasible public access in all other developments. Such powers to be
exercised by a comprehensive Regional government, or, more likely,
by a continuation of the Commission.
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The Commission went into the 1969 Legislature with massive public
support for its controversial proposal to continue State over-ride
of local government. Which brings me to the facet that concerns me
most: the involvement of the public in these kinds of issues that
ordinarily go (almost by default) to the traditional special interests.
Who is the "public?" As we of the Commission saw it, and employed it,
it is the individual citizens, many of whom may also be considered
otherwise members of one special interest group or another; but who, for
this purpose, speak their own mind (for example, labor union members
often vote their own convictions, not the union's).

The Commission's planning process therefore concentrated heavily on
maximum possible involvement of the public—and all identifiable
special interests—largely through key representatives of groups in
order to keep it manageable, relying on the press coverage and internal
organization communications to reach body of members. We also evolved
the Plan piece by piece, so each part could be understood before we
assembled the whole—a major factor in bringing the public and the ~
interest groups "along" in perceiving the problems and recommending
solutions.

Thus we went to the Legislature, not only with an informed and
aroused public, but also with the support of many interest groups,
including local government. But we were reporting to a Legislature
that had been stripped of environmental leadership; both Senator
McAteer and the only other powerful environmentally-oriented Senator
having died. And to a Governor who was very cold to the Commission's
proposals.

Thus thebattle in 1969 was a classic of public pressure against en
trenched interests. In the end, a powerful development-oriented
Senator was convinced to deliver or be unseated. A strong bill thus
emerged from the Legislature. And a reluctant Governor went along with
the public, and the urgings of many respected Republicans. That final
bill gave BCDC control of shoreline development only 100 feet back from
the shore—but, as we shall see, it was a start.

That victory of the ^people" in 1969 sent Shockwaves -throughout the
country. Environmentally concerned people at last had won one, a big
one. There was a discernable pick up in environmentalist activity—
and success—across the U.S. .For "nothing succeeds like success."

The BCDC Plan itself was a prototype, a model widely distributed and
emulated around the country and around the world.

In California, success in the battle for the Bay aroused people to
set their sites on the next most visible environmental disaster: the
blighting and destruction of significent portions of California's
coast. Bills were drafted. And the conservative State administration

responded with study groups developing an advisory plan with no teeth
and little visibility and support. The 1970, 71 and 72 sessions of the
Legislature saw coastal bills that would create a powerful interim
Commission, in a program directly emulating the BCDC, go down to one
defeat after another.
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On the national scene, the arousal of awareness of wetlands and coasts
sparked at least in small part by the San Francisco Bay story, saw a
similar series of bills in Congress, culminating finally in the Coastal
Zone Management Act of 1972 that many of you now work with.

Meanwhile, in California, the public turned to a legal instrument that
is used with considerable effect there (and not available in many other
states): the Initiative and Referendum.

Roused by the Legislature's failure, the citizens took one of the toughest
bills and put it on the ballot—by gaining 325,000 signatures of
qualified voters to get it there. A Coastal Alliance of all interest
groups was formed to barnstorm the State. The media battle was heavy,
and lop-sided towards the big-spending special interests. But enough
of their misinformation and spending was disclosed to carry the day.
Fifty-five percent of the voters enacted the Initiative, called
Proposition 20, in November, 1972, another massive victory for dis
enchanted voters and for environmentalists.

The new Commissions created by Proposition 20 were given interim
development control. But, unlike BCDC which controlled only what happened
in the water, these Commissions were given interim control over
virtually all development in an area extending 1,000 yards (that's over
half a mile) back from'the ocean, as well as control over all the
wetlands and waters along the 1,100 mile coastline. They had to plan
for the land as well as the water because most of the problems of the
coastline were caused by land use decisions. Amazingly, they were
given no more time to do that than BCDC had been given for a much
smaller task.

The Coastal Commissions were seven in number, half local-elected
officials and half "public" members appointed by the governor and the
Sacramento leadership. Recognizing the different geographies and
social milieus of each section of the long coastline, and recognizing
the need for the Commissions to be accessible to people on the model of
the regional BCDC, the bill drafters had created six Regional
Commissions, and a master State Commission to coordinate them.
The State Commission had six appointed Commissioners, and one delegate
elected from each Regional Commission, for a total of 12. There are
84 Commissioners in all.

