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ORGANIZING TO MANAGE COASTAL RESOURCES:
COULD CCMPs BE A VIABLE SOLUTION?
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Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay

When Congress formalized the National Estuary Program (NEP) as part of
the Clean Water Act in 1987, it was an acknowledgementof several realities:

The traditional command and control approach to water quality management is
not adequate for estuaries;

Estuary management has to include habitat and resource protection in addition
to water quality protection;

Estuaries are affected by multiple sources of pollution and virtually all land uses;
and

Some successes have been achieved in estuaries where totally new conceptual
frameworks were developed.

Five years intothis experimental program, we are probably at a point where
we can assess whethersome of the uniqueaspects of the National Estuary Program
hold long-term promise for improving conditions in our nation's troubled coastal
waters. This afternoon we will look briefly at the estuary program in an attempt to
answer, in a preliminary way, whetherCCMPs are a viable solution to the problems
inherent in managing coastal resources.

CCMP stands for Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, and
developing a CCMP is the goal of participants in the NEP. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) provides funding matched by states, for up to five years,
during which time the CCMP must be developed. This CCMP is to include an as
sessment of problems as well as specific management solutions, detailed as to who
is responsible for implementing them and how they will be paid for. EPA has just
released a guidance document indicating that the agency is willing to support in a
limited way the implementation phase—post CCMP—of the process. Until now, only
the Chesapeake Bayand Great Lakeshave had permanent EPA programs in place.

There are currently 17 participants in NEP, and more coming. Of these, six
are finished or finishing the CCMP process: Narragansett Bay, Long Island Sound,
Buzzards Bay, Albemarle-Pamlico, San Francisco and Puget Sound. The CCMPs
are the result of a deliberate processof characterization, data assembly, some new
research and a great deal of public participation. There are a wide variety of
problems and conditions—some are trying to protect threatened resources, others
are trying to restore. Some of the newer participants have learned from their senior
partners and are lump-starting the CCMP process, developing draft plans within two
yearsl The Massachusetts Bays Program is one of these. The belief is that in most
cases, we know what the problems are. Proposing solutions, floating them among
program participants, refining and building support for implementation seems to be
the preferred approach among many of the new NEPs.
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Many of you have been around since the days of the 208 program. If you
were disappointed at the outcome of that promising section of the 1972 Clean Water
Act, your skepticism about CCMPs is understandable. What is different this time
around?

To me, the essence of what is different was captured recently by Dr.
Theodore Schad. In a keynote address to the Soil and Water Conservation Society,
Dr. Schad said, "We've got the technology but not the institutions." How many times
have we seen efforts falter because we do not have the institutional framework that

empowers us to effectively combine ideas and technology into coherent policy, and
then to implement that policy amidst conflicting demands and constraints? The need
for institutions capable of dealing with even more complex issues is great. I think our
major success on the Chesapeake has been in the building of a new, informal
institution that is dedicated to a consensus-based, collaborative decision making
process. This structure enabled the scientific community, managers, legislators, and
the public to agree on problems, develop a set of solutions, and work to implement
those solutions over a long period of time. We have made many mistakes on the
Chesapeake, and we surely haven't solved all the problems, but the atmosphere is
positive and the institutional structure enables us to constantly refine programs,
develop new policy, find new ways to reach people, keep legislators updated, and
maintain a high profile for the restoration effort. Puget Sound has achieved a similar
level of support and commitment, and others have the potential to achieve it.

The key to institutional success in the CCMP seems to be the inclusionary
nature of the process. All levels of government, elected officials, interest and user
groups, scientists and academia are required to be involved, from beginning to end.
Given the nature of the problems facing our coastal waters, this is more than
appropriate. Authority for the breadth of issues we are confronting lies with a myriad
of agencies. Traditional point-source pollution abatement concerns have been
surpassed by non-point-source pollution from development, from farm fields, and
from automobile tailpipes. Loss of habitat—wetlands, forests, submerged
plants—threatens the basic stability of coastal ecosystems. To even begin to
address this array of issues, everybody has to be at the table.

The estuary programs present an interesting study in ways to organize. All
programs are run by committees, but they are structured in a great variety of ways.
But no matter who sits on which committee, successful estuary programs are
committed to collaborative decisionmaking based on consensus. The notion of
consensus is difficult for many, particularly those in the environmental community.
They view consensus as compromise, a characterization I believe is unfortunate.
Developing consensus is realty a search for common ground and a commitment to
implement proposed solutions. The consensus process acknowledges the human
component of management. The institutions we seek to build are made real and vital
by people. The strength of the NEP idea is its recognition of this. Success is not
automatic—but it is possible with the CCMP/NEP approach.

