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Background

Living marine resources rely onhabitat fora variety of purposes, including
food, shelter, nursery areas, and protection from predators. While all
species rely on the quality of their habitats, anadromous and nearshore
species are especially dependent on estuarine and coastal areas. Many
importantcommercial and recreational marine species depend onand or use
estuarine habitat during various life history stages, or utilize estuarine-
dependent species as prey. Unfortunately, the nation's living marine
resources and estuarine and coastal habitats have been stressed. Where
wetlands and tidal flats existed50 years ago, the effects of development and
population have reduced the natural habitat in exchange for housing,
industry, and urban expansion. This growth has continued with limited
strategic management of the resources and their sustainability.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has a long history in habitat
protection, generally through the permit review process under the Clean
Water Act §404 regulations. Thisaccounts for a substantial percentage of
theprogram's time andresources andresults insome measure ofprotection
for habitats at risk to loss or degradation. However, without additional
provisions, thecost/benefit ratio of this process remains fairly high. NMFS
recognizes this need fora strengthened role thatissupported withlegislative
mandates. Concurrently, NMFS must transfer efforts from reactive to
proactive modes in order to reinvigorate its program.

Given this, NMFS is taking an opportunity to improveits effectiveness and
efficiency in habitat protection. A transition is necessary from the
traditional mode of permit by permit review, and toward management on
an ecosystem/watershed level using new and innovative technologies now
available. This redirection will improve managementas well as economize
current activities through several actions. Improved interactions and
strengthened linkages between fisheries conservation management and
habitat conservation willresult. Development of thorough scientificsupport
materials to document the availability and value of trust resource habitats
will enhance project reviews. Likewiseit willsupport greater consideration
of habitat needs and recruitment in fishery management. Preventative
measures for potential listings under the Endangered Species Act should
also tie to increased conservation of mutually important habitat areas.
Improvedcoordination between the state commissions and federal fisheries
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regulatory process will occur if standardized methodologies for habitat
sections of federal and state FMPs can be implemented. These concepts
first crossed NMFS' horizon in 1994. Since then, they have manifested
from ideas to structural plans and strategies.

The first step in the process of re-inventing habitat conservation was the
development of an "Essential Fish Habitat" Initiative. A prototype project
was developed in FY95 to address four areas: 1) identify a test species and
study area, 2) acquire available habitat and resource data for the species,
3) develop a thorough assessment of life history and habitat needs for the
species, and 4) develop and produce geographic maps of this information
that would be of use in habitat conservation and management From this
experience, needs for refinement, expansion and further work were
identified and the second phase has continued in FY96. This project was
conducted in coordination and cooperation with the National Ocean Service
(NOS) Office of Resources Conservation and Assessment (ORCA).

Prototype Methods, Data, and Software

Summer flounder was selected as the prototype species because it met the
project's preliminary requirements: 1) availability of data; 2) a life history
with both estuarine and coastal components, and 3) a NMFS and state
managed species. For the purposes of the prototype, only data which was
available within NOAA was used. This included three national databases:
the National Estuarine Inventory (NEI), Estuarine Living Marine Resource
(ELMR) and National Coastal Wetlands Inventory (NCWI). For fisheries
catch information, NMFS resource survey data were used.

A literature search was conducted in order to develop a complete life history
reviewand to develop life history tables and habitatassociation summaries.
Based on the available information, habitat characteristics selected for
incorporation in the prototype included salinity ranges in estuaries of the
Atlantic coast, sediment distributions in selected estuaries, and wetland
availability in coastal counties. For species distribution and relative
abundance, the NOS Estuarine Living Marine Resource program ELMR
data was utilized in estuarine areas, and NMFS resource survey data was
incorporated for inshore and offshore areas. One state data set was
included to provide an example how state information could improve the
overall information available and provide an interface between the NMFS
and NOS data sets. The ELMR data provided distribution and relative
abundance(highlyabundant, abundant, common, rare, not present) for five
life stages of summer flounder (eggs, larvae, juveniles, adults, spawning
adults), by month andsalinity zone for the Atlantic estuaries included in the
ELMR program. The NMFS data provided abundance estimates based on
fish caught per tow over a period of over 30 years. Likewise, the state
survey covered over 20 years of trawl surveys.
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One objective of the prototype was to acquire software and hardware
necessary to map essential habitats. Mapping was completed using two
software packages, Arc/Info and Maplnfo. Initial digitizing and
development of base layers was completed with Arc/Info, then transferred
to Maplnfo. Integration of the ELMR, NMFS, and NEI data sets into
individual mapproducts wascompleted withthe desktop mapping software.

Products

Products of this prototype included lifehistory tables, a habitat association
summary, and a series of species distribution and relative abundancemaps.
The maps provide a geographic representation of changes in distribution
over a latitudinaland temporalgradient. Based on the informationgleaned
from the products, several conclusions could be drawn. Results indicated
that the lower, shallower portions of the Mid-Atlantic estuaries and
nearshore coastal ocean areas, especially tidal salt marsh creeks, are
important habitatareasforsummer flounder. These areasare occupied by
summerflounder eggs, larvae,juveniles, and adults during parts of spring,
summer, and early fall; estuaries to the south (i.e., Albemarle and Pamlico
Sounds) are occupied byjuveniles year-round. Thecoastal and innershelf
waters are important fall-winter areas for spawning adults and young
larvae, while the continental shelfand edge serve as a wintering area for
adults and older juveniles. This type of information and conclusions are
expected to be useful in habitat conservation as support for habitat
management decision-making. Geographic representation of data also
improves information transfer anddocumentation for project reviews. With
a standardized methodology for use throughout the NMFS Habitat
Protection program, regional and national assessments of living marine
resource status are possible.

Expansion in FY96

Based on the conclusions drawn from the first year of the prototype, the
"Essential Fish Habitat" initiative was expanded in FY96. The Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) expressed interest in
coordinating efforts in the process of identifying essential fish habitat and
developing protocols for incorporation of this information into NMFS and
commission management plans. Weakfish was identified as a species that
was under review for amendment by ASMFC. NMFS elected to use this
second species as an opportunity to expand the methodology and develop a
series of products for incorporation in the ASMFC FMP amendment. In
addition to the ELMR and NMFS data sources used in the summer flounder
prototype, seven state data sets were collected and included in the weakfish
project. The addition of the state informationprovided a much expanded
representation of species distribution. It likewise demonstrated how this
process will benefit the FMP process, particularly where historical habitat
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sections can be improved with more thorough as well as graphic
identification of areas essential to managed species.

Further expansion is planned in FY96 to address several areas of the
Essential Fish Habitat Initiative: 1) incorporation of additional habitat
information into the mapping process; 2) adequate attention to the element
of scale (i.e., large marine ecosystems such as the Mid-Atlantic coast versus
individual watersheds versus individual project sites); 3) incorporation of
threats to habitats and trust resources; and 4) incorporation of management
measures to protect available or restore lost sustainability of the commercial
resources.

"Essential Fish Habitat" has the potential to significantly improve the way
NMFS addresses living marine resource conservation. With improved
habitat identification in management and conservation plans, educated
decisions can be made that incorporate the requirements of the resources.
Identification of essential fish habitat may enhance the ability for fishery
conservation to account for the effects of management actions on habitat.
For example, gear-restrictions may be required in areas that are primary
nursery habitats during key time periods. Habitat protection will benefit
by orienting habitat conservation decisions to the requirements of managed
stocks. This type of information will be used to support agency comments
on potentially adverse effects on important habitats. Should legislative
language move through Congress that would make this effort mandatory,
it will further strengthen NMFS' role in habitat conservation for NOAA's
trust resources. Regardless, integration of the identification ofessential fish
habitat into existing NMFS habitat conservation and fisheries management
activities will support and improve the strategic management of the Nation's
living marine resources.
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NOAA'S COASTAL CHANGE ANALYSIS PROGRAM

James P. Thomas, NOAA/National Marine Fisheries Service

Coastal ecosystems receive virtually all of the water flowing off the
continental United States. As the human population increases, so do waste
loads and use of the terrestrial surface. Changes in land use result in change
in land cover, which affects water quality, and subsequently, coastal and
estuarine habitats, and their living resources.

Lack of understanding of the cumulative effects of land cover and changes
in land cover on these habitats and their resources, has limited appropriate
management of landscapeactivities. Additionally, in the U.S., as elsewhere
in the world, human populationin the coastalregionis increasingat an ever
quickening pace. Our ability to monitor resultant land cover and habitat
change has not kept pace with the change, and management perforce has
been more reactive than proactive.

Remote sensing is a key element in monitoring change in land cover over
broad areas of the coastal zone in a synoptic, relatively inexpensive, and
dependable way. Such information when assimilated into a geographical
informationsystem and blended withtransport and process-oriented models
wouldallow us not only to relate land coverand changesin land cover (i.e.,
development in the coastal zone) to effects on living marine resources, but
also to be more proactive in responding to continuing degradationand loss
of coastal and estuarine habitats and their living marine resources.
NOAA's Coastal Change Analysis Program (C-CAP) was developed to
address these issues. C-CAP has ongoing projects in the states of Texas,
Louisiana,Florida, Georgia, SouthCarolina,NorthCarolina,Virginia,New
Jersey, New York, Massachusetts, Maine, California, Oregon, Washington,
and Alaska, as well as with the Gulf of Maine Program, the Chesapeake
Bay Program, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands
Inventory, and numerous universities. Some of these efforts will be
presented along with implications for living marine resources.

Introduction

The Fisheries and Wildlife subcommittee and the Oceanography
subcommitteeof the U.S. Houseof Representatives Committeeon Merchant
Marine and Fisheries issued a report (U.S. Congress, 1989) whichexpresses
concern for the coastal waters of United States. The report particularly
blames the concentrationand continued growth of human population in the
coastal area for the degradation of coastal waters. Further, the report also
hinted at upstream causes contributing to thedegradation ofcoastal waters.
Shabecoff(1989) in referring to the report says, "... more than 120million
Americans, roughly half the population, live within 50 miles of the coasts.
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The number is expected to grow substantially by the end of the century ....
... nutrients in sewage, storm water, farm runoff and contaminated rivers
have damaged or destroyed many fisheries and shellfish beds. ...elevated
levels of bacteria and toxic chemicals have forced the closing of shellfish
beds around the country and have lowered the biological productivity of
estuarine areas."

Cohn (1989) in an article based on a governor's advisory panel report
regarding the Chesapeake Bay said, "...the population of District [of
Columbia], Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia residents living in the
[Chesapeake] bay watershed would grow 20 percent - by 2.6 million new
residents - by 2020.... At the same time, if land development trends
continue, 59 percent more land will be developed [by 2020] than was
developed as of 1980...." She continues by saying that such development
potentially will destroy wetlands and other habitats and degrade bay water
quality.