Melvin Lane, chairman of the BCDC and a gubernatorial appointee to the
State Commission, was elected chairman of the State Commission. He,
and a key staff nucleus consisting of the executive director and
myself (actually, I had gone off to Wisconsin to head up planning for
that state but couldn't resist the opportunity to return to the great
new experiment) together brought the BCDC experience to bear on the
Coast.

We won concurrence of our Regional Commissions (four of which had
majorities consisting ofopponents of Proposition 20) to the element"
by process that worked so well in determining the future of
San Francisco Bay. We proselytized wide spread involvement of the
maximum possible number of public and.interest groups.
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State staff did basic homework on each element and drafted initial

suggestions for policies so all six Regions would expose the same ideas.
Staff8 of the six Regional Commissions participated so their views
were also represented in the packages. Each Region then elaborated on
the drafts, and involved the public. Additional insights often
flowed from the public and interest group involvement process, each
of which was rushed to the other Regions for exposure to the people
there, if time permitted.

The Regions held hearings and adopted recommendations to the State
Commission—element by element according to a very tight timeschedule.
The six sets of recommendations then were consolidated by State staff—
again with participation of Regional staffs—for another hearing and
final adoption by the State Commission.

In 18 months, aU elements except that concerned with how to carry
out the Plan were somehow run through all that procedure and all that
involvement—and combined into a Preliminary Plan in March of this
year, 1975. Another wide range of distribution. Twenty hearings
throughout the State by joint State-Regional bodies. Reassembly of widely
revised and sharpened policies in an agonizing series of public meeting,
revision again worked by joint State-Regional staff teams.

Simultaneously, a surprising consensus was developing on how to
carry out the Plan. Local governments were to be put back into the
driver's seat—they would resume control of the final development
permit for a project—but only if they would revise their Plans—
and ordinances—to agree with the Coastal Plan—and were so certified
by the Coastal Commissions before such control was surrendered back to
them. And subject to a continuation of a'cardinal aspect of the current
interim commissions—the ability of any aggrieved citizen to appeal
local government decisions that would be adverse to the intent of the
Coastal Plan.

What is the Plan.local governments and other agencies would carry.out?
The essence of the Coastal Plan is that the coast should be treated not
as ordinary real estate but as a unique place, where conservation and
special kinds of development should have priority. Coastal resources
are limited; meeting human needs while safeguarding the coast will
require special measures.

The Plan's 162 policy recommendations form the framework of a manage
ment program concerned with both natural and manmade coastal resources.

The Plan actively promotes: productive agriculture, viable communities
and neighborhoods, expansion of commercial fishing activity and
fisheries research, acquisition of additional parklands, restoration of
degraded coastal environments, and continued development of existing
ports and marinas.

The Plan seeks to achieve balance where there is a competition among
goals, such as where increasing coastal access competes with resource
protection, where economic development conflicts with conservation,
where urban expansion competes with the retention of natural areas, or
where short-run gains result in the forfeiture of long-run economic
benefits.
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The Plan is highly restrictive in its control over the dredging and
filling of coastal wetlands, its protection of areas of unusual
natural or historic value, and in its regulation of activities that
involve substantial environmental risk or the loss of productive
agricultural or forest lands.

It is more a land use control proposal than it is a marine resources
research and development proposal—because unless we better control
land use near the coast, we will continue to despoil our marine
resources to oblivion. Without control of land uses that endanger
the marine resources, we might as well not have a marine resources
program. In fact, though, we recommend they go hand-in-hand.

The Plan—with all these comprehensive—and controversial—proposal
was finally adopted in mid-September and is right now just about
ready to emerge from the printer.

The Plan presages a change in life style. Primarily an end to waste:
waste of energy resources, waste of land resources, waste of tax
resources. But that is counter to much of our heritage and
consitutional and philosphical structure. The fact that many of us
anticipate that this is about to happen soon anyway does not lessen the
opposition of the entrenched interests whose livelihood—and life styles
are couched in the old consumption patterns.

