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INTRODUCTION

The Hawaii Coastal Zone Management ''306" Program Submission Workshop
held August 26 and 27, 1977, at the Sheraton-Waikiki Hotel, was a major
development in plannlng for the State of Hawaii. The part1c1pants representing
the Hawaii CZM Program's 10 advisory groups, engaged in spirited dialogue,
discussion, and debate of major issues related to the '"'306'" Program Submission
Draft Document which was prepared for local and Federal review.

This Proceedings volume includes a transcript of the panel presen-
tations and the subsequent question-and-answer sessions. A summary of the
luncheon presentation -- on the development of Hawaii's Coastal Studies Program
-- by Dr. Francis M. Pottenger, III, of the University of Hawaii Curriculum
Research and Development Group, is also published herein, along with a list of
persons attending this Workshop.

The Workshop enabled Federal, State and County agency representatives
State legislators, members of special interest groups, and citizens from
throughout the State to arrive at a reasonable understanding of what should
constitute the best possible CIM program for Hawaii's unique geographic,
political, and socio-economic characteristics.

Our special gratitude goes to the representatives of the Office of
Coastal Zone Management, U.S. Department of Commerce, who participated in the
Workshop. Carol Sondheimer, Jim Lawless and Ben Mieremet presented clear and
concise responses to questions regarding the Federal role, expectations, and
minimun requirements of our Hawaii CZIM Program.

This Workshop has resulted in a convergence of views which will enable
us to formally transmit, in the near future, the Hawaii ''306" Program Submission
Document for Federal review and approval by the U.S. Department of Commerce.
This achievement would have been much more difficult without the exceptional
dedication of those who debated, deliberated, and advised our Department on the
critical and sometimes controversial CIM Program issues over the past two and a
half years., Their participation in the 306" Program Submission Workshop and in
the other aspects of our program planning is sincerely appreciated.

The mutual efforts of all who have contributed to development of the
State of Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program will, I am sure, result in an
implementation program acceptable to all concerned with the beneficial use,
protection and orderly development of Hawaii's coastal resources.

Hideto Kono, Director
Department of Planning and Economic
Development
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WELCOME

Frank Skrivanek: As the program indicates, I am Frank Skrivanek,
and T will try to be your "cool headed" moderator all day

long. I hope from the information session last night most of
you got to meet each other and were able to discuss informally

a number of the things that we will be presenting today and

on which we will seek your opinions. With us in addition to

our staff, I think most of you know the members of our staff,

I would like to introduce some of our consultants. Tom Dinell
and Kem Lowry of the Pacific Urban Studies and Planning

Program, John Holmstrom, Dan Mandelker's representative. Tony
Catanese, Pat Stanley and Alan Steiss of A.J. Catanese and
Associates. Ray Tabata, who is responsible for our Coastal

Zone newsletter and Debbie Lee, the new editor of the newsletter.
Larry Chime of E.S.L. (Electromagnetic Systems Laboratories, Inc.). Also
I would like to introduce Ralph Field, who is a consultant to
the Cffice of Coastal Zone Management in Washington. Ralph is
the Ocean Islands Coordinating Project Manager.

I think most of you recall our session last year in which we
discussed and discussed the program which has gone through
quite a number of revisions and changes. I think we have seen
part of the history of the past year and a half to two years of
our efforts at some planning in the Coastal Zone. The legi-
lation got through and we are now working on the so-called
"306 document" which we expect to submit to the Federal Office
of Coastal Zone Management as soon as we can. The one that
was mailed to you, I hope all of you have copies of it, is

a rather large document, we have passed out to you a brief
summary of what was included in that.

I would like to call on Mr. Hideto Kono, DPED Director, who
will give the highlights of the changes and the key issues in
this particular submission. Mr. Kono.

REVIEW OF REVISED SUBMISSION DOCUMENT

Hideto Kono: Good morning. It has been almost a year since

we last got together as a group to discuss key issues facing
our Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program. On behalf of the
Department of Planning and Economic Development I want to extend
a warm welcome to all of you.