The general paradigm is that as human beingsmove into an area, they build
homes and workplaces and change the use of the land which changes the
land cover. As the land cover changes, so does the water quality of streams
and waters flowing downstream to affect the habitats of living marine
resources. The change in these habitats affects the abundance, distribution,
and health of living marine resources. As these resources are affected, so
are the livelihoods (i.e., economics) of fishermen and others who purchase
and sell fish or depend upon clean water and abundant, healthy resources
to support recreational and real estate interests. Ultimately, economic
impacts (e.g., unemployment, loss of tax base, decaying infrastructure)
result in the regulation of human activities and perhaps long-term planning
to lessen the adverse effects of people and their activities. The cumulative
endpoint impact of anthropogenic effects on harvestable living marine
resources (i.e., fish and shellfish) is on economics, either through decreased
supply (i.e., abundance, availability) or decreased demand (i.e., public
aversion, health advisories). The starting and ending points of this
paradigm focus on human beings who can make decisions based on their
desires regarding the long-term, sustained productivity, both economic and
ecological, of the coastal zone/ocean.

Remote sensing playsa role in the delineation of pathways by which humans
and their activities on uplands, perhaps far inland, affect resources
downstream and indirectly society itself. For illustrative purposes, the
NOAA Coastal Change Analysis Program (C-CAP) will be discussed,
including the use of a C-CAP remotely sensed data set for Chesapeake Bay.
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Coastal Change Analysis Program

In 1990, NOAA initiated the Coastal Change Analysis Program (C-CAP) to
monitor Wetlands, Uplands, and Water and Submerged Land cover and
change in the coastal region of the U.S. (Ferguson et al., 1993; Ferguson et
al., 1992; Thomas et al., 1991; Thomas and Ferguson, 1990). The long-
term goal of C-CAP is to determine how land cover and changes in land
cover affect living marine resources — their abundance, distribution and
health. To do this NOAA plans to develop a comprehensive, nationally
standardized information system for land cover and change in the coastal
region of the U.S. making use of satellite imagery, aerial photography, and
other data within a Geographical Information System context. The project
is intended to be a cooperativeeffort with other federal and state agencies.
As a consequence the first three years of the program were devoted
primarily to developing a standardized protocol basedon a seriesof regional
workshops and smaller working group meetings held around the country
with other federal, state, and academic personnel (Dobson et al., 1995;
Haddad, 1992; Dobson and Bright, 1991; Orth et al., 1991). Additional
research and development is continuing in areas such as accuracy
assessment, classification, tidal effects, and modelling. The C-CAP has
ongoing projects in the states of Texas, Louisiana, Florida, Georgia, South
Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, New Jersey, New York, Massachusetts,
Maine, California, Oregon, Washington, and Alaska, as well as with the
Gulf of Maine Program, the Chesapeake Bay Program, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory, and numerous universities.

The coastal region to be covered by C-CAP includes those land and water
components of the various watersheds within the U.S., its possessions and
territories, that most directly influence estuarine and coastal marine
habitats utilized by living marine resources. The land cover includes those
classes of vegetation and physical cover of ecological significance to living
marine resources and/or their habitats (Klemas et al., 1993; Dobson et al.,
1995).The major classes are Uplands,Wetlands, and Water and Submerged
Land which includes submerged rooted vascular plants (SRVP). These
classes can be cross-referenced to the Anderson et al. (1976) and Cowardin
et al. (1979) schemes. Satellite imagery will be the primary data source for
coastal Wetlands and Uplands. Aerial photography will be the primary
source for determining abundance and distribution of SRVP. The planned
time interval for repeated coverage of the coastal regionof the U.S. is every
1 to 5 years. Regions with little change or interest will be monitored every
5 years; areas of intense development, every 2 or 3 years; and areas
disturbed by extreme events (e.g., oil spills, hurricanes), annually. Data
will be collected as synoptically as possible to facilitate change analysis.
Additionally, a component of C-CAP is being developed so that functional
health is determined, whereby a decline in the functioning of a coastal
habitat could be observed prior to its loss (Patience and Klemas, 1993).
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The C-CAP Chesapeake Bay Example

In the Chesapeake Bay area four LandsatThematic Mapper scenes (76,200
km2) from each of two time periods (1984 and 1988/89) were purchased by
C-CAP and processed by Dobsonand Bright (1994) to examine changes in
land cover in fourteen classes, including coastal Wetlands and Uplands
(Table 1). The area of coverage includes all of the Delmarva Peninsula and
most of Delaware Bay on the east to the Chesapeake Bay entrance and
Norfolk on the south to and beyond the cities of Petersburg, Richmond,
Fredericksburg, Manassas, and Frederick on the west to the mouth of the
Susquehanna River and southern limits of Wilmington on the north at a 30
m X 30 m resolution. Details of the image processing and field verification
are presented in Dobson and Bright (1994). The data were extensively
verified.

For the Chesapeake Bay area, the dominant net changes in land cover are
shown in Figure 1. The largest net change is from Upland Forest to
Cropland/Grassland cover. Most of the change was, in fact, from forest to
Grassland, not Cropland, and took place as a consequence of clear-cut
forestry practices (Dobson and Bright, 1994). Such practices result in a
cycle (i.e., Forest, Exposed or bareground, Grassland, Scrub/Shrub,
Forest), which is elucidated when mapping the changes from one time to the
next. Continuing in decreasing magnitude, the next largest net change is
from Cropland/Grassland to Developed Land. The third largest net change
is from Upland Forest directly to Developed land. For the Chesapeake Bay
area as a whole, Estuarine Emergent and Palustrine Emergent Marsh area
changed little during the interval (i.e., 1984 to 1988/89). The small net
change in marsh area may be attributed to federal and state laws which
have limited development of the these areas (Tiner, 1991), as well as to
some losses being offset by gains due to development (e.g., large borrow pits
established during highway coastruction).

To elaborate further, the Chesapeake Bay area lost approximately 13,869
hectares per year of Upland Forest to Cropland/Grassland and Developed
Land between 1984 and 1988/89. Loss of Upland plus Palustrine (i.e.,
Wetland) Forest to Cropland/Grassland, Developed Land, and Scrub/Shrub
during the same period (i.e., 4.5 years) was approximately 14,620 hectares
per year. These losses represent a change of about 0.8% of the total area
analyzed for the 4.5 year period and about a 4% loss in Upland plus
Palustrine Forest area (Dobson and Bright, 1994). At the same time there
was a gain in Developed Land of approximately 4,896 hectares per year.
This gain represented about a 4.3% gain in Developed Land or a change of
about 0.2% of the total area analyzed (Dobson and Bright, 1994). Overall,
Figure 1 demonstrates significant net losses of forested lands and significant
net gains in Developed Land cover.
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What do these changes mean in terms of coastal habitats and effects on
living marine resources, their abundance, distribution and health? What are
the effects of development in the coastal area on the productivity, both
ecological and economic, of the coastal zone and coastal ocean? To answer
these questioas we must he able to relate or link land cover and changes in
land cover to factors that affect living marine resources or their habitats as
well as to other resources and activities that reflect the economic

productivity of the area. Land cover as measured by remote seasing can
assist in the improved management of watersheds, fisheries habitats, and
living marine resources through better understanding and management, and
planning of human activities.

Forested Land and Water Quality

Because of the change in forested area noted in the C-CAP data for the
Chesapeake Bay area, forested land cover is examined in more detail. The
USDA, Forest Service accomplishes a rotating inventory of forested land in
the U.S. approximately every 10 years. Over the last 70 years the forested
area of the U.S. has ranged from a low point or 296,476,300 ha in 1920, to
a high point of 308,626,970 ha in 1963, followed by a decline to 298,096,390
ha in 1987, and a slight rise to 298,501,410 ha in 1992 (USDA, 1993). Such
inventory data show that for the U.S. as a whole, forested land area
decreased by 2,835,156 ha between 1977 and 1992, hut increased about
0.1% (i.e., 405,022 ha) during the last five years (i.e., 1987 to 1992),
reversing a slight downward trend since 1963 (USDA, 1993).

U.S. Forest Service inventory data for coastal states, including those of the
Great Lakes are presented in Table 2. These data are not presented by
coastal county as would have been preferred. Coastal county data were
obtained from the U.S. Forest Service only for the states Virginia through
Texas. In general, changes exhibited in Table 2 are echoed by the coastal
counties of these states except for South Carolina and Georgia. For South
Carolina the coastal counties lost approximately 96,112 ha between a 1978-
85 period and a 1986-91 period, while at the state level there was a gain of
about 3,078 ha. For Georgia coastal counties the reverse is true. There was
a gain of about 10,612 ha for the coastal counties over the same interval and
a loss of 453,219 ha at the state level.

Table 2 indicates, in spite of the recent increase in forested land area for
the U.S. noted ahove, that between 1977 and 1992, Texas, California,
Washington, Oregon, and Georgia had large areal losses of forested land,
and Texas, Hawaii, and Washington had significant percentage losses in
their total forested land. Certain states in the Great Lakes area, whose
populatioas are not growing at the same rate as other coastal states, show
significant gaias in forested area. Using C-CAP data for the period 1984 -
1988/89 and assuming the loss of forested land during this time represents
a steady loss over 15 years suggests that approximately 219,297 ha of forest
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land might have been lost between 1977 and 1992 in the Chesapeake Bay
area analyzed by C-CAP. However, the Virginia coastal counties data
suggest that only about 122,000 ha of this loss might be attributable to
Virginia coastal counties (i.e., approximate area analyzed by C-CAP).
Maryland had a gain of 18,955 ha during this interval. This suggests that
higher rates of loss have occurred in more recent years in the Chesapeake
Bay area, in spite of the slight positive upturn nationally. Further, the loss
of forested land area will result in increased runoff of nutrients as described
by Omernik (1977) in his national survey and other contaminants as
presented by Chamberlin et al. (1991) in their review. Satellite remote
sensing can provide an efficient, rapid means of updating the status and
trends of forested areas, which as noted below, have major effects on water
quality.

Smith et al. (1993), in general agreement with Omernik (1977), state that
because of the extensive areas of forested wetland and many large reservoirs
in the South Atlantic coastal segment, yields of nitrate plus nitrite, total
phosphorus, and suspended sediment are comparatively low. In fact,
forested land yields the lowest concentrations of fecal coliform bacteria,
dissolved solids, nitrate plus nitrite, total phosphorus, and suspended
sediment; whereas agricultural lands yield the highest concentrations of
fecal coliform bacteria and nitrate plus nitrite; urban areas yield the highest
concentrations of total phosphorus and the lowest concentrations of
dissolved oxygen; and range land yields the highest concentrations of
dissolved solids and suspended sediments (Smith et al., 1993). It appears
that the highest water quality may be in waters emanating from forested
lands, suggesting that loss of forested lands may be very significant in terms
of water quality and effects on downstream estuarine and coastal habitats
and their living marine resources (Chamberlin et al., 1991).

Additionally, because of what we know about the loss of forested land in the
Chesapeake Bay area, it must be noted that between 1980 and 1989, nitrate
plus nitrite increased in Maryland waters (Blomquist, 1993). Of course, the
loss in forested area is not the only suggested cause for an increase in
nitrate plus nitrite concentrations. Other sources, fertilizer, wastewater and
urban runoff, contribute to these loads. However, forested land as a buffer
between uplands and water can decrease the contaminant load to surface
waters (Chamberlin et al., 1991). Perhaps greater consideration should be
given to the preservation, restoration and maintenance of forested lands.