So, 1976 is a crucial year in Sacramento—and for all of you elsewhere
in the U.S. As California goes, in this matter, so is likely to go
the nation. The experience of BCDC is not lost upon the development
interests. The resistance to state level direction of local govern
ment and power to over-ride it—is deeply entrenched—unbridled local '
control is at stake. Every threatened interest is combining forces
mobilizing to end this trend by a crucial set back in California in
1976, i.e., by defeating the Coastal Commission proposals. National
as well as California interests will thus be drawn into the fray.
Charges and counter charges will fly—and be magnified. Credibility
will be assaulted. False facts trumpeted as true ones. This will be
an emotional—as well as factual—fight. So we invite your interest and
participation next year. You do have a stake at it.

This is not to say that what is achievable in California—with its
special political climate (one state; visible, emotional issues; the
powerful initiative procedure; large numbers of alert, informed citizens)
can readily be done elsewhere. But we have seen—and the opposition
knows—that nothing succeeds like success. An out-front prototype
can lead to much progress—even though not as extensive—elsewhere.

So I contend we are at a threshold. I commend the California scene to
your most considered attention—and consequent activity.
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Coastal-Zone Planning: An Integrated Approach

Lee E. Koppelman
Executive Director

Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board
Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York, 11787

Abstract. Two major factors in coastal zone planning are the
use of natural science inputs as determinants of the environ
mental loadings resulting from any class of land uses, and
the translation of technical and planning results and recom
mendations in language and form clearly understandable by the
general public and elected officials. The experience gained
in this field on Long Island serves as a case study.

Introduction. Nassau and Suffolk Counties, occupying one-
sixth of the land area of the New York Region have been two
of the fastest growing counties in the United States since
the end of World War II (U. S. Department of Commerce, 1972).
In 1960, the combined Nassau and Suffolk population of 2 mil
lion persons was one-eighth of the total Regional population
of sixteen million. It was projected that 25 per cent of the
additional six million persons that will inhabit the Region
by the year 1985 will be living in these two counties (Region
al Plan Association, 1962). Table I indicates the growth of
the two counties relative to the Region.

TABLE I
POPULATION OF NASSAU COUNTY, SUFFOLK COUNTY

AND

NEW YORK REGION 1940-1985
(in thousands)

1940 1960 1970 1985
Nassau ~4TJo\ 7 l73uTJ.2 174TB". 8 175T0".0
Suffolk 197.4 666.8 1,127.0 2,005.0
Nassau-Suffolk 604.1 1,977.0 2,555.8 3,515.0
New York Region 12,517.7 16,138.9 19,755.8 22,170.0
Source: An adaption of Table 5, p. 36 of Spread City

Expressed as a percentage of the Region's population, it is
seen in Table II that the two counties have achieved an in
creasing share of the growth.
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TABLE II
NASSAU-SUFFOLK POPULATION AS PER CENT OF

NEW YORK REGION 1940-1985
(in thousands)

Nassau-Suffolk New York Region Per Cent of Region
1940 6TJ57I 12,517.7 575
1950 848.9 13,951.0 6.1
1960 1,977.0 16,138.9 12.3
1985 3.515.0 22,170.0 15.9
Source: Spread City

Location. The two Counties, with their streams, lakes, rivers,
ocean, bays and sound frontages exceeding 1,000 linear miles
in total, are familiar natural attributes to millions of per
sons for resort and recreation opportunities. Long Island
Sound on the north and the Atlantic Ocean on the south and
east afford a decidedly unique advantage for the proper de
velopment of marine resources. The south shore is paralleled
by barrier beaches which create bays between the south shore
of the Island and the ocean from Long Beach on the west to the
Hamptons in the Town of Southampton, Jones, Fire Island, Mor
iches and Shinnecock. Inlets connect these bays to the ocean.
This portion of the Long Island peninsula is over 100 miles
long and 20 miles wide at its widest point, which is near the
Nassau-Suffolk boundary. The major land area extends east
ward from the Queens-Brooklyn and Nassau County border for
approximately 60 miles to Riverhead. East of Riverhead two
forks or peninsulas, continue eastward separated by the waters
of Peconic and Gardiners Bays. The northern fork terminates
at Orient Point and is approximately 20 miles in length. The
southern fork terminates at Montauk and is about 44 miles
long. The land area of the two counties is approximately
1,200 square miles (Koppelman, 1974:18).