Since our last workshop, we have made substantial progress

after much debate and deliberation and with your fine assistance
and support, we were successful in convincing the 1977 Hawaii
State Legislature of the efficacy of our Coastal Zone Management



efforts resulting in the notable passage of Act 188. We are now
nearing the end of our program development phase and hope to
submit very soon our program submission document to the Federal
government for their review and approval. It is this important
task on which we once again seek your counsel and guidance.

Before proceeding, however, I want to extend my hearty appreci-
ation to all of you who have helped to bring the Hawaii Coastal
Zone Management Program to this stage of development. To

our legislators who were instrumental in the passage of our

CZM enabling legislation, to all our Federal friends who have
been so generous in their assistance, to all those in our State
and County agencies who have contributed time and talent, to
all our County associates who have worked so closely with us

in hours and hours of effort, and to all in the private sector
who have so generously and wholeheartedly donated their valuable
time and skills to the CiZIM effort, I express our deepest
appreciation.

As you know, we have been working over the past several months
on a draft 306 submission document. You received in the mail
just this past week a revised draft of the document which
contains numerous changes and modifications. The purpose of
this workshop is to discuss the latest draft as a basis for
finalizing an appropriate document for official submission to
the U.S. Department of Commerce. Through this process, we
hope to reach a consensus on the specifics of the program for
the optimum management of Hawaii's coastal resources.

The development of our management program document is a

dynamic process and continued evaluation and revision are
considered to be an ongoing component of extreme importance to
both its validity and acceptability. Your future input on

the draft as well as the environmental impact statement as yet

to be developed, I'm sure, will result in additional modifications
during the Federal review process.

In achieving the purpose of this workshop, we are most fortunate
indeed to have with us today, three representatives of the
Office of Coastal Zone Management, whom Frank Skrivanek will
introduce later in the program. They are here to assist in
understanding how Hawaii's unique needs and concerns can best

be met within the framework of the provisions of the National
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. We, in turn, should work
toward understanding how the requirements of the Federal program
can be optimally interfaced with the many concerns we have addressed
as part of our ongoing Hawaii CZIM program development activities.
I am sure their perspectives on the issues at hand will be most
enlightening and useful in our deliberations. I want to add a
warm aloha and mahalo for their responsiveness and for visiting




with us at a time when the Washington workload and the end of the
yvear fiscal constraints are most pronounced. '

The most important policy issue or change in the draft before
you concerns the designation of an appropriate interim Coastal
Zone Management boundary. The initial draft, as you recall,
stipulated that the entire State to its territorial seaward
limits would be included in the definition of the interim Hawaii
Coastal Zone, and that the objectives and policies and cause of
action provision contained in Act 188 would apply throughout the
State and its territorial waters.

After intensive discussion with our several advisory committees,
the Policy Advisory Committee, and our Attorney General, we have
redefined the interim Coastal Zone boundary to include the terri-
torial waters and those lands incorporated as part of the existing
special management areas. You will note that the revised draft
also stipulates the objective and policies and cause of action
provision as applicable to this new boundary definition. You
should also note, however, that the network of existing laws outlined
in the document applies throughout the State and the territorial
waters. Dick Poirier will detail this and the other changes for
you shortly.

In conclusion, I want to express my appreciation for the contri-
butions you have made in the development of the Hawaii CZM
Program, the cooperation and spirit of KOKUA demonstrated in the
past should prevail today to enhance the success of our efforts
to finalize a submission document that will lead to the bene-
ficial use, protection and development of Hawaii's coastal
resources. Thank you for your participation and support.

Skrivanek: Our project director, Dick Poirier, has been struggling
with many, many revisions, so have other members of the staff,

and Dick, perhaps at this time you would like to go into a few

more details on the changes that have been made in this partic-

lar draft. :

Dick Poirier: Thank you, Frank, Before I begin, you should

have received a packet when you came in which contains the follow-
ing materials: an agenda for today's confernece; pages 174 and
175 which are two maps of Federal lands held in fee which we
failed to include as part of our second draft; and a series of
five pages that are punched in the left hand margin which

reflects some additional revisions which were done by Mr. Kono
during his reading of the draft. We would like you to substi-
tute these pages for those in your documents. The final piece is




something called "major changes in revised 306 submission
draft."