The Role of Remote Sensing

Remote sensing is a key element in monitoring change in land cover over
broad areas of the coastal zone in a synoptic, relatively inexpensive, and
dependable way. Such information when assimilated into a geographical
information system and blended with transport and process-oriented models
would allow us not only to relate land cover and changes in land cover (i.e.,
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development in the coastal zone) to effects on living marine resources, but
also to be more proactive in responding to continuing degradation and loss
of coastal and estuarine habitats and their living marine resources.
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Table 1. The Coastal Change Analysis
Program's Coastal Land Cover Classifica
tion System (From: Dobson and Bright,
1994). Underlined classes were compared
for change analysis.

Uplands
Developed

High Intensity
Low Intensity

Cropland
Grassland

Forest

Deciduous

Coniferous

Mixed

Scrub/Shruh

Exposed

Wetlands

Forest

Emergent Marsh

Palustrine

Estuarine

Tidal Flat

Water
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Session CI: Communicating Coastal Issues: Sea Grant's National Forum -
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COMMUNICATING COASTAL ISSUES:
A DISCUSSION OF SEA GRANT'S

"CAN AMERICA SAVE ITS FISHERIES?"
NATIONAL FORUM

Nancy Blanton, Washington Sea Grant Program,
Kathy Hart, North Carolina Sea Grant College Program, and
Stephen Wittman, University of Wisconsin Sea Grant Institute

Overview

Effectivestrategic communication is essential to resolving conflicts,building
partnerships and creating public support for science-based management of
coastal resources. This session examined the purpose, structure and
effectiveness of a Sea Grant forum on national fisheries issues held
September 11, 1995, at the National Press Club in Washington, D.C, that
resulted from a collaborative, multi-institutional effort organized by the
session's speakers. The session also examined the most appropriate
strategies and tools for effectively communicating complex coastal issues to
the media and for infusingscientific informationinto coastal policy-making.

The Importance of Strategic Planning

To be truly effective, the communication ofcoastal issues must bestrategic -
• and professionally done.

Sea Grant is a loose national network of 29 university-based programs of
research, outreach and education dedicated to the protection and
sustainable use of America's coastal, ocean and Great Lakes resources.
These programs are funded via the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration and participating coastal states. Thoughmodeled after the
19th century's Land Grant university concept of research, extension and
education, the National Sea Grant College Program, created in 1967,
features a modern fourth component: communications. Consisting of a
geographically scattered mix ofprofessional writers, editors, graphicartists,
radio programmers, and videographers, Sea Grant communicators
traditionally have been limited to a state-level supporting role of publishing
reports and newsletters, issuing news releases, and preparing promotional
brochures and similar materials for Sea Grant-spoasored workshops and
conferences.
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Despite a well-documented record of cost-effective success during its first 20
years, Sea Grant's federal funding was essentially flat-lined throughout the
1980s. By 1990, level funding and increased costs due to inflation had
begun to threaten the fiscal viability of the entire national network. In July
1993, the Council of Sea Grant Directors charged the network's
communicators to work together to develop a long-range strategic
communications plan for increasing awareness at the national level of the
need for and benefits of coastal and marine research, education and
outreach.

Three months later, communicators representing 16 of the network's 29
programs convened an intensive two-day strategic communications planning
retreat. After conducting an in-depth analysis of the network's strengths
and weaknesses, Sea Grant's major messages and the key audiences for
those messages, we identified four strategic communications goals: (1)
develop a strong, single national network identity, (2) create national
visibility for the network, (3) increase the national availability and access to
Sea Grant information, and (4) enhance Sea Grant networking through
better internal and external communications.

It was the second goal that led to the idea of hosting a national marine issue
forum. We had identified three objectives and six specific actions for
creating greater national visibility for coastal issues and Sea Grant. One of
these action items called for Sea Grant personnel to organize and host, as
well as participate in, a greater number of national marine science meetings
and coastal issues conferences. Another was to hire a national media

relations coordinator, done in early 1994, which later proved pivotal to the
success of the fisheries forum.

At a follow-up meeting in October 1994, we organized five communicator
task groups for implementing various ongoing action items in our strategic
plan. One of these groups is the National Exhibits, Conferences, and
Special Events Task Group, the members of which include the authors of
this paper. We concluded that sponsoring and hosting a special national-
level event was one of the best vehicles for achieving our goal of creating
greater visibility for the network. Such an event also would fulfill the
network's goal of communicating the importance of marine and coastal
issues to the nation, and thereby demonstrate the need for and benefit of
having research, outreach, and education programs such as Sea Grant to
address and resolve them. Visibility for the network would come indirectly,
but naturally and deservedly so, from being successful in doing that. It
seemed like a win-win-win proposition.

Our next step was to select a marine, Great Lakes or coastal topic for the
event that had a strong nationwide impact, and one that was also timely and
of sufficient current public concern to appeal to news media and policy
makers alike. On the first point, fisheries was an obvious choice, as seafood

135



is important to the residents of every state. On the second point, we
observed that the news media throughout 1994 had been giving increasing,
if spotty and somewhat superficial, coverage to the decline in U.S. marine
fish stocks, culminating with stories in The New York Times and Boston
Globe about the decision ofthe New England Fishery Management Council
to virtually ban fishing on Georges Bankin October 1994.

Strategizing, Organizing, and Achieving:
The National Fisheries Forum Becomes A Reality

Based on our knowledge of Sea Grant-supported research on fisheries
problems, we determined that a national event would be beneficial in
heightening national awareness ofmarine fisheries issues and providing a
better understanding of them as national and global in scope rather than
just local or regional problems. Moreover, because it is a national,
non-advocate network of university scientists, educators, and
communicators, we felt Sea Grant was uniquely positioned to present
unbiased, science-based information on this issue. But what kind of
national event? What is the best way to get information to the greatest
number of people? The answer was obviously through the national media.
Ourevent would need to be aimed at national reporters who could use the
information toproduce better-informed fisheries articles and broadcasts and
to thereby improve public understanding of the issues.

Because this project was national in scope, it was important that the
principal investigators represent different regions of the nation and as well
as key aspects of the national Sea Grant communications:

- Wisconsin Sea Grant communicator Stephen Wittman was at the time
chair ofthe National Sea Grant Communicators Steering Committee, which
consists of representatives from all U.S. coastal regions plus the National
Sea Grant Office. As such, he also served as the network communicators'
liaison on the Council of Sea Grant Directors communications committee.

- North Carolina Sea Grant communicator Kathy Hart chairs Sea Grant's
National Media Relations Executive Committee and directs the activities of
Sea Grant's National Media Relations Coordinator, Ben Sherman.

- Washington Sea Grant communicator Nancy Blanton, thePacific regional
representative on the steering committee, chairs the National Exhibits,
Conferences and Special Events Task Group.

Forum Objectives

With the main concepts outlined, the next steps were to define our
objectives, target our funding source and develop an implementation
strategy. After much discussion, wesettled on the following objectives:
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1. To conduct a national forum on fisheries issues for news media and

policy-makers in September 1995(after the Labor Day congressional break)
in Washington, D.C. (headquarters for most national media), bringing
together up to two dozen of the nation's leading fisheries experts,
sociologists, economists, fishery managers, fishing industry representatives,
and environmentalists to explain the complexities of fisheries issues and to
discuss possible solutions. Anticipated audience: about 150 journalists,
policy-makers and concerned citizeas.

2. To publish a white paper summarizing the forum's proceedings.

3. To produce and distribute a media guide listing Sea Grant fisheries
experts, including a glossary of fishery management terms and a
bibliography of Sea Grant fisheries publications.

4. To sponsor a follow-up panel discussion summarizing the fisheries forum
at the Society of Environmental Journalists international conference in
October 1995 in Boston.

5. To distribute the forum proceedings, media guide and bibliography to
SEJ journalists, other media, state and federal policy-makers, and the Sea
Grant network.

6. To bolster Sea Grant's visibility among the national media, state and
federal policy-makers, and the public as a provider of balanced,
science-based information about the nation's coastal, ocean, and Great
Lakes resources.

To finance this project, we targeted tactical project funds held by the
National Sea Grant Office. Since this effort would benefit Sea Grant as a
whole and addressed national Sea Grant strategic plan goals, the fit was a
natural. We wrote a proposal and submitted it for funding in February
1995. Because of the limited time line, we moved forward with many of our
planning activities in anticipation of funding. The proposal was successful,
and funding was approved in April 1995 and awarded that July.
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Action Plan

We felt that the best way to approach something as complex as "fisheries"
was to present a series of panel discussions. Each panel would include
speakers who could approach the issues from diverse vantage points. To
accomplish this, we needed a steering committee of fisheries experts who
could identify the key topics for discussion and suggest appropriate
speakers. An important criterion for speakers was the ability to present
their ideas clearly and succinctly, avoiding academic and management
jargon.

Our steering committee consisted of Dr. Ronald Dearborn (chair), director
of the Sea Grant program in Alaska, which has the nation's largest
commercial fishing industry;

- Dr. Michael Sissenwine, then chief scientist and now director of the
Northeast Fisheries Science Center, NOAA/National Marine Fisheries
Service (representing government); Bradford Matsen, Pacific editor,
National Fisherman magazine (representing media); Dr. Michael Orbach,
a fisheries sociologist/anthropologist at Duke University (science/sociology
aspects); and Dr. John Magnuson, director of the University of
Wisconsin-Madison Center for Limnology and chair of the National
Research Council's Committee on Fisheries (science/policy aspects). During
the first (and only) face-to-face meeting of this committee in April 1995 in
Chicago, the members outlined three overarching issues, which became the
topics for the fisheries forum's three panel sessions:

1. Who Owns the Fish? - Are natural resources such as fisheries open
access, common property or restricted, private property? Who decides the
rights and privileges of access and who derives the benefits?

2. Are We Organized to Manage? - With regulatory agencies often in
conflict, can we ensure the future of the resources? What needs to change?

3. How Are Our Changing Coasts Affecting Fisheries? - Natural and
human-induced changes along our coastlines can influence the present and
future vitality of our fisheries. Is there still a place for fisheries in our
coastal zones?

A key function of this steering committee was to generate a diverse list of
experts, keeping in mind ethnic and cultural diversity as well as the
different points of view that come into play with each issue: environmental,
legal, commercial, and recreational. It was the principal investigators' role
then to contact and confirm speakers, explain what was expected of them
for panel presentations, and handle all travel and lodging arrangements.
Because of their knowledge of the process and understanding of the forum's
purpose, the steering committeemembers were the most logical choices for
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panel moderators, and Dr. Michael Sissenwine agreed to set the stage for
the forum by presenting the results of the most recent National Marine
Fisheries Service report on the status ofU.S. fisheries. The title selected for
the event was, "Can America Save Its Fisheries: A Sea Grant National
Issues Forum."

One of the most difficult parts of completing our forum agenda was finding
a keynote speaker. Time and budget constraints eliminated many
possibilities. Because our primary audience was media, we chose a speaker
who represented both media and interest in U.S. fisheries, George Reiger,
the well-known national editor for "Field and Stream."

