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My experience is in the United States and in the Great Lakes. In
my experience, lack of understanding of shore processes by political
and socia| decisionmakers is as much of an obstacle to sensible shore
protection as economic pressures. At least, many times knowledge by
the decisionmakers of the possibility of losing the battle on shore-
lands by fighting nature, instead of learning how to live with and enjoy
it, could offset economic arguments.

Let me concede that my prejudice is in favor of preserving natural
shorelines for their own sake, just because they are there. I acknow
ledge also a prejudice in favor of open public access to as much shore-
land as possible. But I am convinced that, in the long run, economic
interests are also better served when preservation and/or access are used

as shoreland protection tools in many situations.

Examination of existing coastal legislation and programs in the
United States shows how either this relationship is not understood or
has not been used. The professions represented in this organization
could provide the leadership to overcome the fear of political conse
quences that is the real reason for the failure to deal with the possi
bility that working with nature on beaches may be a more cost-effective
way to save beaches than to impose manmade, artificial protection sys
tems.

I do not claim that it is always possible to preserve or restore
truly natural shores. Yet, in some situations, such as can be seen
tomorrow, public access can make sense as a tradeoff on the cost of
shore protection even when preservation of natural conditions is im
possible.

I am much encouraged that these relationships are now being ac
knowledged by at least some spokesmen for the Army Corps of Engineers.
Within the past month, the Associated Press sent out a story in connec
tion with the recent shoreline damage inventory by the Corps. In the
Detroit Free Press, the story carried a headline, "Man Helps Nature
Wash Away Shore." The news account quotes aCorps coastal researcher as
saying that "You can pave the beach with two-ton boulders, but, the
boulders will destroy the beach as a sand-filled playground."

The most that can be accomplished, he is quoted as observing, is to
slow erosion down, but, "we sure aren't going to stop it." Experience
on Lake Michigan confirms his pessimism, and has convinced me that in
some cases structural shore protection measures do not stop erosion, but
over the long run make the damage worse.

One situation with which I have been familiar for many years is on
the Indiana shore, between Michigan City and Gary. Between these two
cities are the dunelands that have been the focus of the long struggle
to create and establish a national park. Intense conflict between use
of the shore for industry or housing versus recreation and preserva
tion has been going on since Teddy Roosevelt's time. I would like to
tell you a bit about what has gone on in the 1970's on one reach of
shore at Beverly Shores, Indiana.
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When this community was laid out by a developer in the late 1920's,
a road was built on top of and behind active, still-forming dunes. In
the years since, houses have been built on both sides of the road and
even on the lake side of the road. On one side of the new town of
Beverly Shores, toward the west was the Indiana Dunes State Park with
natural beaches used for recreation. On the other side toward the east
was Michigan City, with a harbor and a breakwater.

Although examination of maps of the shore before the original
breakwater was built in the last century, and subsequent changes show
clearly how erosion was accelerated downstream from the harbor breakwater,
this was either not known or was ignored by the developer of Beverly
Shores. During the 30's and 40's, the road along the shore was eroded
away form the east to west, and more-and-more land was inundated. Even
this phenomenon was ignored during new intense development in the late
1950's and early 1960's that coincided with a drop in the level of Lake
Michigan, following record high levels in the early 50's.

One person who built a house on the lake shore road in 1963 told
me that he knew about the 1952 high level and erosion associated with
it, but he understood the level rise to be unique. He had no knowledge
of cyclical changes in lake level. He rejoiced in the very wide beach
in front of his house during the record low level of 1964, and considered
it to be a normal feature of the shore that he assumed would always be
there.

By the time the levels again reached record highs in the early
1970's, houses lined the land side of the road, and there were 15 houses
on the lake side.

By this time, Congress had also authorized the Indiana Dunes
National Lakeshore, with a provision that the beach houses could be
occupied as leasebacks for 15 years. Then they would be removed so that
the beach could be used for public swimming in the national park. Under
intense political pressure form the homeowners and local officials in
1974, Congress authorized the Corps to spend $3.1 million dollars for
revetment and beach nourishment, that perhaps kept 15 houses from being
undermined by erosion. The rational for the protection was the national
park, though the political pressure was generated by and on behalf of
the private homeowners.

This beach was covered not with two-ton boulders, but two-ton
chunks of concrete, which are somehow even more intrusive than natural
stone. Beach nourishment sand was provided at a cost of several dollars
a cubic yard for delivery.

Now the lake levels have receded a bit, and a predictable process
is still evolving. The natural beach of the state park, which never
did erode away completely, has been building up several times more
quickly than the Beverly Shores beach to the east. There, the effects
of the multiple structural approaches can be seen, including how they
compound each other. In some places along Beverly Shores, there has
been some coverage of the revetment with sand. In many places, including
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in front of my friend's house, there is still no beach. My friend can
not reach the water from his house, even now, with levels down. Else
where, sandbars and beach rebuilding are evident where nature has been
allowed to stay in charge.

What has he learned from his experience? He learned that with
sufficient political pressure, public money would be spent to protect
private property. Even though he now understands the cyclical nature
of lake levels, he has recently added two rooms to his house.

While the presence of the national park added an unusual dimension
to this situation in Indiana, the political forces at work are familiar.
In my view, neither the Coastal Zone Management Act nor state coastal
programs nor the Federal Flood Insurance Act is constructively respon
sive to either the physical or political processes at work.

The Coastal Zone Management Act deals with erosion control and
access for recreation as two separate issues. No funding has been
provided for Section 315, which might assist states to acquire shore-
lands for recreation. The Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund does
not allow acquisition for erosion control purposes. The section of the
Flood Insurance Act that would support acquisition of areas threatened
by flooding because of erosion, has never been implemented.

Indeed, in my experience, public officials are so afraid of possible
political pressure from private property owners, that they will not even
openly discuss whether public acquisition of erosion-prone lands to in
crease public access to beaches and shores might be a more rational ap
proach in some cases, than to spend public money for futile and/or
shortlived structural controls. Even the fromework study of the Great
Lakes Basin Commission, published in 1974, says that acquisition for
such a purpose would be more costly than other erosion protection measures.
Disaster relief programs reinforce the deficiencies of the other programs.