Making and implementing water policy is hard. To succeed in these
tasks—and we have not yet fully succeeded—will require knowledge and patience
and an extraordinary ability to work together. We need to build new networks and
institutions, improve our understanding of complex issues and find long-term solu
tions and the money to pay for them.
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One of the painful lessons we are learning in the NEP is that restoring bays
is a "forever" process. We can't simply fix old problems and then go back to busi
ness as usual. We are challenged to find new and better ways to utilize as well as
protect our bays. We know we have begun to address some of the issues, such as
nutrient enrichment. We also know that the issues of the '90s and beyond are
tougher than any we've yet dealt with—especially the issues related to growth and
coastal development, and to the use of "private" property vs. public benefits.

It seems to me that the estuary program approach to managing offers an
example of the wonderful potential of government. From Buzzards Bay to Santa
Monica, from Delaware to Sarasota, excitement has been generated and new
institutions created. The challenge now is for all who have invested in the CCMP
process to commit for the long haul. We must be sure that our CCMPs do not get
relegated to the shelf, as 208 did, but that they truly be used as blueprints for
estuarine management.
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The Mass Media and the Coastal Zone



THE MASS POPULATION/MASS MEDIA LINK

IN THE COASTAL ZONE
Paul M. Foer

Adventures Afloat

Election years are always interesting times to comment on the media, for
the few things which we know for certain about our media become evident: one, the
public hates the media; two, the public loves the media; three, the public cannot live
without the media; four, the candidates are equally ambivalent about the media; five,
the media determine who the frontrunners are; six, the media completely miss who
the frontrunners are; seven, media are weak and effete; and eight, media are strong
and coercive. And then there is the one rule about media by which I operate. Every
one wants the media to be biased—as long as they are biased in their favor.

Having said that, I'll now turn our attention to an article about coral reefs
from the March 17 Miami Herald This lengthy, front-page piece by writer Dan Keat
ing is about disagreements between researchers and environmental advocates as to
risks and problems facing the Florida Keys reefs. I'd like to quote from it directly:

"The underwater scene is a grim one. And a University of Georgia
researcher's suggestion late last year that parts of the reef were dying as fast as 10
percent a year startled the world.

The call to action has led to an ugly collision, this one between scientists
and environmentalists, between research and politics.

"Scientists say they want time to be sure. Environmentalists say proof may
come too late. The scientific uncertainty, though not unique, can be paralyzing. It
forms the foundation of animosity between researchers and activists on many
pressing subjects, such as AIDS treatment, global warming and silicone breast
implants.

"Begin with what we know: The coral reef is dying. Then again, everything
that's alive is dying. To see that reefs die naturally, just look at the existing Florida
Keys. They are the old reef that died 125,000 years ago when sea level changed.
The new reef grew as a replacement."

The article went on for over 20 paragraphs to discuss the tension between
scientists' uncertainty and environmentalists' concerns that may or may not outweigh
that uncertainty. This is an amazingly in-depth (no pun intended) article for today's
newspapers. It concluded with a marine biologist who said "Scientists don't make
good advocates and environmentalists don't make good scientists."

That quote defines why journalists are needed in the coastal zone.
Journalists are not supposed to be scientists or advocates. They are supposed to
report about what the scientists and advocates say and do.

But what is bothersome about this piece is that while it really told us a lot
about a conflict, or rather, a reporter's view of a conflict between what the reporter
perceived as two distinct communities, it told us little about scientific and envi
ronmental problems and issues of the Florida Keys. I would suggest that the issue of
conflict was a bit overblown. Perhaps the real conflict is not between research
scientists and advocates, but between those who recognize uncertainty and
probability as an issue and those who would dismiss the chance of any negative
outcome without unanimous agreement between all partes. But, that would have
been a much harder story to conceive, research and write, and to pitch to an editor
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as well. We rarely see any news story without good guys and bad guys, or an issue
of contention. Would there be a story if everybody agreed about the future of the
coral reefs? The answer is probably not.

Now let's turn to the colder waters of Prince William Sound where culprits
were a little easier for journalists to find, at least according to some of them. Some
of you may recall that in the aftermath of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the Exxon
Corporation wanted to donate $50,000 to Alaska Public Radio, claiming that it came
with no strings attached! The radio network wisely declined the offer. I would like to
share some interesting media quotes from a study I did of newspaper reporting
about the spill.

From Coast Guard Commandant Paul Yost, who was President Bush's
on-scene commander, "This was not a treacherous area, as you people in the press
have called it."

I like that quote because he used the term "you people in the press"
thereby lumping me together with Willard Scott, Pat Buchanan, Art Buchwald and
maybe even Barbara Walters.

Here is a quote from an American Petroleum Institute Executive who said,
"The reporting was extensive, but it could have been more objective." By objective,
this oil executive may actually have meant it could have been less extensive.