Several speakers for the national forum also were subsequently invited to
speak at the follow-up panel session at the SEJ conference in Boston six
weeks later, entitled "Sea Wars: Fighting for the Last Fish." Our final
panel for this event included representatives of two environmental groups,
government, and marine education.

Resulting Publications, Materials, and Recordings

To make sure our message went beyond the forum itself, we prepared
resource notebooks for all who attended the event. These notebooks

included biographical information on all speakers, fisheries research
information from each Sea Grant program in the country as well as national
and regional Sea Grant efforts, a glossary of fisheries terms, a bibliography
of Sea Grant fisheries publications, and a national fisheries experts list.

We also arranged for the forum discussions to be recorded by a professional
transcription service, so that the proceedings could be quickly edited into
a summary report. Science writers from three Sea Grant programs
(Alaska, Washington, and Wisconsin) contributed to this effort and
produced a 34-page summary, including speaker biographies, photos, and
contact information, in just six weeks. The report was distributed in
connection with the follow-up panel discussion at the SEJ conference and
later mailed to all members of Congress as well as to media and agency
representatives unable to attend the forum. Reports about the forum
and/or articles promoting the distribution of the proceedings summary were
published in several Sea Grant program periodicals.
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We took advantage of the proximity of a Sea Grant videographer at the
University of Maryland who could tape the forum also, andclips from this
taping are being used to create video news releases for future distribution.
The forum was also audiotaped byWisconsin Sea Grant's science writer for
use on its regional "Earthwatch" radio program.

Evaluation: What Did It Accomplish?

The National Issues Forum attracted almost 160 people - a standing room
crowd. All attendees were provided a fishery resource notebook and Sea
Grant's experts guide at the time of registration.

About 20% of the audience were journalistsrepresenting publications such
as "Time Magazine," "The Baltimore Sun," "The Chronicle of Higher
Education," "The New Orleans Times-Picayune," "BioSdence,"
"Commercial Fisheries News," "Environment Magazine," "National
Fisherman," "The Providence (R.I.) Journal," "Seafood Business," and
more.

Also in a attendance were several important Congressional staff members
from the U.S. House of Representatives' Resource Committee and the U.S.
Senate'sCommerce, Science andTransportation Committee. Theseare the
legislative committees that oversee fisheries legislation and the funding for
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the regional fisheries management
councils as well as NOAA and many other coastal and ocean programs.

The majority of the attendees, however, represented key policy
organizations and nonprofit organizations with a stake in fisheries
management nationally and regionally. These included: National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, U.S. Coast Guard, National Fisheries Institute,
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, American Factory Trawlers
Association, Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission, National Institute for the Environment,
Pacific Seafood Processors, Texas Shrimp Association, North Carolina
Fisheries Association, East Coast Fisheries Federation Association, and the
Marine Fish Conservation Network.

The panel and luncheon presentations were well received. The audience
asked thought-provoking questions, and several lively discussions ensued.
Many panelists were interviewed extensively by journalists in the media
room after their panel presentations. Several panelists were videotaped for
the purpose of producing Sea Grant video news releases later.
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There was no next-day coverage of the forum via any media. The "Asbury
Park Press" printed a story a few days later. Several of the panelists were
quoted. Most of the journalists who attended were working on long-range
stories or series for newspapers or magazines. The goalof increasingmedia
awareness had thus been met, but actual media coverage would come in the
months ahead.

At the SEJ meeting, the smaller panel presentation drew a crowd of almost
80 journalists during the concurrent sessions. Journalists from "The
Washington Post," "The News and Observer (Raleigh, N.C)," "National
Geographic" and other major media were present. Each attendee was given
the fishery information resources notebook, an experts guide and a
summary of the fisheries forum held in September. These resources were
also distributed to SEJ conference attendees at large. This panel resulted
in limited media coverage. For instance, "The News and Observer"
reporter wrote a fisheries story that quoted several panel members.

In November and December, several significant media placements resulted
from the forum. Among the more notable were two articles appearing in the
"Chronicle of Higher Education" (circulation: 100,000 to university
administrators and top state and federal officials). Sea Grant Directors Jim
Cato and Ron Dearborn were quoted as were other forum panelists. A
sidebar story focused on Maryland Sea Grant oyster research efforts in
Chesapeake Bay. Additionally the forum was highlighted in "Field and
Stream" (circulation: 2,007,234 - 30th largest magazine circulation in
United States) and "BioScience" (circulation: 12,000 to government and
industrial research personnel in life sciences).

The fisheries forum continues to produce results. "The Virginian-Pilot'
(circulation: 238,000) did a four-part series on the issues of fisheries
management in December, and a similar series is planned by "The
Providence Journal." One of the forum's main objectives was educating
reporters about the complexity of fishery issues. "Pilot" reporter Chris
Dinsmore reflects media reaction, writing in a recent note: "My colleague
Scott Harper and I learned a great deal from the conference Sea Grant
hosted in September. What we learned contributed mightily to our
understanding of the problems of the fishery."

In December, panelist Suzanne Iudicello of the Center for Marine
Conservation suggested that Sea Grant distribute the forum summary to all
members of Congress because of the ongoing debate concerning the
reauthorization of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management
Act. She felt the summary offered valuable background information that
Senators, Representatives, and staff members would find useful. In
January 1996, Sea Grant Association President Jim Cato sent a copy of the
summary and a cover letter to every member of the U.S. House and U.S.
Senate.
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In January, the investigators surveyed 80 of the those who attended the
forum. As of the end of February, 20 percent of those surveyed had
responded. Here's what we learned:

1. Respondents found the forum extremely useful (36%) tosomewhat-useful
(58%).

2. Respondents rated the panel, "Who owns the fish?" as primarily good
(47%) to excellent (42%).

3. Respondents rated the panel "Are weorganized to manage" as primarily
good (47%) to excellent (32%).

4. Respondents rated the panel "How do our changing coasts affect
fisheries?" as follows: fair (21%); good (47%); and excellent (16%).

5. Respondents rated the luncheon speaker George Reiger as follows: poor
(16%); good (47%); and excellent (32%). Those who rated Reiger poorly did
so because they did not agree with his views (according to notes on the
surveys).

6. Almost 85% of the respondents found the forum well-balanced.

7. When choosing adjectives to describe the forum, respondents chose these
most often: "interesting," "thought-provoking," and "informative."

8. Of those whoresponded, 82% said the forum helped themto understand
that fisheries issues could be viewed in a variety of perspectives.

9. Of those who responded, 87% said they learned something new at the
forum.

10. Most (94%) thought the forum format was just right and preferred
(81%) a full-day presentation of information.

11. Allrespondents indicated they would beinterested in attending another
Sea Grant Issues Forum. When asked to check topic focuses for another
forum, here were their preferences in descending order: fisheries,
aquaculture, seafood safety, water quality, nonindigenous species, and
coastal hazards.
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Overall, the forum was an outstanding success. We achieved both our
primary and secondary goals of increasing awareness of fisheries issues and
of building a stronger visibility for Sea Grant among national news media
and policy-makers in Washington. D.C.

Stephen Wittman
University of Wisconsin Sea Grant Institute
1800 University Avenue
Madison, WI, USA 53705-4094

Ph (608) 263-5371
Fax (608) 263-2063
Email swittman@seagrant.wisc.edu
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Session C2: CZM - The States Leading Way
Session Chair: Douglas Canning, Washington Department of Ecology

INDICATORS OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
SUCCESS: ON-TIIE-GROUND

AND IN-THE-WATER EFFECTIVENESS

Douglas J. Canning,
Washington Department of Ecology

Introduction

There is a growing movement in government towards quantification of
"success measures" and other means of measuring the performance of
specific programs. This phenomenon, in a way, mirrors the broader
political spectrum where calls are made for a more efficient and effective
government. While it is desirable to believe thatpublic money iswell spent
on public programs, the path to accountability is not easy, direct, or well
marked. Just as there is little agreement on how much government is too
little, too much, or just right, there is often little agreement on how to
measure or characterize the successof public programs such as coastal zone
management.

Assessment of the state of, or quality of, the coastal zone is hampered by
the lack of generally agreed upon quantitative criteria or measures for
describing shorelands and coastal zone quality. Thiscondition isnotunique
toWashington state; coastal zone management ingeneral does notenjoy the
kind of standards and criteria common to, say, water and air resources. As
a result, shorelands andcoastal zone management is further hampered by
an inability to quantitatively discuss the "state of the shorelands."

Water quality managers, for example, can refer to generally accepted water
quality standards and criteria for temperature, coliform bacteria, dissolved
oxygen (DO), hydrogen ion (Ph), suspended solids, turbidity, phosphate
phosphorus (P04-P), nitrate nitrogen (NO,-N), and other substances.
Regulatory standards have been adopted which set thresholds for specific
water quality indicators. Generally accepted management guidelines have
been published for nutrients such as phosphate and nitrate for management
of lake eutrophication. Thescientific literature abounds withreports onthe
lethal thresholds and sublethal effects of numerous specific substances in
marine and aquatic environments. Monitoring programs are maintained for
the purpose of broad characterization ofwater quality, and special studies
arecommon. Monitoring protocols for indicator organisms which integrate
generalized water quality have been developed, tested, and implemented.
Water resources managers are thus easily able to describe the quality of the
specific resource they manage, and to identify trends.

144



The current challenge for coastal zone managers is to develop and use
success measures which are relevant to the goals of CZM and meaningful
to legislators, coastal zone managers, and the public. This paper is a status
report which draws upon the experiences of the Washington State CZM
program in working towards development of coastal zone environmental
indicators over the past six years.

CZM Assessment History

Program Evaluation Phase

During the formative years of coastal zone management in the 1970s,
assessment was quite naturally directed to evaluation of state programs for
consistency with federal goals under the CZMA. The literature from this
period evolved from assessment design and strategy, to comparative
assessments. Ironically, as early as 1978 it was suggested that in an era of
increasing public skepticism about government, coastal zone managers are
failing to forcefully demonstrate the valueof CZM to society. That call for
performance or outcome assessment went largely unheeded until the 1990s.

Qualitative Performance Assessment Phase

During the 1980s, the literature suggests a diversity of approaches to CZM
assessment in the United States: evaluation of state programs by the federal
oversight agency; reprises of state programs, e.g., the internal consistency
of California's CZM program; consistency of state programs with the
evolving federal program; and comparisonsof different approaches to CZM
by the states, e.g., state CZM legislation compared with a networking of
related authorities.

Quantitative Performance Assessment and Environmental Indicators Phase

During the 1990s, there has been a growing movement in government
towards quantification of success measures and other means of measuring
performance. Initial demands in Washington state were generated by
Washington Environment 2010, a 1989 pioneering effort to project current
environmental trends into the future, and two follow-up studies, the 1991
State of the Environment Report and the 1995 Washington Environmental
Health Report.