The inability to deal with these issues has been demonstrated dra
matically in recent months along the Atlantic shore in Massachusetts.
I have been told that following the disastrous February storm, the State
of Massachusetts began seeking ways to buy up damaged shorelands and
property, to prevent re-building in damage-prone areas. The opportunity
was lost in the words of one official, because disaster relief funds
made it possible for property owners to rebuild more quickly than the
state could act. Most of the houses, more costly than ever, will still
be there for the next storm. Meanwhile, according tothe Corps there
is a $65 million current effort underway to rebuild 10.2 miles of beach
in Dade County, Florida, which does not include the large sums spent
previously on other efforts, or the cost of repeated study of the problem
at every level of government.

Recently, the Basin Commission has completed study of the adequacy
of special amendments to the Flood Insurance Act concerning erosion
damage in the Great Lakes. The study concluded that this law cannot be
implemented and recommends a new federal program to assist states with
new management approaches to erosion. The management could include
aquisition, but the chief aim is to prevent unwise development.
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In summary, I cannot claim that acquisition of public shorelands is
the best means of shoreland protection in every case. Nor can I claim
that even use of the acquired land for public access would justify the
acquisition cost in every case.

I am convinced, however, that it makes both political and economic
sense in more cases than has yet been acknowledged by coastal programs
in the United States. I am grateful to our Canadian friends for showing
us the case in point at Toronto, and hope that the extensive considera
tion of access needs and means in this meeting will embolden all of you
to begin new education efforts now.

In conclusion, I considered as a title for this discussion of these
personal views, "Ostriches Can't Win the Coastal Zone." I put it aside
not only because it obviously did not meet the standards set by the
title of the conference, but also because I was afraid the meaning might
be too obtuse.

What I have been trying to say is that we can't go on keeping our
heads in the sand on the issue of acquisition and access for protection
and expect to save the beaches.
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INCREASING BEACH ACCESS IN URBAN AREAS

William W. Dreyfoos

The goal of beach access programs is to increase the beach
recreation opportunities available to the public. But how can govern
ment increase beach recreation opportunities when all the beachfront
land is developed? This is a different kind of focus from the one we
normally use when we talk about beach access. Most of the literature
and most governmental beach access programs focus on acquisition.
They assume the existence of beachfront property that the public can
purchase. Or that a developer will build houses or condominiums on
currently vacant beachfront property, providing local government the
opportunity to acquire accessways through easements or mandatory
dedication. The assumption is always that beachfront land is available
for acquisition.

This assumption may hold true in many places. For example,
Brower et al., writing in Access to the Nation's Beaches: Legal and
Planning Perspectives, indicate that North Carolina does indeed have
undeveloped beach frontage, where the traditional beach access tools
can be used. But much of southeast Florida does not.

Like southeast Florida, many beach areas can be considered
"developed". By that I mean that virtually all beachfront property
is used in some intensive way other than its natural state. Some
developed uses can be public ones. In Ft. Lauderdale, for example,
the beachfront is totally "developed", but nearly 4 of the 6 miles is
public beach.

In developed beach areas, any vacant beach frontage is likely to
be very expensive, more than most governments can afford to spend for
land acquisition. Any undeveloped property located within walking
distance of the beach is also apt to cost more than most governments
are able to spend. One thus concludes that in developed beach areas,
government is priced out of the land market. Government is also
usually priced out of the redevelopment market, because the value
inheres in the land, not the building that rests upon it.

The developed coastline scenario thus has two major characteris
tics: (1) almost all the land is already in use, and (2) the land
available for purchase or redevelopment is more expensive than govern
ment can afford. As a result, governments in developed beach areas
are unable to meet increased public demands for beach recreation
through use of the standard access acquisition techniques.

William W. Dreyfoos is associate counsel with the Florida Atlantic
University/Florida International University Joint Center for Environ
mental and Urban Problems, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida.
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Meeting public recreation needs in developed beach areas requires
some new ways of looking at beach access, and at beach activity
patterns. A number of local governments in southeast Florida have
been investigating new approaches for meeting public recreation
demand. I would like to examine some of Florida's existing access
problems, and to outline some of the solutions that are emerging to
address these problems in developed beach areas.

The urbanized part of southeast Florida is a narrow strip that
runs from Miami to roughly 40 miles north of Palm Beach, a distance
of about 120 miles. The habitable area in this part of Florida
generally ranges in width from 8 to 12 miles. The Atlantic Ocean forms
the eastern border. The Everglades form the western border. The
urban corridor straddles the coastline.

This area has a permanent population of about 3 1/2 million
people, with perhaps as many as a million more added to that figure
during "the season", between December and March. The area has two
real downtown areas, Miami and West Palm Beach. Between these two
urban centers is a distance of 70 miles. The waterfront is devoted
to the tourist industry, expensive single-family homes and condominiums.
The inland area is a 70-mile strip of suburbia, with an abundance of
commercial areas.

Over the past twenty years, southeast Florida has grown at a
very rapid pace. Broward County, where Ft. Lauderdale is located
(between Miami and West Palm Beach), was the fastest growing county
in the nation in the 1960's. The area as a whole has experienced
rapid suburban-type expansion. The result is a highly developed
coastline, an inadequate transportation system, high beach recreation
demands from both tourist and resident populations, and very little
undeveloped beach frontage.

A stretch of coastline that runs about 40 miles, from Hollywood
to Palm Beach, illustrates the variety of coastal development in a
tourist-oriented area like Florida. An examination of the beach
activity patterns in this area also illustrates the problems that
people have in finding quality beach recreation opportunities, and
that governments have in trying to increase these opportunities.

Case #1: Hollywood. Hollywood is an older community as Florida
beach communities go, with most land uses dating from before World War
II. As in all of this part of Florida, the beach in Hollywood is
located on a narrow barrier island, connected to the mainland by bridges.
There is one major road on the barrier island, route A-l-A, which runs
north-to-south, parallel to the beach. In Hollywood, the barrier island
is generally about five blocks wide. Small streets intersect A-l-A,
and run for a distance of a few blocks until they dead-end at beach
front property. The rights-of-way for these streets continue down to
the mean high tide line, which means that there is public access at
every block. This is highly unusual in Florida. It is also somewhat
deceptive in Hollywood, because there is very little public parking at
Hollywood beach. As a result, there is a lot of pedestrian access for
those who live or vacation on the barrier island itself. But there is
very little access for the 100,000 residents of the City of Hollywood
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who live on the mainland, or for the tourists who stay there, or for
the residents of the unincorporated portion of the county further west.
Or rather, there is very little access for these people at the beach in
Hollywood.