For the voice of reason and reassurance from the media, listen to this
advice from a stock market expert on the radio who said, "I would still hold on to
your Exxon stock. After these headlines wash over, there will be others to take their
place." What was most important to him was that headlines and not necessarily the
oil would eventually wash over.

Now that I've quoted from government and industry, here is a quote from a
Sierra Club official who told Newsweek that, "People have been calling out of the
blue ... this has touched a nerve we didn't know was there." No doubt the public was
sending money to the Sierra Club as well as pasting "Boycott Exxon" bumper
stickers next to the tailpipes on their automobiles.

It is likely that the only other time so many reporters and film crews ever
descended upon Alaska was when three whales were trapped in ice near Barrow.
That single event generated as much if not more news media coverage than almost
any other environmental story in recent memory. It was perhaps one of the biggest
media events in history. One might assume that the worldwide slaughter of marine
mammals and destruction of their habitat over many decades has not warranted as
much media scrutiny as three lone whales trapped in ice. That was probably
because the three whales were given names and had recognizable features.

Covering the environment can be among the most challenging tasks facing
a reporter. As with all reporting, issues must be accurately explained in limited space
or time. But unlike many general beat stories, understanding and writing the
environmental story will often involve much more than just accurate description of an
event. It involves the complex interaction of science, health, medicine, economics,
government, technology and nature. It becomes even more complex in the coastal
zone where terrestrial and marine environments meet and where so many different
human groups compete for limited space and resources.

One interesting study of the accuracy of coastal reporting was a 1982
journalism masters thesis by a University of Maryland student. After a thorough
content analysis of newspaper reporting about the Chesapeake Bay, Boyd Grove
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found that there was little if any agreement or overlap between what he found was
the media's agenda of Chesapeake Bay environmental issues and the official agen
das of scientists and scientific groups in the region. He found that newspapers
tended to create conflict where it did not exist and even to downplay it when it did. I
have wondered whether an updated study of the same newspapers today would
reveal any trends or improvement. I suspect that it would. Can anyone here offer me
a grant to undertake such a study?

Let me provide another example. I recently covered a national citizen's
volunteer water monitoring conference. The welcoming remarks were provided by
Maryland Gov. William Donald Schaefer. After he gave what most journalists would
probably have described as a chummy, puffy talk about all the great things he has
done to restore Chesapeake Bay and Baltimore harbor, I was disturbed because he
told the group that the Chesapeake Bay was becoming cleaner. He apparently failed
to mention the collapsed oyster, shad and striped bass fisheries, rapidly accelerating
growth and development pressures, poor compliance standards at sewage treatment
facilities, severe anoxia and hypoxic conditions and an enormously difficult non-
point-source pollution problem.

The headline in the local paper the next day read "Water Quality Rising."
While it may be true that some indicators are improving, a large headline declaring
that water quality is rising is misleading, to put it politely. Such a statement would
certainly not pass peer review in a scientific journal and it does not pass peer review
with this reporter. What gets me angry is that the reporter swallowed the governor's
proclamation without any hard questioning or opposing points.

All of which brings up another problem—the editor, news director or the
producer. These people usually have responsibilities that include hiring and firing
reporters, assigning news coverage, deciding how much space, time or prominence
will be given to coverage, etc. The editor will also usually write headlines. Please
keep this in mind when criticizing reporters.

Many are the examples of poor environmental reporting when the reporter
misunderstands the science or policy questions. When a group of scientists
disagree, imagine what confusion that can cause a journalist, who in turn can
confuse the public, which in turn can affect science. The Miami Herald article was a
good example of this.

Many of us recall the controversy over the so-called "cold fusion" story on
the pesticide Alar. In that case, some overly cautious parents supposedly chased
down their children's school buses at high speed through traffic to pull apples out of
their lunchboxes. Yet, as an aquatic toxicologist told this writer, "Nobody died from
Alar." Risk assessment scientists would probably have said the danger of chasing
down a school bus is greater than that from eating an apple—even if it did have
Alar.

If the public is confused about environmental or science issues, it is
probably not just because of or in spite of newspapers or television. The role and
influence of the media as educator is hotly debated. No doubt the schools and scien
tists play a part. But we should appreciate the clear link between mass media and
mass population because most people and nearly all of our major cities are in
coastal zones.

Because of population circumstances, major news organizations and media
outlets are near the coasts. For example, The Miami Heralds offices overlook
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Biscayne Bay and The Baltimore Surfs offices are five blocks from the city's inner
harbor. Coastal media marketsareamongthe largest and most heavily concentrated
markets. People and cities create environmental problems, conflicts and resource
demands. In other words, the simple equation is that people equal problems equal
media coverage. In turn, media coverage equals public awareness which in turn
influences decisions and activities. Nothing happens in a vacuum. If a tree falls in a
coastal forest, someone will hear it.