All coastal states participating in the federal coastal zone management
program were required to assess specific aspects of their coastal zones in
1991-92. The Coastal Ocean Policy Roundtable completed a preliminary
but thorough characterization of the United States's coastal resources on a
national scale in 1992; however, few indicators of environmental quality
were identified. Recently, the federal Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management sponsored a Coastal Zone Management Effectiveness Study
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which is reported on in several other papers at this conference (The Coastal
Society's 15th conference).

Coastal Zone Management Goals

The fundament mandates and goalsof the CZMA, and the special priorities
of CZMA section 309 for improvement of state programs, include features
which can be lumped into two broad categories: institutional efficiency and
land and water management effectiveness. The many land and water
management mandates and goals can be integrated into five basicelements:

1) foster appropriate development and land use consistent with established
statutory and case law;

2) protect marine and aquatic water quality, habitats, and resources from
the direct and cumulative adverse effects of development and other human
activities;

3) prevent inappropriate development and land use in high-hazard areas;

4) provide for public access and recreational opportunities; and

5) provide special area management for important shoreland and coastal
areas.

Coastal Zone Quality Indicators

The challenge is to identify useful measures of coastal zone quality which
can be economically developed and maintained. By "useful" I mean both
scientifically valid and understandable to administrators and the public.
There is a large and diverse body of peer-reviewed and grey literature
dealing with environmental monitoring of coastal zone features and
resources. However, littleof this literature directlyaddressesenvironmental
characterization, and even less does so in a way that conforms with the need
for indicators that are outcome oriented, economical for large-scale
application, and easily understandable as an indicator of environmental
quality. The literature emphasizes easily quantified chemical, biological,
ecological, or economic indicators which can be characterized as follows:

Conventional water and sediment quality - dissolved oxygen or oxygen
depletion; contaminated sediments status.

Bioindicators of accumulation - fish tissue contamination; commercial
shellfish bed closures; larvae and egg mortality assay results.

Ecological indicators - biodiversity of estuarine and benthic communities;
salmon escapement; Oyster Condition Index.
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Economic indicators • commercial landings of fish; commercial harvest of
shellfish.

Land use practices - extent of impervious surface; wetlands remaining or
lost.

Land use amenities - public access; recreation opportunities.

Miscellaneous • marine debris; beach debris.

These indicators all share the virtue of making a direct assessment of the
state of the coastal zone waters and lands. Importantly, they are not
measures of governmental activity, and are on-the-ground or in-the-water
measures of the state of the coastal zone. Notably lacking in the literature,
and understandably so, is any substantive discussion of more difficult to
assess coastal zone management goals such as land use quality or coastal
hazards.

Public Access as an Example

The design of quality measures for the coastal zone, and success measures
for coastal zone management is no simple task. The development of a
measure of public access provides an illustration. A generally accepted goal
of shorelands and coastal zone management is to provide for public access
to shorelands and marine and fresh waters, and recreational opportunities.
Therefore, some measure of the amount of public access is appropriate.
This could be expressed as:

lineal feet of public shorelands

However, this would provide no information on the quality of public access.
Since the purpose of providing access is to serve the public's desire and
right to visit and use the shore, any measure of public access should include
quantitative measures of both the amount of access and the amount of the
public (population). A better quantitative measure of the amount and
quality of public access would therefore be:

lineal feet of public shorelands

population served

This measure can be further refined to better reflect the quality of public
access. Public access has little value if it is undeveloped and the public
cannot actually use it. Thus the equation can he further expanded as
follows:
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lineal feet of developed public shorelands
population served

In Washington, baseline measures of public shorelands are available only
for marine areas. Therefore a more accurate expression of what can be
measured would be:

lineal feet of developed public marine shorelands
population served

Finally, while this indicator now provides useful information about the
quantity and quality of public access to marine shorelands, it provides
limited information on the effectiveness of public access programs in
general, and no information on the effectiveness of specific public access
programs. In Washington State public access to marine shorelands is
provided, directly or through grants programs by the state departments of
Fish and Wildlife, Natural Resources, Ecology, Parks and Recreation, and
the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC); federal agencies
such as Fish and Wildlife Service and National Park Service; city and
county park districts; public port districts; and other local and special
districts and agencies.

Coastal Zone Assessment in Washington State

Coastal zone assessment in Washington State is both hampered by a paucity
of reliable datasets, and aided by a broad interest in environmental
assessment. We also benefit from the monitoring and data management
activities of other state resource management agencies. During the past six
years our approach has evolved. Early on we went through the
"bureaucratic bean-counting" stage when we emphasized permits processed,
enforcement actions taken, or local coastal zone plans updated. This was
easy, but said nothing about the state of the coastal zone. Quickly we and
our parent agency evolved to a level where we are emphasizing clean-up and
restoration success, as well as on-the-ground and in-the-water measures of
the state of the environment.

One of the best coastal zone indicators for which relatively reliable data is
readily available is the annual public health status of commercial shellfish
beds. Washington has a large commercial shellfish industry which is active
in all but the most urbanized areas. Thus, the status of commercial
shellfish beds provides an indicator with broad geographic applicability and
which integrates watershed management and land use practices in coastal
watersheds.
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Water and sediment quality monitoring has been conducted for decades in
many regions. One of the scientific problems faced by resource managers
in assessing estuarine qualityand healthis the changing natureof collection,
monitoring,and analytical protocols, and evenwhich parameters are being
monitored. In Washington State, the PugetSound Water Quality Authority
has provided leadership in establishing uniform protocols.

Development of other indicators which integrate goals of CZM are
hampered by patchy data and chronic reductions in agency budgets. New
assessment initiatives are eliminated along with established monitoring
programs. An uncertain amount of wetlandsrestoration and rehabilitation
work is completed annually by a number of state agencies and local
governments; we are unable to track and compare those gains with losses
to development and agriculture. We suspect that gains in new publicaccess
are canceled by privatization of street ends and other losses, but have lost
our ability to periodically inventory public access sites.

We are dubious about the usefulness to CZM assessment of economic
indicators such as commercial landings of fish. Declines in landings could
result from poor watershed management and land use practices, or could
be the long-term result of over-harvesting. Increases in landings could
result from the introduction of new capture technologies or relaxation of
catch limits as well as from industry response to population improvements.

Coastal land use quality and hazards management remain problematic CZM
goals to measure. Coastal land use goals vary for areas designated urban,
rural, conservancy, and natural under Washington's Shoreline Management
Act. We are currently working with the University of Washington's
Department of Landscape Architecture on adaptation to coastal zone land
use assessment, of the Intrusion Factor model used for scenic river corridor
assessment.
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Conclusion

Coastal zone managers can draw upon a library of pollution control and
resource management environmental indicators which provide either "snap
shots" or trend analyses of the state of the coastal zone from- those
perspectives. Coastal zone management, however, is land use management
as much as it is resource management, and we still lack understandable,
economical, and generally accepted measures for land use management.

Legislatures have mandated and the public has paid for coastal zone
management for 25 years. We need to be able to tell them not just what we
are doing with their money, but more importantly, what the results have
been on-the-ground and in-the-water.

Douglas J. Canning
Washington Department of Ecology
Shorelands and Water Resources Program
P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA, USA 98504-7600

Ph (360) 407-6781
Fax (360) 407-6535
Email dcanning@igc.apc.org
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SEEKING BALANCE: ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICT
WITHIN THE ALASKA

COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Kerry Howard, Alaska
Division of Governmental Coordination, and

Gabrielle LaRoche, Alaska
Division of Governmental Coordination

Introduction

Allorganizationsand administrative programsexperience conflict. Internal
and external forces, planned and unpredictable events, task
interdependence, and jurisdictional ambiguities are all elements that can
create or sustain conflict. Analyzing current internal conflicts within the
Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) is important, given the
incredible value of Alaska's coastal resources. How Alaska will use and
protect its coastal resources in the future depends, in part, on how the
program responds to current conflicts. This paper describes the ACMPand
current conflictswithin the program. It then analyzes current conflicts and
finally, concludes with predictions about the future of the program.

The Alaska Coastal Management Program

The Alaska Legislature established the ACMP in 1977. The Alaska Coastal
Management Act (AS 46.40) notes that the policy of the state is to:
preserve, protect, develop, and use the coastal resources; encourage
coordinated planning and decision making; ensure the participation of the
public and local, state, and federal governments; and utilize existing
government structures and authoritiesto the maximum extent feasible. The
state adopted regulations in 1978, implementing a "networked" coastal
management program. Rather than establishing a new, comprehensive
coastal agency and permit, Alaska chose to coordinate existing agencies and
authorities to achieve coastal management objectives. The Division of
Governmental Coordination (DGC) in the Office of the Governor has
primary implementation respoasihility for the program.

Current Conflicts Within the ACMP

Since the inception of the ACMP, many external and internal variables
affecting the program have changed. Externally, Alaska's coast has
experienced considerable population and community growth, expanded
resource use, new coastal development, and heightened management of the
biological, chemical, and physical environment. Increasingly, these changes
make conflicting demands on Alaska's coastal resources.
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Internally, as the ACMP has matured, participants have developed new
ideas, perceptions, and understandings about the program. Staff now have
considerable experience in program management. Program participants can
also look at the program retrospectively and raise questions about its
implementation and effectiveness. Although opinions are not unanimous,
an underlying question has emerged: How does the implementation of the
ACMP mesh with other agency authorities? This paper focuses on conflicts
arising from internal variables.

With a program structure that relies on multiple agency authorities and also
affects the relationships between these agencies, examination of this issue is
important to the program. The legislatureconsidered program relationships
during ACMP authorization, and examining applicable statutes provides
some background on expectations. For example, the Alaska Coastal
Management Act (AS 46.40) authorizes and requires:

. . . state agencies to carry out their planning duties, powers and
responsibilities and take actions authorized by law with respect to
programs affecting the use of the resources of the coastal area in
accordance with the policies set out in this section and the
guidelines and standards adopted by the Alaska Coastal Policy
Council . . .

Another statute (AS 46.40.200) clarifies that

Upon the adoption of the Alaska coastal management program,
state departments...shall review their statutory authority,
administrative regulations, and applicable procedures pertaining to
land and water uses within the coastal area for the purpose of
determining whether there are any deficiencies or inconsistencies
which prohibit compliance with the program adopted. State
agencies shall, within six months of the effective date of the Alaska
coastal management program, take whatever action is necessary to
facilitate full compliance with ... the program.

Clearly the expectation was that agencies were to carry out their
independent authorities in accordance with the ACMP. Further, to the
extent conflicts were discovered, agencies were to remedy "deficiencies or
inconsistencies" early on to easure program compliance. In retrospect,
agencies readily admit that these remedies were never administered.

The ACMP standards further define how agency authorities fit into the
coastal management framework. Shortly after passage of the Alaska
Coastal Management Act, the State developedthe enforceable standards and
procedures of the ACMP. The ACMP incorporates the regulations of the
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), and uses the land and
water management authorities of the Department of Natural Resources
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(DNR), and the Department of Fish and Game's (DFG) authorities over
anadromous fish streams and tributaries to implement the program.