Beachfront and near-beach land uses in Hollywood initially were
small, low-rise apartments and motels. While many of these still
exist, the area has in part been taken over by high-rise condominiums.
In the winter, when the condominiums are occupied, traffic congestion
near the beach becomes a major problem--both for those who live or
vacation at the beach, and for those who are trying to get to the beach
from points inland.

Hollywood illustrates one of the classic beach access problems:
access exists, but the access is inaccessible. That is, the general
public has difficulty in making use of the existing access. This
inaccessibility is caused by three faults in the transportation system:
the roads are congested; there is virtually no place to park once you
get to the beach; and the public transportation system is essentially
non-existent. Moreover, the options for increasing public recreation
opportunities in Hollywood beach appear to be very limited. There
is currently only one tract of undeveloped beachfront property, and
after litigation has concluded, there will be a high-density develop
ment located on it, with some provision made for public access. Aside
from this tract, all new land uses in Hollywood beach will involve
redevelopment—from low-rise apartments to high-rise condominiums. It
seems unlikely that Hollywood's access problems will be solved by
exactions from this type of redevelopment. Instead, the likely effect
of redevelopment will be to increase the traffic congestion and the
competition for parking. In short, Hollywood has access, but the beach
is inaccessible and promises to become more-so. Beach recreation
demand is high, but the traditional access acquisition techniques are
not available to meet it.

Case #2: Dania. Moving north up the beach road, A-l-A, we come
to Dania, which is adjacent to Hollywood. In contrast to the developed
character of Hollywood, most of Dania's beachfront is public, and most
of the land near the beach is metered for public parking. For nearly
a mile, the land between A-l-A and the beach is devoted to parking,
natural-looking vegetation, and public accessways. North of this
parking area is a stretch of low-density commercial use, and then a
city beachfront park. And immediately north of the Dania corporate
limits is a state park with even more parking and many improved
facilities. In short, the small city of Dania has a large amount of
accessible beach access. Moreover, this access is currently under
utilized, because it is unpublicized and relatively few people know
about it. On crowded beach days, Hollywood to the south and Ft.
Lauderdale to the north are extremely congested, while in contrast,
the beaches in Dania are only sparsely used.

Given Dania's abundance of access, the logical question to ask is
"Why don't the people who live in Hollywood use the beach in Dania?"
On a practical level, of course, many of them do. But this juxtaposi
tion of inaccessible and accessible areas of public access raises
important questions about intergovernmental coordination and
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responsibilities. Why should Dania residents subsidize the beach
recreation expenses of the residents of Hollywood? Why should Dania
residents sacrifice their current high quality of beach recreation
for the congestion that will follow an advertisement of good beaches
and plenty of parking? What responsibilities does the City of Holly
wood, or Broward County, have to provide local and regional facilities
that will meet the beach demands of the residents of Hollywood?

Case #3: Ft. Lauderdale. Continuing north up the coast, past
Port Everglades, Florida's largest port, is the Ft. Lauderdale beach.
As in Hollywood, the Ft. Lauderdale beach illustrates the point that
usable beach access is more than ingress and egress. As indicated
earlier, 4 of Ft. Lauderdale's 6 miles of beachfront is public beach,
some of it improved and all of it served by parking. The problem is
that there isn't enough parking.

The barrier island on which Ft. Lauderdale's beach is situated
is entirely built up, with hotels, motels, condominiums, commercial
establishments, and perhaps the most expensive homes in the city.
Again, there is one north-south road, A-l-A, and all traffic that
moves along the beach travels this road. Parking is not allowed on
the side streets, so public parking associated with use of the public
beach is limited to the parking lots located on or near the beach.
Although these lots collectively have a large capacity, they are
generally full by 10:00 A.M. on busy weekends. After that time,
cars of would-be beach goers cruise up and down A-l-A, trying to
find a place to park and adding to the congestion.

The Ft. Lauderdale example raises questions about the level of
public recreation for which governments should plan. Ft. Lauderdale
currently provides a vast stretch of public beach, parking, and some
support facilities. But the demand for beach recreation far exceeds
the opportunities currently provided. How much more should the city
do to address these demands? Should it construct parks in inland
areas to try to redirect recreation demand away from the beach? Is
the consturction of new parking facilities the solution, or will doing
so only make matters worse by drawing even more people to the beach?
The city is currently grappling with these questions.

Case #4: Boca Raton. Moving about 15 miles north up the coast
into Palm Beach County, we find an illustration of effective beach
access planning in Boca Raton. Boca Raton is an interesting mix of
a wealthy resort community, a university town, a religious convention
center, and a developing industrial park. There are some condominiums
on the beachfront, including one under construction in an area that
was claimed in litigation as subject to a prescriptive easement in
favor of the public. But a large part of the Boca Raton beachfront
has been purchased and developed into city parks as a result of bond
issues passed in the early 1970's. Unlike the areas further to the
south, Boca Raton's beachfront was developing but not fully developed
by the early 70's. The city residents perceived the imminent loss of
beach recreation opportunities and acted to preserve the beach area
remaining. The result in Boca Raton is a series of improved parks,
adequate parking facilities, and dunes fronting the beach--a topo
graphical feature no longer existing further south.
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Boca Raton was able to achieve its recreation planning goals
because its citizens were willing to use bonded indebtedness to pay
for beach access and recreation opportunities. However, bond issues
have since been voted down in Boca Raton—apparently, enough beach
has been reserved for public use. Given the prevailing political
mood against public expenditures, bonding may no longer be a
realistic strategy for meeting recreation needs.

Case #5: Highland Beach to Palm Beach. Preceding north from
Boca Raton, the 20 miles of beachfront up to Palm Beach is fully
developed. This is a wealthy area, and many estates are located in
this area. However, there are pockets of tourist and commercial uses,
and even a retirement mobile home park, interspersed among the homes
along A-l-A. Most of the communities having beach frontage in this
area have established large municipal beach parks, and public beach
recreation occurs in these parks. Outside of these parks, there is
no public access, and no prospects for public access.

The one notable exception to this land use pattern is the public
beach at Delray Beach, about 5 miles north of Boca Raton, where route
A-l-A overlooks the beach and all the land east of the road is public.
This beach has recently been renourished, as have many of the south
east Florida beaches.