Topography. The topography is uniform with a gentle to mod
erate downward slope from the north to the south shore. A
high ridge of glacial origin running approximately east and
west from the northwesterly corner of Nassau County and then
running in a southeasterly direction through Nassau from the
north shore reaches an elevation of about 300 feet above sea
level. North of the ridge the topography is generally abrupt
with an overall slope to Long Island Sound. South of the
ridge is a long gentle slope terminating in the marsh and
meadow land which borders the bays on the south (Nussbaumer,
etal, 1957). Four main river watershed valleys are located
in Suffolk County. These are the Nissequogue in the Town of
Smithtown, Connetquot in the Town of Islip, Carmans in the
Town of Brookhaven, and the Peconic which occurs in the Towns
of Riverhead, Brookhaven and Southampton (Koppelman, 1964).
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Geological Description. The area is mainly composed of the
unconsolidated deposits of sand, gravel and clay laid down
in more or less parallel beds on a hard bedrock surface.
The rock floor is tilted downward in a southeasterly direc
tion so that from a position of surface outcroppings in the
northwest end of Long Island (Queens County) it reaches a
depth of 2,100 feet below sea level beneath Fire Island.
The subsoil is generally sandy of yellow color except on the
ocean side of the south shore dunes which are of light gray
sea sand. The topsoil has been particularly suited for agri
cultural uses. Elsewhere the ground is generally covered
with scrub growth, mostly oaks and pine. North of the glacial
ridge there is an abundance of flora including many of the
hardwoods as well as evergreen cover.

Water Supply. The water supply is obtained entirely from
ground water. Natural replenishment of this supply is deriv
ed solely from precipitation, i.e., rain, snow and sleet,
which averages 42 inches per year. It has been estimated
that approximately 50 per cent of the precipitation is lost
due to evaporation, stream flow and other factors, so that
only about half of the precipitation reaches the water bear
ing strata.

On the basis of past experience and engineering projections
the ground water reservoir appears to be adequate to serve an
estimated population of approximately 5 million persons in the
two counties (Holzmacher, etal, 1968).

Marine Environment. The estuarian marshes and the off-shore
waters, diverse in terms of salinity and temperature, abound
in a variety of shell and fin fish. The inland fresh waters,
particularly in Suffolk County, have an abundance of trout
and bass. It also should be mentioned here that another of
the marine resources has been the sand and gravel deposits
that are particularly rich in the lands under the Long Island
Sound and on the north shore of the Island.

This brief resume of the marine environment and the physical
characteristics of the Island infers a potential for the
economic use of these natural resources. Actually, these
resources have provided sustenance and employment for many
years.

Historical Background. The economic and social history of
Long Island from the pre-colonial times of the Poospatucks,
Nissaquakes, Shinnecocks and other Indian Tribes to the
present indicates at every period a varying dependency on
the marine environment.
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Long Island waters offered the Indian a rather continuous
and ample protein diet to be had literally 'for the picking'.
Archeological research indicates that most of the tribes
located their encampments near the water (Ritchie, 1965).

Many of the first white settlers, arriving from the New
England colonies in the mid-seventeenth century had to rely
heavily on seafood until the ground was cleared, sown and har
vested. These hardy people were not strangers to the sea.
They brought with them a heritage and knowledge of shipbuild
ing, fishing and sailing. It was quite natural that marine
activities flourished concurrent with the development of the
soil. Fishing fleets sailed from Greenport and other eastern
Long Island ports to the Great Banks; whalers from Sag Harbor
sailed the world. Baymen and lobstermen, for three hundred
years, have collected a rich return from the pursuit of clams,
oysters, scallops, crabs and lobsters (L. I. Commercial Review,
1963). Freight haulage to New York City and New England mar
kets was an established practice by the early nineteenth
century. Cordwood cut in central Suffolk County was loaded
aboard schooners at the landing at Smithtown and shipped on
a regular basis (Langhens, 1965). However, the industrial
and agricultural technology, began to have an impact on marine
activities by the mid-nineteenth century. Rail service sup
planted waterborne haulage. Improvedagricultural production
lessened the demand on sea products. The discovery of petro
leum, natural gas (and later electric illumination) reduced
the interests in whaling. The gold strike in California in
1849 also played a significant role in the demise of Long
Island's deepwater fishing industry for it was far more
profitable to carry miners around the Cape to California,
than to search for whales or fish. In addition, many sailors
deserted their vocations to join in the search for gold (The
Long Island Catholic, 1964). With the exception of certain
limited aspects of commercial fishing, there has been a
steady decline in reliance on the marine economy from the
1850's to the present.