Implementing a program through existing authorities can be viewed as
either efficient or redundant. It could be perceived as creating overlap and,
with this perception, questions arise regardinghowthe authoritiesmeshand
who has final say. The ACMP also has different effects on the resource
agencies and undoubtedly influences their perceptions of the program.

In spite of implementing a successful coastal management program for
almost two decades, concerns about "who" and "how" are fundamental to
the program. Because participants perceive them to be issues, regardless
whether these concerns are well founded or not, the issues create conflict.

An Analysis of Current Conflicts within the ACMP

Many organizationalelements potentially lead to conflict. Asrecognized by
David K. Banner and T. Elaine Gagne in "Designing Effective
Organizations" (1995), these may include task interdependence,
jurisdictional ambiguities, goal incompatibility, cultural differences,
structural differentiation, resource scarcity, uncertainty, low formalization,
and communication barriers. The first two elements - task
interdependence and jurisdictionalambiguities - are particularly applicable
to the current internal conflicts within the ACMP because of its networked
structure. This paper examines how ACMP implementation meshes with
other authorities by examining these two elements.

Task Interdependence: The DGC relies on the participation of the resource
agencies to make decisions during consistency reviews. The consistency
review is a process where the state resource agencies, coastal districts with
approved programs, and DGC collectively evaluate a proposed development
project to determine whether it meets the standards and policies of the
program.

During a consistency review, resource agencies provide comments to the
coordinating agency. The ACMP imposesadditional requirements on these
commenting agencies. Specifically,in addition to evaluating projects under
their own permitting authorities, resource agencies must also consider and
comment on statewide standards and district policies under their area of
expertise.

Conflicts in meshing agency and ACMP authorities arise when the
coordinating agency or another review participant disagrees with the
technical information or comments provided by a resource agency during
a consistency review. In these situations, the coordinating agency must still
work to develop a consensus position. If the coordinating agency cannot
reach a consensus, it must compromise and render a consistency decision.
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Although all participants in the program are aware that the ACMP requires
a balancing of development and conservation interests, some agencies view
this compromise as inappropriate control over their independent authorities.
Yet, in a networked program, the coordinating agency must consider all
valid comments during the review process, even if they are disparate.

If disagreements remain after the coordinating agency renders a consistency
finding, an appeal process allows for further discussion. If review
participants believe the coordinating agency did not appropriately consider
their comments, an "elevation" process allows them to appeal consistency
findings to a higher level for review. The limited number of projects that
are elevated provides further indication that the consistency review process
works well. Typically, fewer than 3% of the projects coordinated by the
DGC are elevated.

The consistency review process is highly task interdependent. The potential
for conflict is high because interdependence is reciprocal and requires
constant interaction and adjustment. Compromise is required if a
consensus cannot be reached. Adding further to this interdependence, but
not detracting from it, agencies make individual decisions regarding the
non-ACMP aspects of their own permits after the State issues a consistency
finding.

Political considerations also affect how well authorities mesh. In part,
current internal conflicts are due to frustration with the political aspects of
the program. The DGC, being housed in the Office of the Governor, is
potentially subject to influence by whatever administration is in office.
During the previous administration, accusations were frequently raised that
the DGC overstepped its consensus-building role.

In 1994, an independent audit of the ACMP by the Alaska Division of
Legislative Audit (Audit Report Number 01-4506-95) determined that the
DGC had been successful in the role of facilitator and consensus builder.

In evaluating political considerations, the audit noted that although
relationships between program participants may have been "more strained"
than under previous administrations, parties achieved consensus on most
projects. The audit also found that the percentage of projects found
consistent, or consistent with stipulations, had not changed significantly
from previous administrations. If changes had occurred in these areas, it
would have suggested inappropriate influence by the DGC.

Although the audit showed the DGC acted appropriately, the perception
that the DGC assumed an inappropriate role in a task-interdependent
program undoubtedly fueled general program frustration. In times of
frustration, peopleoften look to changesomething, even if the focus of their
proposed change may not be factually valid or realistically obtainable.
Given the timing of concerns about implementation responsibility,
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frustrations with the previous administration probably contributed to the
current conflict.

The ACMPhas programmatic controls in place to ensure that various views
on projects are adequately considered and inappropriate political influence
is avoided during the interdependent, networked process. Although
program roles are clearly interdependent and authorities are networked,
statistics do not show that this interdependence or political influence has
negatively affected general program performance.

Jurisdictional Ambiguities: Jurisdictional ambiguities in two areas
complicate the administration of the ACMP. In spite of clear statutory
direction to fully comply with the program, agencies still have permit
requirements that conflict with the ACMP. In addition, coastal district
enforceable policies sometimes address resource matters where a resource
agency has expertise. If a coastal district and a resource agency disagree
on application of this policy, who gets deference? This section of the paper
examines these two problem areas.

Statutory direction in AS 46.40.200 clarified that in order to make the
networked ACMP work, the ACMP was controlling and agencies needed to
adjust their own programs accordingly. Adjustments were to occur within
six months of program implementation, however, few, if any, adjustments
occurred. The result is mismatched permit and consistency review
requirements regarding such basic elements such as applications, public
notices, and review procedures.

Coordinating permit review processes is not an easytask, which is probably
why resource agencies did not fully complywith this statutory requirement.
While the coordinated review process has been able to work around some
process ambiguities, the task is becoming more difficult as agency
responsibilities continue to increase. Theseambiguities create inefficiencies
that frustrate program participants and contribute to internal conflict.

DGC is currently working with resource agency representatives to
streamline review processes and clarify jurisdictional ambiguities. Ideally
these actions will fulfill the adjustments that were contemplated at program
outset.

The second area of jurisdictional ambiguity concerns districts policieswhere
expertisein policy implementationis not clear. Coastal district policies have
the force of law and ambiguities in these laws can create conflict. Although
the number of policies with overlapping jurisdiction is limited, we believe
these ambiguities may illustrate a breakdown during district program
development and approval. During program development, districts are
responsible for developing clear policies to help guide the management of
land and water uses and activities. A successful district program has
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policies that are understood by other program participants, can be applied
and enforced, and that are not ambiguous.

As a coastal district develops their program and policies, regulations require
them to work side-by-side with the agency participants. This interactive
process works to identify areas of conflict or concern and resolve them.
Fault with this process is suggested because some district policies are
unclear or overlap with agency authorities. If agencies are unable to
participate during program development to resolve conflict, problems may
not be discovered until after program approval.

Several actions can be taken to minimize these types of jurisdictional
ambiguities. One is to place greater emphasis on interactive district
program development to ensure additional ambiguities are not created. This
may require increased communication and a refocussing of program funds
to ensure necessary interaction occurs. Finally, to the extent existing
ambiguities remain and create conflict, the elevation process can provide
policy guidance and clarify ambiguities for future projects.

Conclusion and Predictions on the Future of the ACMP

Because of their interdependence, networked programs like the ACMP may
face more difficulties in satisfying their participants. Stephen M. Born and
Allen H. Miller in "Assessing Networked Coastal Management Programs"
(1988) have shown that agency participants inevitably question the role of
the coastal management programs in trying to influence agency functions.

If adequate checks and balances exist to ensure that no one party dominates
the consistency review process, other program areas may need strengthening
to alleviate conflict stemming from task interdependence and jurisdictional
ambiguities. Streamlining and coordinating permit review processes,
improving the development and review of district policies, and providing
further training about program roles are a good place to start.

Given almost 20 years of running a successful program, if program funding
remains similar, We believe the ACMP will continue substantially
unchanged from its present form. Alaska's coastal resources are important
to state and local governments, and the proper management of these
resources should continue to be a matter of concern. The law and resource

administrators now recognize the coastal zone as an important place
deserving of protection due to high resource values. These high resource
values provide many opportunities for resource developmentand, therefore,
for conflict between participants in the program.

The ACMP will continue to mature and be fine-tuned, but the general
program goals will remain the preservation, protection, development, and
wise use of our coastal resources. As Peter Douglas notes in "The Future
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of Coastal Management" (1993), coastal management, like every land and
water use planning program is dynamic. As new needs arise and
circumstiinces change, coastal management programs will adjust as
appropriate.

Kerry Howard
Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination

P.O. Box 110030

Juneau, AK, USA 99811-0030

Ph (907) 465-8794
Fax (907) 465-3075
Email Kerry_Howard@gov.state.ak.us
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Glenn Gray, Alaska Division of
Governmental Coordination

Introduction

This paper examines the effectiveness of recent efforts by the federal
Minerals Management Service (MMS) to improvestakeholder participation
during planning for proposed Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas
lease sales in Alaska. The paper describes administrative requirements of
OCS leasesales, OCS oil and gas activities in Alaska, and the experience of
the Alaska Regional Stakeholders Task Force (Task Force). It concludes
with an analysis of Task Force efforts.

Administrative Requirements
of OCS Lease Sales

The OCS Lands Act (OCSLA) (43 USC 1344) governs the management of
the nation's offshore oil and gas and mineral resources and specifies
conditions under which the Secretary of the Interior may grant rights to
explore, develop, and produce those resources. The Secretary has assigned
the responsibility for carrying out the requirements of the OCSLA to the
MMS, an agency within the Department of the Interior (DOI). Planning for
individual lease sales to obtain these rights occurs under the umbrella of a
5-year lease sale program.

In 1995, the MMS began preparation for the next 5-year program that will
cover the period from 1997-2002. Early planning is necessary because
section 18 of the OCSLA requires a lengthy, multi-step process of
consultation and analysis that must be completed before the Secretary may
approve a new 5-year program. The process requires completion of the
following steps: solicitation of comments from federal agencies, coastal
states, and others; development of a draft program, a proposed program,
and a proposed final program; and approval by the Secretary.

The MMS must prepare a programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), for
the new 5-year program. The MMS evaluates comments received during
the solicitation period when deciding the scope of the programmatic EIS.

158



OCS Activities in Alaska

Since the early 1980s, much of the OCS oil and gas lease sale activity in the
U.S. has taken place in "planning areas" in Alaska. There are 26 planning
areas nationwide and 15 in Alaska. Each planning area is unique in its
resource potential; exploration and production history; environmental
conditions and other uses; and the laws, goals, and policies of adjacent
coastal states.

Although the Central and Western Gulf of Mexico planning areas continue
to produce the most oil and gas, industry remains interested in Alaska.
State onshore and offshore reservoirs next to OCS sale areas have produced
considerable oil. The state generally supports federal leasing plans except
in the North Aleutian Basin Planning Area. The state actively opposes
existing oil and gas leases and future lease sales in this area because of
possible effects to Bristol Bay salmon fisheries.

Since 1976, the MMS has held 17 OCS lease sales in 8 Alaska planning
areas. Subsequent exploration has resulted in several hydrocarbon
discoveries, but none of these discovery sites are commercially viable under
current economic conditions. Development of offshore oil and gas deposits
in Alaska is expensive and difficult due to extreme environmental conditions
and distance to existing infrastructure.

Previous Formal Coordination Efforts

The first formal coordination within Alaska occurred through the Regional
Technical Working Group (RTWG). The charter of this group stated that
they were to provide guidance on technical matters of regional concern. In
addition to meeting periodically through the years, the RTWG for Alaska
prepared a report on transportation in the mid-Beaufort Sea region. In
1994, the RTWG charter was not renewed.