The fact that many of the Florida beaches need renourishment
is having important ramifications for beach access. To qualify for
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers subsidization of renourishment and
maintenance expenses, local governments must demonstrate the existence
of adequate public access. Current Corps requirements include the
existence of access strips every half mile, and adjacent or nearby
parking facilities. Local governments north of Palm Beach have used
these requirements as the basis of their access acquisition efforts.
Palm Beach County government has considered using the Corps require
ments as the basis of county recreation planning in the area south
of Palm Beach, but has decided against doing so, given the nature of
the residential communities.

Having illustrated the current beachfront uses and access problems
we find in Florida's urbanized coastline, I want to review the basic
points that must be addressed in order to plan for and meet the beach
recreation needs in developed coastal areas. To date, most beach
access programs have focused on two problems: physical ingress and
egress (accessway acquisition), and the availability of parking facili
ties serving these routes of ingress and egress. This focus incor
porates a non-urban bias, in that it presupposes the availability or
the affordability of land for use as accessways and parking lots.
However, in highly developed or urban coastlines, this assumption of
available land simply does not hold.

In developed coastlines, the beach access issue can be viewed in
terms of providing more recreation opportunities when there is no
more land for accessways or nearby parking. One approach for increas
ing recreation opportunities is governmental emphasis of management
techniques that make better use of existing public resources. The
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management goal is twofold: to enhance the quality of beach recreation,
and to make such quality recreation available to more people. This
approach amounts to making beach access more accessible, more equitable,
and more satisfying to the recreating public.

In the Florida examples, this approach points to a number of
solutions, some of which are in fact being implemented:

° The parking and traffic congestion problems experienced in
Hollywood and Ft. Lauderdale suggest that beach access planning
and transportation planning are synonymous in these two areas.
The City of Hollywood is currently exploring the feasibility of
a shuttle-bus system that will operate between the mainland
and the beach. This system will be designed to increase the
number of people and decrease the number of cars on the beach.
An existing parking facility, such as a racetrack parking lot,
or a new municipal garage would serve as the mainland terminus
of the shuttle-bus system. The beach terminus could be a
small municipal beachfront park, or a series of stops arranged
to prevent beach congestion. The city's planning efforts are
too new to produce estimates of ridership or cost. However,
the shuttle-bus concept does have appeal, and the City of Ft.
Lauderdale is also beginning to consider a shuttle-bus system
in its recreation planning.

° The City of Ft. Lauderdale's Parks and Recreation Plan
suggests increasing the amount of public beach by trading
maintenance of beach fronting private uses for public easements.
This strategy has not worked in Ft. Lauderdale, but the concept
seems potentially applicable for other areas—much like the
beach renourishment inducement of a renewed beach in exchange
for public easements.

° Publicizing underutilized beaches can be an important management
tool to increase the availabity of quality beach recreation.
This has not been done to any great extent in southeast Florida.
As a result, at the height of the tourist season, our surveys
indicated that some municipal and county parks are almost devoid
of users. Because these parks front on side streets rather than
major thoroughfares, the only way most residents or tourists
learn about them is by word of mouth. Although increased use
of these parks would undoubtedly increase maintenance costs, it
would also tend to alleviate crowding and traffic congestion
associated with other access areas.

° Given a limited supply of access, it becomes important for local
governments to cooperate with each other to meet their collective
access needs. There are financial disincentives for many local
governments to do so, however—the influx of more beach users
means increased maintenance and police costs, and congestion.
Many municipal governments having beach frontage have been
unwilling to share their beach resources with other municipali-
ites or county government. As the beach recreation demands
from inland county residents increase, Florida governments will
have to face the problem of inter-governmental coordination of
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beach recreation opportunities. One possible method of
inter-governmental coordination involves the pooling of
municipal resources to enhance regional beach recreation oppor
tunities. While this technique poses problems of location and
maintenance, it does provide a method for meeting the recreation
needs of inland residents without imposing the financial burden
solely on coastal municipalities. This technique has been
applied in the Boynton Beach municipal beach, which is located
within the city of Ocean Ridge, about 10 miles south of
Palm Beach.

° Leasing accessways is an acquisition tool currently being
explored by some southeast Florida governments. The leasing
technique is sometimes included in the catalog of acquisition
tools. In its Florida application, leasing is a way of
providing short-term access in land that would not otherwise
be available for public use. Almost all vacant beachfront
properties are being held for investment purposes, generally in
anticipation of condominium construction. Although the construc
tion market is now making a comeback from the recession, some
investors are choosing not to build at the present time. By
leasing their land to local governments for access purposes,
these investors receive tax breaks while retaining the future
use of the land. Some of these leases include provisions
granting the local government the right of first refusal,
thereby giving government the opportunity to purchase the land
if it can find the money to do so. Where the leases are long-
term, as in one example north of Palm Beach where the lease
runs for 99 years, the effect is similar to the granting of a
conservation easement. Leasing, for either short- or long-
term, is a new access technique in Florida, and its use seems
to be increasing.

The management techniques described above are designed to circumvent
the high cost of acquisition, to spread out the recreating public, and
to reduce vehicle density. Local governments in southeast Florida are
turning to these techniques because the demand for beach recreation
is increasing; either there is no more land to buy, or the land
available is unaffordable; and there are no more large beachfront
tracts left from which access could be exacted when development
occurred, because development has already occurred.

The Florida examples illustrate that developed coastlines have
special access problems. These problems require solutions that differ
from the acquisition programs we find in developing beach communities.
What we in southeast Florida have discovered is that local governments
have the capacity to address these beach recreation problems, and
that better quality beach recreation for more people is accordingly
a realistic goal in developed coastal areas.
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Access and Urban Waterfronts

by
Richard R. Gardner, Charter Member

and

Ann B. Cowey

I. Introduction

Try mentioning the term "urban problem" in general conversation
today and the response is more than likely to be a sign, a groan
or a grimace. This is simply symptomatic of the fact that today
the question of attempting to resolve all of the social, economic,
environmental and political ills of the large American city seems
to represent such a complex, costly, long and difficult task that
most people are simply overwhelmed by it. Each succeeding admin
istration in Washington has attempted to cope with the "urban
problem" in its own way, which has often involved massive spend
ing, yet in the minds of much of the public, it would appear
that no amount of cash, strategy,innovation or good will can ever
really solve the "urban problem."