The trends indicated in this brief resume are not limited to
Long Island's marine history. Similar relative declines can
be traced on a national scale as well (U. S. Department of
the Interior, 1965). Perhaps the pioneering efforts related
to pushing the frontiers westward; the primary emphasis on
industrial development; the abundant availability of high
quality food, including animal proteins; the political con
cept of isolation as well as other factors have been respon
sible in part for the decreasing emphasis on the marine
environment- However, there is now a resurgent interest in
this field. The dramatic accomplishments of the outer space
program has indicated areas of parallel interest with sub
merged space problems (Pell, 1966). In recent years mineral
exploration and oil potentials have enticed private invest
ment in offshore exploration.
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Long Island is a microcosm of similar coastal urbanizing
communities. Therefore it is reasonable to expect that
the experiences - good and bad - resulting from rapid ur
banizing pressures of human settlement on natural resources
and environments will be of interest and use to other areas
that are now, or soon will be, undergoing similar pressures.
In this regard two specific activities are particularly ger
mane. First, the development of a regional plan for coping
with past and projected growth. Second, the development of
a knowledge base to ensure a rigorous decision-making pro
cess. Fortunately the methodologies and the conclusions
are transferable.

Planning Approaches. Urbanizing coastal areas of the United
States, such as Nassau and Suffolk Counties, are confronted
with a triad of planning concerns that require urgent atten
tion in the face of such pressure. The triad consists basic
ally of: (1) planning for urban and surrounding metropolitan
communities; (2) planning for outlying rural areas and their
interactions with metropolitan areas; and (3) planning for
the adjacent marine environment. Typically, planning has
dealt with the first two elements of the triad, but has
omitted the marine environment and its interactions with
adjacent land uses. Truly comprehensive planning for the
management of coastal areas requires the blending of the
three elements.

Nassau and Suffolk Counties contain all three of the elements
of the planning triad mentioned before — from the heavily
urbanized westernmost reaches of Nassau County, through the
rapidly suburbanizing middle part of the Island, to the rural
agricultural concerns of eastern Suffolk County, all of which
are surrounded and influenced by the marine environment. The
Counties offer in Brycian terms a political laboratory to
study the problems arising from the growing demand for the
limited supply of valuable coastal resources. Their popula
tion of 2.7 million people has grown ten-fold in the last half
century. Projections to the year 2000 estimate another 1.5
million people, with heavy growth particularly in Suffolk
County. Even the easternmost rural reaches of Suffolk County
are undergoing urbanization. That process is evidenced direct
ly by changes in land uses and increased population, and indi
rectly by industrial and utility sites (such as nuclear power
generating facilities) required to service urban communities.
The Counties' marine edge includes long reaches of beach some
of which are among the most severely eroding beaches anywhere
in the United States, high bluffs also afflicted by erosion,
and valuable coastal wetlands (Davies, etal., 1973;.

In response to the mounting pressures, the Nassau-Suffolk
Regional Planning Board was formed in 1965 to develop an
overall plan for the use of the resources in the two counties.
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Among its principal accomplishments to date has been the
development of the Nassau-Suffolk Comprehensive Development
Plan (N-S. R.P.B., 1970). The Board gave priority to four
broadly stated goals:

1. to direct the pattern of development and the rate
of growth;

2. to provide adequate housing and jobs linked by a
balanced transportation system;

3. to eliminate deterioration and obsolescence; and
4. to preserve open space and the natural environment.

Special planning problems were posed by the coastal location
and marine environment of the region. Among its first steps
in 1965, the Regional Planning Board established an Oceano-
graphic Committee to study the opportunities and problems
growing out of the impact of population expansion on the
marine environment of the two counties. The Committee's re
port documented the present value and future economic poten
tial of the marine resources of Long Island. It concluded
that if Long Island were to grow as a desirable and attrac
tive place in which to work and live, the trend towards
deterioration of the estuarine and shore environment had to
be reversed. Activities such as dredging, land fill, and
pollution by human, industrial, and agricultural wastes cre
ated marine environmental management problems requiring
solution to ensure proper development in the counties. More
over the report showed that greater knowledge of the marine
environment than existed was required in order to make man
agement decisions to solve those problems (Koppelman, 1966).