Unfortunately, scientists, policy-makers, resource managers and
environmentalists have all clashed with the media at one time or another. Even with
theirdifferent goals and concerns, these groupsand media professionals need each
other more than they may like to admit. No major coastal initiative will have a
snowball's chance in the Florida Keys of succeeding unless the public will support
and become a partof preservation or management efforts.

It would be a reasonable guess that many Coastal Society members and
conference attendees here today have their jobs because of coastal environmental
and development problems. It is ironic that coastal scientists and managers have
their jobs for the same reasons that reporters and other communicators also have
their jobs. In a sense, they each have a vested interest in problems, and
presumably, though not always the case, they have a vested interest in alleviating
these problems. These problems and how they are being reported affects the jobs of
those studying or managing these problems. Improving media coverage may
increase publicunderstandingabout pure and applied research or policyimplications
of this research. Better public understanding will likely support budgetary and
legislative initiatives for such research. In a nutshell, that is the mass media—mass
population link in so far as it affects the coastal zone.

In the Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Coastal Society Conference, L.
Eugene Cronin, a distinguished ecologist, wrote about the research perspective of
the EPA's Chesapeake Bay Program. He found that only eight percent of the FY
1980 and FY 1981 budget went to information and public education. One of the five
specific, important research needs he hoped would be addressed was, "How is new
knowledge best communicated to the managers and to the public?" Cronin said that,
"This is a field of research, and merits proper study along with other complex
questions" (Cronin, L. Eugene, "The EPA Chesapeake Bay Program: The Research
Perspective" in M.P Lynch, editor, Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Conference:
Communicating Coastal Information, The Coastal Society, Bethesda, Md., 1982,
page 13).

Cronin recently told this writer that there is still a long way to go in
improving Chesapeake Bay communications. "There is such an enormous population
and so many factors at work, that we can't have too many effective mechanisms for
that kind of communication. So while some are different and some are slightly
overlapping, we need them all" (personal communication, Nov. 1,1991).

In personal communication with this writer, Coastal Society President Dr.
Lauriston R. King said, "The coastal and marine science and policy community does
not do a very good job of working with journalists. Managers and scientists must
keep in mind what is relevant, desirable and necessary for reporters and the news
media."

While there are other forms of communication beside mass media, it is true
that newspapers, television and radio are the most effective way to reach the
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greatest number of people, the most number of times. But the major disadvantage of
the mass media is that one loses direct control over place, time, date and even the
content and context of the messages being communicated. This loss of control is
probably the major reason why some scientists or officials often fear, avoid or have
contempt for reporters and editors, especially when they disagree with the
messages.

The Ecological Society of America, The American Chemical Society, The
Scientist's Institute for Public Communications and The Society for Environmental
Toxicology and Chemistry stand out as examples of scientific groups which have
been promoting science through the media. Other groups are just beginning to
actively review their media involvement. On the journalistic side, The National
Association of Science Writers, The Environmental Health Center of the National
Safety Council and the newly formed Society of Environmental Journalists are
working to improve the professionalism of its members and supporters.

The Environmental Health Center will publish a guidebook for journalists
covering coastaland ocean issues later this year. This writer produced two chapters
for that book and is completing a similar handbook with Maryland Sea Grant to help
reporters who are coveringthe Chesapeake Bay. These guidebooks are designed to
help reporters by providing background, placing facts into context, supplying names
of experts and other information that will considerably reduce reporters' valuable
research time. The expectation is that with more concise information readily
available, reporters will be able to concentrate moreon writing about issues.

In May 1990 the Council of Scientific Society Presidents (CSSP) hosted a
three-day conference on "Bridging the Communications Gap: Strengthening
Relationships Between Scientists and Journalists." The CSSP Conference was
motivated by the belief "That the flow of timely and accurate scientific information to
the general public needs to be strengthened... As a majority of Americans get their
news from the mass media, journalists serve as the gatekeepers for the flow of
scientific information to the public and thus have an important influence on the public
awareness and understanding of science."

Among the recommendations were that scientific groups prepare
background sheets, distribute lists of experts to journalists, distribute lists of science
journalists to public Information officers, establish awards for scientists who are good
public communicators, establish awards for journalists who are good science
communicators and to have science journalists address meetings.

Well, there are a few straightforward suggestions to help all of us. I hope
I've encouraged all of you to takes at least a few stepsto improve and increase your
own involvement with the media. You can start by taking a journalist to lunch.
There's lotsof good restaurants nearby and Iwill be waiting for an invitation.

I'd like to pose this question to all of you. In general, do you find that the
media are providing accurate and useful reporting about the coastal zone and how
can improvements be made?
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