Of course, if one looks at the situation rather more closely, it
is apparent that the vast amount of Federal dollars and attention
lavished on cities and metropolitan areas have had some signifi
cant beneficial effect. While still not so pleasant as we
might like, the physical environment of most American cities
appears to have improved substantially over the past decade or
so—not across the board certainly, but incrementally in specific
functional areas.

This fact may provide us with a clue about how to go about plan
ning for the future of our urban areas. The planning profession
has for years been pointing out the necessity for "comprehensive"
community planning. Here the impacts of an action in a given
community endeavor upon another sector are analyzed and accounted
for before the action is taken, with adjustments made to the
proposed action where approrpiate; in simple terms, the sum total
of these analyses in all sectors constitutes "comprehensive"
community planning.

Office of Coastal Zone Management
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
Department of Commerce
Washington, D. C. 20235
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Comprehensive planning is surely a straightforward and desirable
concept. The Federal Government has firmly embraced it in the
multitude of planning activities including coastal zone manage
ment, which it supports at the state, regional and local level.
The realization of comprehensive planning is quite another thing,
however. Without going into great detail about how decisions
are made daily in defiance or ignorance of comprehensive plans,
about comprehensive plans not reflecting economic or social
reality or about comprehensive planning always playing "catch-up"
ball, it is sufficient to say that comprehensive planning—except
perhaps in the smallest of structured communities—represents an
ideal objective to be strived for, but likely to be rarely
attained.

The fact is that much of what is happening—often happening well—
in our large cities is the result not of a comprehensive approach,
but of functional or limited geographic planning, often operating
quite independently, and often leading toward achievable and
tangible action. Today we'd like to take a close look at one of
those functional planning and management areas related to urban
waterfronts.

Considerable interest has been expressed in recent years in the
revitalization and reuse of urban waterfront areas. A number of
examples exist today of the sensitive redevelopment of former
economically obsolete, physically deteriorating and socially
useless pier facilities into exciting, attractive and utilitarian
spaces. And today, perhaps more than in any time in recent urban
history, the achievable potential exists for exploiting the
resource that waterfront areas represent to enhance the entire
fabric of our coastal cities.

It might be instructive to set the perspective of where the
interests of the national Coastal Zone Management Program lie
with respect to urban waterfronts and how the Federal office
has become considerably more concerned with this topic.

Over the life of the national CZM program a number of sometimes
unrelated items have become apparent. These include, in no
particular order of importance:

1. The fact that the Federal statute called for the
development and implementation of geographically
comprehensive state CZM programs, yet the Act seems
to be primarily concerned with the protection of
relatively undeveloped coastlines or those under
developmental pressure. The complex issues of
urban shorefronts were really not addressed back
in 1972.

2. Perhaps reflecting the non-urban bent of the Act,
but more likely in reaction to political realities,
many states developing CZM programs initially did
not want to deal with urban waterfront issues

2i Gardner/Cowey



specifically or chose to make urban and un
developed areas subject to the same manage
ment techniques.

3. The national CZM program is viewed by many as
predominantly environmental in nature, a per
ception which is borne out by the language and
legislative history of the CZM Act. States are
exhorted to set up protective regulatory frame
works that, in effect, say "Thou shalt not do
this or that." Development interests, however,
have legitimate functions in the coastal zone,
and increasingly are clamoring for more explicit
recognition in state CZM programs. Urban water
fronts represent a significant geographic area
of the coastline where development not only
can be tolerated, but where it may be actively
encouraged within an affirmative CZM framework.

4. A rather large number of coastal states have
adopted growth management policies within their
CZM programs which attempt through a variety of
means, to concentrate new coastal growth in or
adjacent to existing built-up areas, in order to
prevent random development along otherwise
relatively pristine coasts. Of those states with
approved programs or far enough along so that
their coastal policies have been identified,
at least ten have moved in this direction. Thus,
the states themselves are often taking actions
which will inevitably bring new growth to urban
waterfronts.

5. In 1976 the Congress added a new requirement for
state CZM programs to plan for increasing public
access to coastal beaches and other shorefront
attractions. In addition, it authorized a $25
million grant program for land acquisition for
bringing about such public shorefront access.
Taken together, these two amendments constitute
a mandate for states to look at the issues regard
ing the ability of the public to reach and use
public shorefronts. Since the intensity of the
access issue is generally directly related to the
number of people desiring such access, it is clear
that a major focus for access planning and manage
ment in CZM will be in and around urban areas.

II. Problem and Potential

From the earliest days of the Nation seaport cities were of prime
importance. The ports were gateways to the new world. Settle
ment patterns and city life were harbor-oriented—witness the
many historic structures and landmarks.
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As the Nation grew, dependence on ports as keystones of the
economy diminished. The waterfront's status changed from parlor
to backroom as the city expanded away from the water's edge. The
harbor continued to serve the city, but in a lesser capacity.
Rather than being the focal point of town life, it became only a part
of the metropolitan and regional whole. Housing and commercial
uses segregated themselves and moved away from the wharves, leav
ing fishing, shipping, water-reliant industries and parking lots
to dominate the area. Adjacent wetlands were drained and filled
as more land was needed. The water lost its ability to absorb
the increasing waste. Overtaxation of its assimilative capacity
resulted in pollution, loss of aquatic life, and amenity. Many
American cities turned their backs on the waterfront leaving
rough and tumble enclave remains where once a total community
thrived.

Certain technological changes were responsible for the further
decline of the urban waterfront. First, the shift from break-
bulk to containerization in the shipping industry caused a geo
graphical shift from the old, downtown ports to newer areas.
Secondly, the truck and interstate system overwhelmed the rail
roads as the primary transportation linkage for cargo. Many
industrial concerns moved away from the congested, older water
fronts to take advantage of road networks located elsewhere.
Thirdly, ocean liners were replaced by jets. Fourthly, bridges
spanned bays and rivers, making ferry boats obsolete. The gaping
slips, rotting piers, empty warehouses, earless rails and
deteriorating, vacant buildings that pockmark the coastline stand
in mute testimony to these changes. "No swimming" warnings,
flotillas of rubbish, debris, and murky water literally present
the water pollution story. The waterfront has lost its prominence
in the economic as well as the social life of most American cities,
so the situation that had developed received little attention.
However, the past 10 to 15 years have witnessed increasing
interest in the waterfront and urban waterways.