On recommendation of the Oceanographic Committee, the Board
created the Regional Marine Resources Council to pursue a
research program to obtain necessary marine environmental
knowledge and to transfer it in useful form to managers and
administrators; and, further, to advise the Board in all
matters having a significant impact upon the marine environ
ment of the region. The voting members are broadly repre
sentative of the academic, commercial, environmental, and
industrial sectors of the two counties. Advisory members
are drawn from Federal, State, and local governmental agen
cies which have a direct interest in the management and
supervision of the marine environment.

In 1967 the Regional Marine Resources Council began a pro
gram to identify the knowledge required and to develop a
procedure for using that knowledge for effective planning
and management of Long Island's marine resources. The
first step was the structuring of a research program into
a series of functional steps, and the development of a
framework for classifying problems. Seventeen marine re
lated problems of major concern to Long Island were iden
tified. From that list four subject areas — groundwater
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and waste water disposal, dredging and dredge spoil dispo
sal, coastal protection, and wetlands — were singled out
for intensive treatment. Fourteen research reports were
prepared.2 In addition to the development of recommended
management guidelines, the first efforts also discussed
additional research needs by priority ranking. This work
was supported and made possible by the National Sea Grant
Program.

After careful review of the research reports and consider
able modification of the marine environmental management
guidelines, the Regional Marine Resources Council adopted
guidelines, and recommended them to the Regional Planning
Board in the Spring of 1973. The guidelines both stand
alone and interact strongly with each other in the four
areas previously mentioned — groundwater, dredging, coastal
protection, and wetlands. They were adopted in July 1973 by
the Regional Planning Board and distributed to all local
governments on the Island (N.-S. R.P.B., 1973).

Guidelines for Long Island Coastal Zone Management. The
main purpose was to develop responses in order to assist
elected and appointed officials and the general public in
policy, planning, decision and action with respect to the
coastal marine environment. The guidelines for each prob
lem area are supported by an assessment of the adequacy of
the knowledge base and by a priority listing of research
required to increase adequacy of knowledge base.

The procedure which was followed to develop the guidelines
consisted of the following steps:

1. Identification of most important coastal zone
problems.

2. Identification, assembly and interpretation of
natural science knowledge (chemistry, physics,
biology, geology, ecology) required to predict
environmental effects or a range of operational
or regulatory/legislative action with respect to
the four problem areas.

3. Application of local economic, social and political
realities to each alternative environmental action
to determine which action would best meet environ
mental requirements within acceptable economic,
social and political stress.

4. Translation of optimum environmental action into
administratively phased operational (build sewer
systems, etc.) or regulatory/legislative (zone or
prohibit, etc.) guidance.

The final report was specifically written in administrative
and common language rather than in scientific or technical
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phraseology. We consider this to be an essential point.
Plans, standards, and guidelines will be of no avail to
the non-technical elected decision-makers if they don't
understand them. They are even of less value if the public
cannot be aroused to support them.

In development of the guidelines the Council received fund
ing support from Nassau and Suffolk Counties and from the
Sea Grant Program in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration of the U.S. Department of Commerce. In addi
tion, assistance was received from Federal, State and Local
agencies having environmental interests and responsibilities
through participation of representatives of these agencies
in Council activities and through Agency participation in
formal symposia on natural science involved in the four
problem areas.

As far as the Council has been able to determine, it is one
of the first organizations in the United States which has
undertaken this systematic approach to the development of
guidelines for use by elected and appointed officials and
the general public in policy, planning, decision and action
with respect to the marine environment of the coastal zone.
Therefore the "first generation" nature of the findings can
and will be improved as responses come in from users and our
own continued experience. For these reasons we offer for
consideration the conclusions and recommendations formed as
a result of the efforts to develop the guidelines.

Conclusions. 1. Guideline development Step 1
"Identification of most important coastal
zone problems" is well within local capa
bility at the County or even lower level
and should be done at a local level.

2. Guideline development Step 2
"Identification, assembly and interpreta
tion of natural science—" is clearly be
yond local capability and probably beyond
state capability and should be a Federal
responsibility.

3. Guideline development Step 3
"Application of local economic, social
and political realities, etc.—" uniquely
required local handling at County or low
er level. State and Federal overview in
the interest of uniformity is required.

4. Guideline development Step 4
"Translation of optimum environmental
action--" uniquely required local handling
at County or lower level. However, Federal
and State overview may be required to
assist in achieving minimum acceptable
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action which is beyond local resources
and in interest of uniformity.