The second significant effort occurred with the MMS Mining Program in
conjunction with a Norton Sound Lease Sale. A cooperative agreement
between the DOI and the State of Alaska formalized the Joint Federal-State
Technical Coordination Team (CT). The goal of the CT was to cooperate
during EIS scoping, during EIS evaluation, and while preparing comments
about the possible leasing and development of OCS mineral resources. The
CT included federal and state resource agencies, local communities, and
interested parties representing fishing, mining, environmental, and Native
subsistence interests. The CT provided a valuable forum for exchanging
information —including a workshop to which experts in the field of mercury
in the marine environment were invited — and for reviewing NEPA
documents. Following the publication of the final EIS, the group
disbanded.
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A final effort took place through the Social and Economic Studies Program.
Through a Risk Assessment study, the MMS hosted a series of meetings
designed to address perceived risks associated with OCS oil and gas leasing.
These meetings provided valuable scoping information for Sale 149,
scheduled for Cook Inlet and Shelikof Strait, and assisted MMS staff in
preparing for this lease sale. No report of the risk-assessment effort was
prepared, however, and funding for the second year of the study was cut
from the studies program.

The Alaska Regional Stakeholders Task Force

In 1993, the OCS Policy Committee, an independent body set up by the
OCS Lands Act to advise the Minerals Management Service and Secretary
of the Interior on matters related to OCS oil and gas lease sales,
recommended the use of regional task forces to help reach consensus on
OCS lease sales. In 1994, the OCS Policy Committee established the Alaska
Regional Stakeholders Task Force to help the MMS develop the Alaska
Region component for the next 5-year oil and gas lease program.

The Task Force developed recommendations on the size, timing, and
location of lease sales. Task Force members represented Alaska Native,
subsistence, environmental, commercial fishing, oil and gas industry, and
government interests (i.e., local, state, and federal governments, coastal
districts, and coastal resource service areas). Two gubernatorial appointees
participated, as did invited representatives from the scientific community.

The Task Force held two meetings in Anchorage - one in January and one
in March, 1995. Subcommittee meetings held in Barrow, Homer, Kodiak,
Kotzebue, and Yakutat solicited local information and comments. All
meetings were "public noticed" and open to the public. Individual Task
Force members solicited information from the constituents they represented
and presented it to the Task Force.

The Task Force developed a list of evaluation criteria to weigh selection of
OCS planning areas for the next 5-year program. These criteria included
prospectivity (the likelihoodof finding viable oil and gas prospects based on
industry interest and resource potential); infrastructure; technology; local
and tribal government and community interests; subsistence, socioeconomic,
and cultural interests; and environmental concerns and values.

Based on these criteria, the Task Force identified five planning area
locations that should be considered for analysis in the next 5-year program,
although the Task Force did not reach consensus on whether these areas
should be leased. The five planning areas identified included Beaufort Sea,
Chukchi Sea, Hope Basin, Gulf of Alaska, and Cook Inlet-Shelikof Strait.
Other planning areas were excluded because of low prospectivity or a
combination of the other evaluation criteria. The staff of the MMS
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completed a report of the findings and recommendations of the Task Force
including 10 specific recommendations regarding size, timing, and other
concerns.

Several representatives of the task force presented the report to the OCS
Policy Committee in May 1995. The OCS Policy Committee unanimously
accepted the report and passed a resolution to usethe task force process in
other areas of the country.

The Task Force continued its work informally, but the MMS canceled two
meetings scheduled for September 1995 and February 1996 because of
logistics problems. The September 1995 meeting to discuss the draft
proposed program was replaced by a survey sent to Task Force members.
The MMS canceled a meeting of the Task Force scheduled for February
1996 to discuss the draft EIS and the proposed program because of
scheduling problems and because Task Force members did not think a
meeting was necessary. The MMS plans to hold a Task Force meeting
following the public comment period in May 1996 to develop final
recommendations on the size timing and location of the proposed sales.

In January 1996, the MMS revised the membership of the Task Force in an
attempt to make it smaller and better reflect the areas affected by the
proposed sales. Due to the enthusiasm and interest of members, however,
the size of Task Force was not substantially reduced.

Analysis of the Alaska Task Force

The two primary purposes of the AlaskaRegional Stakeholders Task Force
were to help the MMS develop the Alaska Region component for the next
5-year planning period and to reach consensus on OCS lease sales.

The Task Force provided a unique opportunity for those who have an
interest in activities that occur on the Alaskan OCS to work together to
develop comments on oiland gas lease sales in Alaska. The time frame for
making recommendations wasshort (3months), and the membership of the
task force was large (28, including invited members). These factors made
this effort an ambitious undertaking and limited the Task Force's ability to
deal with issues that would be specific to a particular sale area, such as
deferral of particular areas or specific mitigating measures.

Using the criteria established at the outset, the Task Force quickly
eliminated 10 planning areas from further consideration, based on agreed-
upon criteria, and identified ten general concerns about leasing in the
remaining five areas. Ultimately, the lease sale options presented by the
MMS in their draft leasing program were consistent with the Task Force
recommendatioas.
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Achieving consensus on a controversial topic such as OCS lease sales was
problematic From the first meeting, Task Force representatives expressed
near unanimous concern that they could not represent or commit to a
consensus recommendation for the interests they represented. As such,
members agreed they would attempt to work toward consensus, but not
necessarily commit to each recommendation. Given the diverse stakeholder
interests — industry, regulatory agencies, environmental groups, and
subsistence users — represented on the Task Force, the key to reaching
agreement on the 5 sale areas and 10 recommendations was to keep the
recommendations general. The lack of detail raises the question of whether
recommendations were adequate to meet MMS's expectations and needs.

A special difficulty for state and federal representatives was the timing of
the Task Force effort. The Task Force met and developed
recommendations while the MMS was seeking agency recommendations on
the next 5-year planning period. As such, each agency representative on the
Task Force had to comment in a public forum before their agency
developed a position.

Although the Task Force report submitted a single report to the OCS Policy
Committee, the Task Force member representing environmental groups
insisted on submitting a minority report. That member, while attempting
to fully participate in the Task Force, did not support any OCS oil and gas
activities and desired to submit a minority report to that effect. The other
Task Force members conceded this was acceptable.

Future Task Force Efforts

Current plans include continuation of the Task Force until completion of the
5-year plan. Task Force members may be asked to continue their work
during planning for individual lease sales. The future of the Task Force,
however, will likely depend on funding, direction from the OCS Policy
Committee, and continued interest by the MMS. Since Task Force
members represent a wide cross section of the state, a major expense relates
to transportation and per diem costs. The MMS cannot be expected to use
its limited resources to support Task Force efforts without additional
funding.

Conclusion

In summary, in spite of some difficulties, the Task Force provided an
opportunity for increased communication and discussion of salient issues
among concerned stakeholders. This was the first opportunity for many
stakeholders to sit at a table as equals and listen to the concerns of other
parties. The meetings were often long, but participants listened respectfully
to the comments of other interests.
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Only through the monetary and staff support provided by the MMS was the
Task Force able to fulfill its responsibilities. Without these contributions
of time and money, it is doubtful that the Task Force would have been
successful.

At some point one must question whether the information obtained is
meaningful, considering the time, effort, and dollars spent to achieve it.
Both the OCS Policy Committee and the MMS believed the effort was
worthwhileand a good first step toward cooperation.

If possible, future task forces should develop specific recommendations after
agencies have had time to develop an official position or have those at the
table be the individuals who can make a commitment. The extra time
provided to the process could possibly enable participants to develop more
specific recommendations inspite ofthe diverse interests on the Task Force.
This might take the form of identifying deferral areas within planning areas
ordeveloping specific mitigating measures. In addition to the 5-year plan
task force, there appears to be a benefit in establishing sale-specific task
forces.

Rather than strive for consensus, it may be more appropriate to strive for
"informed consent" whereby members who may not agree with a decision,
agree not to oppose the decision because the process by which the decision
was reached was fair. Because some members of the Task Force oppose all
leasing on the OCS orspecific planning areas, consensus is not possible.

Intergovernmental coordination and public opinion are essential components
of a collaborative planning process. The challenge for administrators will
continue to be developing truly meaningful input given diverse andcomplex
stakeholder interests. Coordinating agency and public participation is a
process that distributes power, access, and resources. Obtaining meaningful
participation isimportant, and planners should not underestimate itsvalue.

Glenn Gray
Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination
P.O. Box 110030
Juneau, AK, USA 99811-0030

Ph (907) 465-8794
Fax (907) 465-3075
Email Glenn_Gray@gov.state.ak.us
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SPECIAL AREA MANAGEMENT PLANNING

IN ALASKA

Sara Hunt, Alaska Division of
Governmental Coordination

Introduction

Coastal land and water use planning at the local government level is the
foundation of Alaska's coastal management statute and federally approved
program. Local coastal districts are charged with identifying special
management areas under Alaska Statute 46.40.030 (7). The Division of
Governmental Coordination (DGC), Alaska Office of the Governor received
Section 309 Enhancement Grant Program funds for a special project from
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to improve and
update the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) special area
management planning process and products. At the same time, Alaska is
conducting an overall assessment of its coastal management program to
address three cornerstone issues: 1) How do the ACMP authorities relate to
the management and regulatory authorities of state agencies and local
government? Who has the responsibility for implementation and
enforcement?; 2) Is the networked system of ACMP implementation through
existing authorities still be the preferred system?; and 3) What should be
the role of the Alaska Coastal Policy Council in establishing policy and in
overseeing implementation and enforcement change? The future direction
of the ACMP willaffect the implementationand effectiveness of special area
management plans and the basic coastal district plans in Alaska.

The information in this paper is derived from: the review of State and
federal regulations governing coastal management; review of historic
program files onAlaska coastal district programs; telephone interviews with
staff of 14 coastal states; review of regulations, planning guidance, and
special area management plans provided by the 14coastal states; review of
literature on coastal management and specialarea management; the results
of a questionnaire on coastal districtplanning and twoquestionnaires on the
implementation of coastal district programs and special area management
plans; the discussions and recommendations of a District Planning Working
Group formed to assistwith this project; and the current Assessment of the
ACMP which began in 1994.

Background

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 (16 U.S.C.
§1451 et seq.) set the stage for "the effective management, beneficial use,
protection, and development of the nation's coastal zone." The CZMA
addresses the conflict between development and the protection of the coastal
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ecosystem and identifies planning asthe key to more effective protection and
use of the land and water resources of the coastal zone. The CZMA
"encourages the preparation of special area management plans which
provide for increased specificity in protecting significant natural resources,
reasonable coastal-dependent economic growth, improved protection of life
and property in hazardous areas, including thoseareas likely to be affected
by land subsidence, sea level rise, or fluctuating water levels of the Great
Lakes, and improved predictability in governmental decision-making."