Due no doubt to individual city leaders recognizing the very
real but overlooked potential of the waterfront, many localities
using Federal and other funding sources opened up and reclaimed
their waterfronts, but, as one study concluded, "in spite of
rather than because of current institutional public policy."
These localities no doubt recognized the inherent value of the
waterfront and its adjacent water as major visual, recreational,
transportation assets and amenities. In addition, vacancy
and underutilization make relocation costs lower.

Proximity to the central business area is another bonus factor.
A revitalized waterfront can strengthen and compliment the CBD
by offering more activities to the people already drawn downtown
as well as attracting tourists and new clientele to use both
places. Joint use of faciltiies such as parking to serve both
areas is yet another advantage.
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The boom in recreational boating which does not discriminate
between urban and rural settings is affecting the water use.
Many cities are opening up marinas and attempting to increase
access for the urban fisherman. Wherever there is a recycling
of the waterfront area there is great potential for creating
access.

III. Objectives on the Waterfront

Given the fact that urban waterfornt development appears to offer
some unique and real opportunities for community improvement,
what specific objectives should we be striving for? We would
suggest the following list of goals:

o It almost goes without saying that urban waterfront
redevelopment should lead to the creation of a safer,
more pleasant and socially beneficial waterfront
environment.

o Such redevelopment should give highest priority to
the retention and establishment of water-dependent
uses in waterfront locations.

o The expenditure of public funds for redevelopment
should stimulate private investment and economic
growth nearby with its resultant increased tax
revenues, job creation and general economic
activity.

o Redevelopment should involve participation by and
cooperation among local, state and Federal levels
of government, as well as various interested
organizations and individuals.

o Finally—and most to the point of this conference-
redevelopment should improve the accessibility to
the public of the land and water amenities of the
waterfront. More on this in a moment.

It is perhaps worth noting that this listing of objectives is
what OCZM is using as criteria for funding urban waterfront
projects which we'll describe later, and represents OCZM's
first foray into setting some substantive, as opposed to
procedural goals.

Improving accessibility to the public of the land and water
amenities of the waterfront: what does that mean? In an urban
context, it is often a complex issue but given our mandate to
increase public access to the public resources of the shore,
it would appear that access can be described as including the
following in an urban context:

o Ability to reach the water: Water is clearly a
public coastal resource access to which is often
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difficult in an urban setting. Where commercial
establishments and pier facilities have pre
empted the actual shoreline, redevelopment
should assure that this pattern does not continue
to block access to the water. This should be at
least one quid pro quo for the infusion of public
funds in any redevelopment project.

Ability to use the water: Until recently, our
perceptions of the use of harbor waters have
been limited to transportation and inadvertant
dumping. Today, however, there is an increasing
prospect that these waters will be substantially
cleaned up and made useful for a wider range of
functions. We are likely to see some harbors,
particularly where commercial shipping terminals
have moved to outlying container sites, used for
recreational purposes. Older pier areas in down
town Boston have been concerted to marina use and
sailboats in Boston Harbor are a familiar sight now.
We may even live to see the day when it is possible
to swim with impunity in harbor waters. Waterfront
redevelopment should take account of these changing
use patterns and provide shoreline space for those
new activities on the water.

Ability to view the water and harbor scene: Harbors
and rivers have always been places of intense visual
interest with vessels coming and going and large
open vistas not often found in cities. The urban
waterfront has potential to draw people to it for
relaxation and contemplation as well as for more
active recreational and vocational pursuits. Redevelop
ment planning in addition to providing physical
access to the water, should actively encourage so-
called "visual access" to the urban harbor.

Ability to reach the waterfront from elsewhere in
the community: One reason that the urban shoreline
has been so neglected for so long is that it is
physically difficult, if not dangerous to reach.
Access by foot is often blocked or impeded by
industrial warehousing, railroad yards and freeways.
Mass transit usually serves waterfront areas poorly.
Few provisions have been made for access by car
or parking. Assuring that people can reach the
waterfront easily with minimum of barriers from
other active centers within the city is crucial
to the success of redevelopment efforts.

Ability to reach waterfront enterprises in an
efficient, non-conflicting manner: Waterfront
redevelopment and revitalization will inevitably
involve a mix of a variety of uses, both public
and private, existing and contemplated, spectacular
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and mundane. Virtually all of them will require
access of different, often unique kinds. The
individual needs for access of all of these
enterprises and facilities must be planned for
and accommodated. In fact, skillful planning for
such access will often open up new design
opportunities for creative siting of new structures.

Given this broad interpretation of access, it can be seen that
planning for access of various kinds is the central focus of,
and can provide an entire design framework for individual
urban waterfront project development.

IV Examples of Waterfront Renewal

The best way to show the urban waterfront's potential for provid
ing access to, along and nearby the water's edge is to take a
look at what has actually been going on in various cities.
Boston is no doubt the most talked about town when it comes to
waterfronts—in particular the Dock Square—Quincy Market area
which provides the hub of activity for the restored area. On
August 26, hundreds of thousands of people turned out for the
re-opening of a second of the original market buildings shown
under construction in the slides. The market complex is upland
from the adjacent waterfront itself. A freeway in Boston
divides the market area and the waterfront environs—a glowing
example of the freeway bonanza run along so many cities' water
fronts in the 1950's. By use of paving materials, lighting
and pathways, an attempt has been made to overcome the barrier
and invite the pedestrian to move towards the waterfront park
itself and the neighborhood, where one finds many different uses:
housing, commercial uses, marinas, an aquarium, the ferry land
ing for the Harbor Islands boats as well as a share of derelict
piers.

In New York City the South Street Seaport area is an historic
enclave at the edge of the Wall Street Canyons—a tiny remnant
of the 19th century port that helped make New York a world ship
ping center. In the 1960's the South Street Seaport Museum and
the State Maritime Museum were created in an attempt to save the
area. They have obtained funds from all kinds of sources includ
ing the National Endowment, HUD, and private parties. Full
scale renewal of the old buildings, the market and piers is
underway. The Rouse Company--famous for their work at Quincy
Market—will revive the area into a lively cultural/commercial
center. The pier shown here normally open to the public for
enjoying the historic ships, for cultural events or just relaxa
tion is currently under renovation with funds from EDA. In
several years the fruits of all these activities will enable
many people to gain access to and enjoy this maritime oasis in
Manhattan.