Unfortunately it is currently much easier to identify prob
lems than to apply rigorous information to their solution.
The means for identification of requirements, assembly, and
interpretation of the natural science knowledge that is the
essential foundation for wise decisions with respect to the
solution of coastal environmental problems, are totally in
adequate. The United States has no orderly system for deter
mining our natural science knowledge requirements or for
determining what of their knowledge is already available. As
a result, a great deal of research reflects the persuasiveness
of the individual researcher rather than an established need.

No orderly system exists for translating existing knowledge
and the fruits of ongoing and future research into guidance
which will assistelected and appointed officials and the
general public in policy planning, decision and actions. This
failure of the ultimate consumer to receive the benefits of
the research investments in a large measure accounts for the
difficulty in securing quantitative research appropriations.
This particular failing - and it is a severe one - is the
linchpin of the entire process.

One result of the research efforts on Long Island was the
realization that a link was missing between the production
of scientific information and knowledge, and the planning
and management process. The bi-county area has a completed
and partially adopted comprehensive plan. There are implicit
and explicit policy recommendations in the Plan that affect
the marine environment. Yet much of this work was based on
the knowledge existing at the time of Plan development. Per
haps the new data would suggest that modifications be made.
A further concern was that some relevant existing natural
science information may not have been used as input data
due to the difficulty of translation. Many natural scien
tists, either by training or personal philosophy, appear
loath to present their findings in non-technical jargon or
to discuss the normative and policy implications of their
work. This places the burden on the planners of determining
the relevance and applicability of the scientists' contribu
tions .

It was upon the base of scientific knowledge developed over
an eight-year period by the Council, and the extensive plan
ning information supporting the adopted comprehensive devel
opment plan that the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Policy Development and Research of the U. S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development awarded the Bi-County Board
a contract to link the processes of regional planning and
coastal zone management.•* Its specific objectives are to:
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1. determine the impact of the comprehensive develop
ment plan on the coastal zone of the two counties,
and, conversely, the influence of the marine envir
onment on the land uses or functional components of
the Plan.

2. identify and recommend modifications to the Plan
based on the environmental impact determinations.

3. recommend processes and institutional structures
for implementing the modified plan based on envir
onmental impact assessment and consideration of
social, political, and economic factors present in
the regions.

4. evaluate the Nassau-Suffolk experience for trans
ferability to other coastal regions of the country.

5. prepare a report and handbook of guidelines for the
integration of comprehensive planning and coastal
zone management to assist planners and decision
makers in other areas.

H.U.D., in funding the study, was keenly aware that knowledge
translation and administrative planning transferability are
central to the success or failure of all coastal zone plan
ning and management. It must also be recognized and accepted
as a policy given, that marine environmental knowledge is not
shaped by political boundaries but by generally universal
laws of nature. To have 30 coastal states or X number of
counties or cities trying to develop natural science require
ments and assemble and interpret the knowledge would be a
disastrous fragmentation of a national job of enormous com
plexity. The National government funds the majority of all
natural science research. In the "National Interest" it must
develop an orderly system for assessing knowledge requirements,
and determing research priorities. In the total National,
State and Local framework it must initiate a strong program
of knowledge interpretations for use by elected and appointed
officials and the general public in policy, planning, decision
and action. The National government is not yet at this stage.
Therefore it should be a matter of top national priority to
require and fund NOAA, EPA, the National Science Foundation
or any specially designated government agency of the National
government to establish and maintain a program designed to
determine natural science knowledge requirements, assemble
existing knowledge, assign research priorities to fill vital
gaps and interpret existing and new knowledge for the guidance
of national, state and local elected and appointed officials
and the general public in policy, planning, decisions and
action with respect to the coastal zone marine environment.

Let me stress that the myriad of problems that beset our hard-
pressed elected and appointed officials at all levels require
greater scientific input than have ever been required before
for their solutions. Science organizations and management
capabilities to make this vital contribution must be modern
ized and upgraded enormously if we are to avoid governmental
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failure at all levels. Leadership in this great effort is
a National imperative.