Federal regulations 15 CFR Subpart C §923.22-25 describe five different
categories of areas that require special management attention that a state
coastal programmust address: geographic areas of particularconcern, areas
for preservation or restoration, other areas of particular concern,
shorefrontaccess and protection planning, and shoreline erosion/mitigation
planning. Areas of particular concern can be either generic (such as all
wetlands or port areas), site-specific, or both. The CZMA focuses on areas
that are of particular concern because of their coastal values or
characteristics, or becausethey may face pressures beyond what the general
planning and regulatory system in a state's coastal management program
can address. Emphasis is placed on designating areas of particular concern
where a state's coastal management program policiesand authorities are not
sufficiently comprehensive or specific to effectively manage particular
resources and uses.

In 1977, in response to the need to engagein comprehensive land and water
use planning for all of Alaska's coastal areas at the local level, the Alaska
Legislature enacted the Alaska Coastal Management Act (ACMA, AS
46.40). A primary purpose of the Act is to provide for local involvement in
coastal development Issues. The Alaska Coastal Management Program
(ACMP) provides for shared state and local management of coastal areas
and resources. The ACMP is a "networked" program which designates a
lead agency in the executive branch and relies on improving and
coordinating existing State authorities.

Local governments were a strong influence in shaping the Alaska Coastal
Management Act. Because of the immense size of Alaska and regional
differences in geography, coastal resources, development and settlement
patterns, it was apparent the standards of the ACMP had to be general.
Local governments were given the responsibility to tailor their district
coastal management programs and provide the specificity to meet regional
needs. Under the ACMA, coastal management plans with policies specific
to a coastal district can be developed at the local level, then approved by the
Alaska Coastal Policy Council and NOAA as incorporated into the state's
coastal program. All state and local activities and regulatory approvals
must be consistent with the local program and the ACMP.
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Coastal districts are the grass-roots of the Alaska Coastal Management
Program. To date, there are 35 coastal districts, including four existing
coastal resource service areas (CRSA), 12 boroughs, and 19 cities. As
defined in AS 46.40.210, coastal districts are certain municipalities (cities
and boroughs) or coastal resource service areas that include a portion of
Alaska's coastal zone. The Alaska State Legislature provided for the
creation of CRSAs to give residents in the unorganized borough the chance
to undertake planning to manage their coastal resources. Once a CRSA
coastal management program is fully approved, the CRSA can participate
in the consistency review process established in 6 AAC 50. Otherwise, the
state resource agencies have the responsibility for implementation of the
CRSA's coastal management program.

As the ACMP has evolved over the years, the relationship between Title 29
(municipal powers and planning) and Title 46 (coastal district powers and
planning) has been tested in new ways. For example, a city with Title 29
planning powers inside a borough or coastal resource service area (CRSA)
is not a coastal district, yet the city is charged with certain responsibilities
under the ACMP. In this instance one must ask, "What standing should the
city have in the ACMP?" While AS 46.40.090 requires a municipal coastal
district to implement its coastal management programs, the regulatory
requirement at 6 AAC 85.100 is minimal. Should the ACMP regulations
strengthen and establish minimum requirements for district
implementation? Should the CPC have oversight over all municipalities?
On what basis should the CPC require a district or municipality to take
some other action? The City of Unalaska within the Aleutians West CRSA
is wrestling with these questions as the Unalaska Bay special area plan is
being considered for approval by the city and the CRSA board this spring.

AS 46.40.090 directs state agencies to implement district coastal
management programs where a coastal resource district does not have and
exercise zoning or other controls on the use of resources within its district.
A coastal resource district which has and exercises zoning or other controls
on the use of resources must implement its coastal management program.
Municipalities and state agencies must also administer land and water use
regulation or controls in conformity with approved district programs (AS
46.40.100).

Speaal Area Management Planning

The Alaska Coastal Policy Council (CPC) developed regulations in 1978 that
include standards for coastal development and guidelines for the
development of detailed coastal management programs by local coastal
resource districts. The ACMP final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
states that these standards are the minimum standards of review for local

program development and for project consistency with the ACMP until
more detailed standards are crafted in local district programs. The original
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ACMP envisioned an open planning and management process where
interested parties could be brought together to resolve differences and
achieve their goals for the use of Alaska's coastal resources. Districts are
charged with identifying Areas Which Merit Special Attention (AMSAs)
under AS 46.40.030(7). AMSAs are analogous to the federal areas of
particular concern the CZMA requires coastal states to identify. To date,
there are 23 special area management plans in Alaska.

Coastal districts are directed to conduct a resource inventory and analysis
(6 AAC 85.050 and 85.060)when developing coastaldistrict plans or special
area plans. This analysis enables a district to determine what coastal issues
need to be addressed through policy development. In some cases, the
analysis may conclude that certain areas within the district (e.g., harbors,
beaches, anadromous streams, subsistenceareas, villages, wetlands) differ
in the value of coastal resources present, available information to support
specific policy development, and the types of existing or potential uses and
activities that can occur. District coastal management programs must
include policies that are specific and enforceable (6 AAC 85.090).

Federal regulationsgoverning the designation of special management areas
in a state's coastal management program emphasize that the need to
designate special areas is directly related to the degree of comprehensive
controls applied throughout a state's coastal zone [15 CFR 923.20(b)].
Hence, where a district's coastal management program contains specific
information and policiesabout resources and uses, the designation of areas
of particularconcern may not be necessary. In some cases, it may be more
appropriate for a district to revise its basic coastal plan to develop the
specificity on resources and uses district-wide rather than undertake
specialized management planning for a particular area. The CPC has
approved several coastal district programs or program amendments that
include detailed enforceable policies specific to the values, resources, and
use conflicts within certain subareas of the district. This approach
maximizes the use of information inventoried during district program
development and enables the district to develop area-specific policies -- in
essence, a strategic planning approach. Coastal districts that have taken
this approach include Aleutians East Borough, Cenaliulriit (Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta), City and Borough of Juneau, City of Nome, and the
City and Borough of Sitka.

The review of several states coastal management programs reveals some key
differences from Alaska's coastal management program. One significant
aspect is the political subdivision of the states. While most coastal states are
organized into counties, townships, or boroughs, only 39% of Alaska is
organized into boroughs. Because Alaska is not organized so the entire
coastal zone is subject to local zoning controls, reliance on its nexus of state
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and local implementation techniques is essential. For some regions in
Alaska —coastal resource service areas —the Alaska Coastal Management
Program offers the only opportunity for meaningful local participation in
state and federal decision-making.

The coastal states vary in whether the development of local coastal
management programs are mandatory or voluntary. Several coastal states
have enacted other planning laws directing local comprehensive planning
and zoning to achieve specific state goals. Coastal states have integrated the
various state planning mandates to address areas of particular concern. A
strong correlation exists between the specificity of the states' guidelines to
manage coastal resources, uses and activities and the prevalence of special
area management plans. Those states with particularly strong mandates for
local planning and zoning achieve management of special areas through the
local comprehensive plans or growth management plans that include several
specific policies for coastal areas or resources.

Assessment of the ACMP

In August, 1994about 60 Alaskans familiar with coastal issues brainstormed
ways to adjust the ACMP to fit Alaska's need in the 1990s. Since then
there have been two statewide work sessions, numerous focus group
discussion, surveys, interviews, and several analytical "white papers"
prepared by affected state agencies. The findings and results of some of the
Section 309 funded special projects have contributed or provided some of
the fundamental analysis and recommendations for improvements to the
ACMP. In January 1996, the Assessment Steering Committee, a
subcommittee of the CPC, addressed the most fundamental issues raised
and decided the cornerstones upon which the details of the ACMP program
revisions would stand. The cornerstones are:

1. Alaska's Coastal Management Program will continue to be implemented
through existing permits and approvals issued by state and local
government.
2. The state will continue to manage the consistency review process,
however, the coastal districts' standing and responsibilities in this process
will increase. Attention will also be given to refining the roles between
Alaska Statute Title 29 (Local Government Powers) and Title 46 (ACMP).
3. Petitions to the Coastal Policy Council (CPC) will be substantially
simplified.
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At a Southcentral District Conference in Anchorage(January 1996),coastal
districts encouraged theCPC toclarify and redefine "due deference" togive
more credence to the notion that the coastal district should interpret the
district plan. Due deference addresses how much weight is given to the
recommendations from a commentor, depending on their area of expertise,
during the review of a project for consistency with the ACMP. The
conference participants suggested the ACMP Assessment focus on these
options:

1. Develop criteria to differentiate between an agency's best professional
judgment and district's local expertise.
2. Give districts the authority to define and/or determine public need unless
a state agency demonstrates an overriding use of state concern.
3. Give districts a seat at the table when the elevation decision is discussed
and made.

Proper implementation through existingstate authorities requires assurance
that agencies have the authority to enforcecoastal management stipulations
on state permits. To be certain that state agencies have enforcement
authority for the ACMP, statutory adjustments and refinements in civil
penalty provisions must be made.

Since coastal district plans are the building blocks for ACMP
implementation, improvement to the ACMP necessitates making the district
programs work better. This means writing better enforceable policies,
clearly identifying implementation tools, and streamlining the process for
program amendments so that revisions can be more readily incorporated
into the approved coastal district programs. Some of the benefits of the
program changes DGC is considering include:

1. Protecting citizen concerns at the local level and raising the standing of
coastal districts in the consistency review process should improve responsive
decision-making and lessen the need for administrative remedies;
2. Shifting the ACMP away from judicial procedures to mediation and
negotiation to lessen the administrative burden for state agencies and to
provide enticement for cooperative problem-solving;
3. Raising the standing of coastal districts in the consistency review process,
which encourages districts to take a hard look at improving enforceable
policies and raises comfort in considering performance based policies,
making it easier for state agencies to implement coastal district plans
through existing authorities;
4. Clarifying the role of state agencies and coastal districts in the
consistency review process to benefit all players.
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Summary

In response to the questionnaires from the Section 309 project, some
districts responded that Areas Which Merit Special Attention (AMSAs) or
special area management plans (SAMPs) provide greater "due deference"
and local control for areas with high resource values and pressures of
growth and development. Other benefits from participating in the
developmentand implementation of a special area planwere alsoidentified:
givingthe area or resources special statusthat wouldbe considered by state
and federal agencies; providing more detail on resources, usesand activities;
resolving resource management conflicts; and improving the permitting
process. Another benefit is increased publicparticipation and awareness of
coastal management at the local level.

The predominant concerns raisedabout coastal district planning include: 1)
the need for more involvement of state and federal agencies during plan
development; 2) the length and complexity of the plan amendment process -
- a deterrent to making plan revisions; 3) and myriad problems with plan
implementation at the local and state level, including confusion about local,
state and federal responsibilities: problemswith policyinterpretation; vague
policy language; homelessstipulations;monitoring;and enforcement. These
concerns have been highlighted as Alaska is taking a holistic look at
improving its coastal program through the current Assessment of the
ACMP.

Through statutory or regulatory revisions, enhanced standing and
responsibility of coastal districts in the ACMP, preparation of a planning
Guide Book, improvements to grant management, and clarification and
strengthening of implementation responsibilities, special area management
planning as well as basic coastal district planning can be enhanced in
Alaska.
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