Baltimore's Inner Harbor redevelopment is another famous example
of waterfront renewal. Large open spaces and plaza promanades
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along the water provide a view of the busy port activities
and allows for docking historic vessels and pleasure boats.
The design enables literally thousands to recreate along the
waterfront at the many city festivals which occur there.

On a smaller scale than those observed, let's take a look at the
results of the very successful redevelopment effort initiated
over 10 years ago in Newport, Rhode Island. We understand that
the Coastal Society will hold its 1979 meeting there so this will
give you a small preview of what a treat lies ahead. The once
badly deteriorating downtown area is now a crowded tourist mecca
alive with new shops, restaurants, housing and commercial uses.
Long famous as the home for the America's Cup Races, the harbor
is crammed with all kinds of recreational and fishing boats.
Along with the Bay Bridge which opened up the area more conven
iently to tourists.three key HUD funded redevelopment projects
provided the impetus for the impressive renewal which has spilled
along the entire waterfront area and the uplands as well leaving
few remaining pieces of land left for development. The water
front park, the plazas and promenades of the wharf areas offer
many and varied opportunities for access to and along nearly the
entire harborfront.

While some may tire of the exposed brick and boutique syndrome,
restoration is part and parcel of much waterfront revitalizacion
and people are flocking to many such waterfront locales in large
numbers to enjoy the historic maritime settings replete with old
refurbished buildings and colonial sailing vessels serving as
prime attractions.

Of all the waterfront renewal activity, the project about to be
described though modest in scale is perhaps one of the most
exciting. In 1974 the National Endowment for the Arts City Edges
Program provided a $25,000 grant to the Parks Council—a non
profit group based in New York—to study how abandoned waterfront
land in the city might be improved for public use.

The study determined that an opportunity existed, even at the
height of the fiscal crisis, to return waterfront lands to public
use by recycling dead-end streets along the rivers into neighbor
hood mini-parks.

The site selected is on the East River at the foot of Grand Street
in the Williamsburg section of Brooklyn. There were no parks in
the community (except schoolyards) and no access to water's edge,
even though almost all residents live within easy walking distance
of the river. The foot of Grand Street was once a ferry slip,
connecting Brooklyn with the Lower East Side of Manhattan. When
the Williamsburg Bridge was built sometime in the 1930's, the
ferries were retired and the street-ending was forgotten.

When the Parks Council project began, the foot of Grand Street
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had been abandoned for years and had become a garbage dump.
After some research it was discovered the city owned the old
ferry slip and the Council leased the property to the community
for a dollar a year. Today, ocean-going freighters still pull
into docks on either side of the street-end to unload raw sugar,
molasses and chemicals, lending a nautical flavor.

In the fall of 1976, the Parks Council organized neighborhood
groups in a cleanup campaign on the Grand Street site. Garbage
and weeds were cleared. Flowering shrubs were planted.

After development of a design scheme with community involvement,
construction began in the summer of 1977 with funds raised by
the Council from adjacent industry and local businessmen for
needed construction supplies and for part-time supervision of
teams of 12-16 year old Neighborhood Youth Corps enrollees
funded under CETA.

The 3/4-acre site was graded by the Sanitation Department whose
workers who gave up their lunch hours to help. Truckloads of
boulders were brought and placed to build a rocky shoreline that
is clean, safe, comfortable for sitting and sunning, and that
allows the natural movement of water against the shore.

In the middle of the site a timber ship was constructed by workers
in a Brooklyn-based alcoholic rehabilitation program. The ship
provides a platform for climbing, for viewing and for performances.
Behind the ship, neighborhood teenagers built an informal curve
of seating out of 40 oak kegs filled with concrete.

This project could be described as the ultimate in the use of
recycled materials attesting to the creative ingenuity of the
Parks Council project director who in orchestrating the project
rounded up community resources, discarded materials and local
city services to reclaim the site. Oak barrels came from a local
merchant, who normally pays to have the containers carted away;
cinders for the paths came from the local coal-burning hospital;
boulders to line the shore for safety and seating came from a
subway construction site; two 20-foot long steel refuse containers
were slavaged and placed end-to-end to provide the hull of the
boat; telephone poles were contributed and stand as masts of the
boat and flag poles around the stage. Flags were salvaged from
museum banners and Lincoln Center exhibits. Planters and trash
receptacles were located at a city surplus yard.

The first concert was performed last week and the park enjoys
tremendous popularity with the community. The Grand Street
project is surely a prototype which could be copied along many
city edges.

The examples just shown tvDifv waterfront restoration generally
and in nearly all cases whether by including a plaza, promenade
or park in the design have vastly increased public access to the
urban waterfront.
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While a lot has been done, plenty more needs doing—a point which
both Coastal Zone Management and Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service have begun to recognize.

The 1976 Amendments to the Coastal Zone Management Act included a
shorefront access planning element which requires state management
programs to develop "a planning process for the protection of
and access to public beaches and other public coastal areas of
environmental, recreational, historical, aesthetic, ecological
or cultural value." The language does not explicitly mention
urban waterfronts. However, all of the above characteristics can
be found in urban coastal areas, particularly historic, cultural
and aesthetic features. The regulations promulgated for the
planning element state that "special attention should be given
to recreational needs of urban residents for increased shorefront
access" echoing earlier Federal expressions of concern in this
regard by both the Stratton Commission and the Department of the
Interior regarding the need for recreation access in and near
urban areas.

The regulations specifically listed "urban waterfronts" as one
of the possible "other coastal attractions." As merely an
option on the long list of possible includions urban waterfronts
have not been properly underscored. However, the issue has not
been entirely ignored. A review of the state programs and draft
programs to date indicates that the majority of state coastal
zone boundaries include either all or some part of their urban
areas, for example, 100' inland as in the case of BCDC or the
inland border of a town as in tne case of Maine. Others use
1000' and some a county delineation. Most of the programs
policies address one or more urban coastal issues: ports,
economic development, recreation access, visual environment,
fishing industry, or priority of water dependent use. However,
the policies are for the most part general, and often bear only
scant relevance to actual methods of implementation. The issue
of reclamation and reuse of waterfront area, plus the provision
of access to and along the urban coastline have come to deserve
special attention, and 0CZM has recognized this fact. By the end
of the 78 fiscal year roughly 30 local waterfront projects will
be funded in 13 states representing a commitment of over half a
million dollars in seed money channelled through the state 305
and 306 grants to achieve the objectives outlined earlier. It
should be noted that we have not set out elaborate guidelines
for this apsect of the program, but have indicated our interest
simply in reaching these objectives.