The Integration of planning and coastal science. To accom
plish the objectives of linking regional planning and coastal
zone management the study was divided into nine tasks, the
first of which was to prepare a detailed work program. In
general, tasks 2-4 analyzed the scientific aspects of the
program; tasks 5 and 6 related to the economic, political,
and institutional aspects; task 7 synthesized the "hard" and
"soft" sciences into proposed modifications of the Plan; task
8 assessed the transferability of the Nassau-Suffolk experi
ence; and task 9 described the nature of the final report and
guidelines.4 More specifically:

Task 2 identified the components of the Plan to be
analyzed; analyzes interactions or impacts using the
products left over by man's land uses and activities
as a means of determining impacts, where possible;
and creates an inventory for analyzing the interrelated
land use - activities - waste products relationships.

Task 3 extended the analyses begun in Task 2 by analy
zing the land use - activities - waste products rela
tionships of each component of the Plan against all
other components of the Plan.

Task 4 culminated the "hard science" analyses of the
study by identifying areas of the Plan where coastal
zone environmental impacts are likely, and by proposing
Plan modifications which show where the Plan could be
more compatible with or beneficial to the coastal zone.

Task 5 began the economic and political analyses, test
ing the economic, political, and social acceptability
of the identified technical alternatives for modifying
the Plan.

Task 6 required analysis of administrative and insti
tutional structures to carry out the Plan as it might
be modified.

Task 7 provided the synthesis of the foregoing tasks,
in which choices were made for modifying the Plan.

Task 8 called for an assessment of whether the technical,
institutional and other elements of the Plan, that the
planning process the Board had gone through, could be
transferred to other parts of the country.

Task 9 documented the planning process, and provided a
handbook of guidelines and procedures for integrating
comprehensive planning and coastal zone management.
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Conclusion. Many of the tasks ran concurrently, some se
quentially. All of them had internal checkpoints in which
the materials being developed were checked for relevance to
real management problems and for interaction with other tasks.
Periodic reviews have been conducted with HUD, with the Re
gional Marine Resources Council, and with the Federal Project
Advisory Committee. In particular, the last two tasks consti
tuted in large measure the raison d'etre for the study. It
was true that our provincial interests lead us to seek solu
tions to the problems of the Nassau-Suffolk region. Yet this
area is a segment of the coastal zone of the country - a 50
mile-wide belt of land adjacent to the oceans, the Gulf of
Mexico, and the Great Lakes - wherein reside over 53% of the
nation's population. It is likely that the planning/environ
mental problems encountered on Long Island are typical of
those occurring throughout most of the coastal zones, namely
those conflicts stemming from increased demand pressure on
the limited supply of coastal resources.

Therefore, the data, methodology, standards, and guidelines
developed in our study should have relevance to other seg
ments of the coastal zone. Even our failures should be of
value by enabling other agencies to avoid re-inventing
"square wheels".

Notes.

1 The federal expenditures for oceanographic programs have
grown from 8 million dollars in 1953 to over 300 million
dollars at the present time. Similarly, private industry
has invested almost 3 billion dollars in continental shelf
exploration in the past decade. See the Report of the
Panel on Oceanography, President's Science Advisory Commit
tee, Effective Use of the Sea (Washington, D.C., The White
House, June, 1966) pp. 66-75.

2 An annotated bibliography of these reports is contained in
Koppelman, L.E., etal., (1974) Integration of Coastal Zone
Science and Regional Planning: 105-113, New York, N.Y.,
Praeger

3 The proposal, The Analysis and Development of Guidelines
for the Integration of Comprehensive Planning and Coastal
Management (1973) Hauppauge. N.Y., Nassau-Suffolk Regional
Planning Board, was approved by the Assistant Secretary for
Policy Development and Research on July 1, 1973 as Contract
H-2050-R.

4 In addition to the two-part final report, i.e., A Handbook
of Methodologies for Coastal Zone Planning, and, The Appli
cation of Methodologies for Integrating Comprehensive
Planning and Coastal Management to the Nassau-Suffolk Com
prehensive Development Plan, four interim reports were
prepared: (1) Methodology for Evaluating Technical Consider-
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ations in the Development of Engineering, Land Use and
Environmental Modifications to the Nassau-Suffolk Com
prehensive Plan; (2) The Development and Application of
Cause-Environmental Condition-Effect Methodology for the
Integration of Comprehensive Planning and Coastal Manage
ment; (3) Economic, Social and Political Feasibility of
Proposed Alternatives to the Nassau-Suffolk Comprehensive
Plan;(4) Transferability of Methodologies tor the Inte-
gration of Coastal Zone Science and Regional Planning.
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