0CZM hopes that these small $25-30,000 grants will serve a func
tion similar to those of the National Endowment grants which act
as catalysts or fill needed gaps where funding is not available.
The projects submitted cover a broad range of activity from con
ceptual planning through pre-engineering studies as well as
detailed architectural drawings and engineering specifications
(in cases where development funding can be assured). The majority
of the projects deal with the issues of waterfront access and
recreation either parks or marinas. The following examples will
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give an idea of the kinds of projects being funded by OCZM.

o In Norfolk, Virginia, a design and planning study
preliminary to construct a public shoreline walkway
and park area will be undertaken. Use of imaginative
bulkheading techniques will also be considered.

o In Gloucester, Massachusetts, final design and
engineering plans will get underway for park,
access and support facilities, including walk
ways and a wharf overlook, for observation of the
commercial fishing activity and will provide a
plaza for city festivals.

o In New Orleans, the city will do a feasibility study
and cost estimate of the redevelopment of Lincoln
Park—an old amusement park and beach with the
goal of providing new waterfront access.

Others take a look at more comprehensive waterfront management
for example Gulfport, Mississippi, will undertake to determine
economic feasibility and subsequent environmental impacts of
potential alternative developments in a portion of its Harbor
area to achieve a wide range of economic, transportation,
cultural, aesthetic, recreational and community service related
goals. Wilmington, Delaware, Calais, Maine, St. Mary's, Georgia,
all hope to develop comprehensive plans.

The redevelopment of an underutilized marine passenger terminal
and waterfront area for more people-oriented activities will be
studied by the city of Honolulu. Portsmouth, New Hampshire,
will do marine engineering and planning studies for mooring or
docking facilities.

Another apsect being considered in connection with these projects
is the potential link with other Federal funding sources,
particularly the Land and Water Conservation Fund. As in the
case of OCZM the Interior Department and the HCRS in particular
have been exhibiting increased interest in urban areas.

The recently published Department of the Interior National Urban
Recreation Study and the field reports singled out the recreational
potentials of urban waterfronts for discussion. Also noted were
the problems of highway barriers, lack of access, and the
popularity of urban fishing.

One of the options explored in this regard was to have the Office
of Coastal Zone Management make necessary administrative changes
to stress urban coastal zone management or amend the Coastal Zone
Management Act to provide increased supplementary funding to
coastal states and local jurisdictions to assist them in develop
ing urban coastal zone programs which include recreation, flood
plain management and other elements.
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On June 27 of this year a memorandum of understanding was signed
between OCZM and HCRS bringing broad areas of common concern to
light, the urban waterfront being a major one. Offices within
the two agencies have been working together in an attempt to
coordinate funding where possible, exchange information and per
haps hold joint workshops. Thanks to a CZM urban grant, the
city of Detroit, for example, is able to undertake the design
for several park sites already acquired with Land and Water Con
servation Funds from which they will get money for construction.
The OCZM monies are expediting the whole project enabling it to
happen at least a year earlier than anticipated. Detroit is
also participating in the Commerce Cities Program—a program
within the Department of Commerce designed to bring together
all various Commerce resources in developing a unified strategy
for solving city problems.

A project being funded by OCZM in Buffalo, New York, will enable
the city to move more quickly on a bike/pedestrian pathway along
the waterfront which will use DOT Federal highway funds for
construction.

We hope that through these projects we will learn imaginative
and effective ways of opening up and renewing the urban coast
and investigate ways to link various other Federal programs
together,so we can combine the resources to maximize the invest
ment, and expedite projects.

What Next?

What is the future of this facet of CZM melded with community
development, of taking a sow's ear and transforming it magically
into a silk purse, hopefully with some money in it? Will it
become a fad of the late '70's and early SSO's with some
successes but many ill-fated efforts? Can it really achieve the
contemplated golden objectives? We would be well advised to look
closely at the barriers to success and the problems that will
inevitably arise. Certainly redevelopment on the waterfront is
going to be expensive, perhaps more so than other parts of cities.
A heavy financial and moral commitment will have to be made by
public leaders. A working partnership between the business
community and municipal officials will often have to develop,
nurture and be maintained over time. Public apathy and relocation
problems alike will have to be overcome.

But with all of the actual and potential pitfalls, and recogniz
ing that many urban initiatives which are proclaimed nationally
often fail because they are less substance than rhetoric, we
believe that the redevelopment of urban waterfronts and all that
it can bring stand a good chance for success.

Why do we say this? Well, we think that a number of factors are
converging here which portend well:
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o Waterfront redevelopment covers a small, but
coherent part of any city's urban fabric. With
a limited geography upon which the public and local
planning agencies can focus there appears to be a
greater likelihood for success in "do-able" projects.

o The concept is politically attractive. While
execution of waterfront redevelopment may prove
to be vexing at times, there appear to be few
political liabilities for either office holders
or candidates at all levels of government in embrac
ing the principle. In fact, how could you gracefully
oppose it?

0 There is likely to be considerable bureaucratic
jockeying for a lead role. Given the fact that
this concept will command considerable political
support, the various agencies of government,
particularly at the Federal level, will probably
outdo themselves probably with considerable con
fusion and fanfare, in an effort to fund the plan
ning and implementation of urban waterfront projects,
thus carrying favor with Congress and with the
administration in an effort to stake out some
turf in a program that many might consider a "winner"
Look for the possibility of new legislative thrusts
in this area as well.

o Finally, the tremendous success that the more
notable waterfront redevelopment projects have
enjoyed will attract new private investment
capital to future projects. Investors are con
stantly looking for new real estate opportunities,
and what better opportunity than a location close
to existing downtown areas, where the public sector
may well bear a good part of the infrastructure
development costs and where large numbers of people
are likely to be drawn because of the amenities of
the shoreline.

While these may be the factors that seem to point toward success,
they probably are also all necessary ingredients to that success.
Thus, in order to reach those general objectives we spelled out
earlier, its important to recognize that we need "do-able"
projects which enjoy the support of a creative and cooperative
partnership among the political leadership, the bureaucracy
and the business and industrial community.

The years ahead will be interesting and exciting in this area.
We feel that they may well begin to make some modest, but
significant changes to the face of urban America.
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