I would like to go through these changes fairly quickly with you.
The purpose of this piece is to essentially show you highlights
of the technical and substantive changes between the June and the
August Drafts. With respect to technical changes, you will

see under item one here that we revised the preface to the docu-
ment and added a conclusion section. Secondly, we put all of these
components dealing with Federal concern into a separate chapter.
On the first draft, it was sort of scattered throughout the docu-
ment. So now it is a separate chapter which deals with Federal
coordination, consultation, Federal consistency and national
interest.

We also added an index which trys to relate the program com-
ponents to the various Federal requirements. This is to aid those
Federal reviewers who will have to go through the document.

That is table nine on page 72. '

We have also added a listing of permits and licenses subject to
the Federal consistency provision. This is something that we did
not do in the first draft. In addition, we had a previous .
appendix that essentially listed programs subject to the A-95 ‘
review process. We took that out because we found, based on some
Federal comments, that it wasn't particularly accurate. We also
made corrections to the excluded Federal lands citations. I
think we will be getting more of these as the program goes on

as that particular definition changes over time. We also have

a reference to a technical appendix which you do not have which
is a compilation of existing State laws. We have a limited number
of copies of these and they will be used primarily by the Federal
reviewers to look up laws cited in the submission document.

If any of you would like to see this appendix, we can make it
available. Most of you however, have probably seen these laws
previously. :

With respect to substantive changes, as Mr. Kono stated, we have
revised the boundary section in its entirety. If you will look
at the blackboard, vou will see that it reflects diagrammatically
what that means. With respect to the June draft, as you
recall, we posited the whole State as a coastal zone. This
essentially meant that the objective and policies and cause of
action and the network of existing laws essentially apply
statewide.  The draft you have before you is different in the
sense that it now limits the objective and policies and the
cause of action to the water and the existing SMAs. The network,
however, still applies to the entire State. We added a new
chapter on implementing actions which is Chapter Six.



The reason for this is that some people felt that the document
itself is too process-oriented. In essence, there was very little
relationship of the policies in the document to specific actions
that could be undertaken to carry out the management program.
What we did therefore, was to look at our policies plan. We
updated that and essentially took those implementing actions
which we cited as examples of those "306" activities which would
be undertaken to carry out the program over time; we added a
little more specificity to the Federal consistency section in
the sense of breaking down distinctions between permits and
licenses and Federal activities and development projects, etc.
We modified the uses of regional benefits section by making
more reference to the policies within Act 188. With respect

to the areas of particular concern section, we added some
potential APCs, to show that it is part of an ongoing process.
In other words, the existing systems we are using in terms of
meeting this particular requirement, not only has areas of
particular concern as they exist here and now, but there is

also provision in those statutes that additional APCs can be
added over time. We rewrote the Permissible Uses Section by
including the water side of the coastal zone. We did not have
that in our first draft. With respect to priority of uses, we
included the notion of performance standards. In this respect,
we included the Interim Land Use Guidance Policies which are part
of the Land Use Law. And finally, we certified the network of
exisitng laws as being adequate. Here we tried to make the case
that additional guidelines probably would not be necessary
assuming that the network is adequate.

Those are essentially the major changes in terms of the first
and second drafts. Before I close, I would like to point out
one more thing. As you know, we are doing a lot of work in terms
of streamlining, refining, and coordinating the permit approval
process as part of the legal component of the Hawaii CZIM
program. In this regard, our legal consultant just completed
something called "The Register of Development Permits" which

I have here in draft form. This document is intended to serve
as a quick reference guide to all development permits currently
in force within the State of Hawaii. It is accompanied by

an explanatory text. While this register does not include all
the details of the statutes, rules or regulations, it does
provide the citations and the administering agency to contact.
This is a draft and what we are now doing is mailing this to
Federal, State and County agencies for confirmation as to its
accuracy and completeness. The Chairperson of each CZM advisory
committee has been sent a copy for their review and comment.
After the comments come back, we hope essentially to get this
out to you as a final document probably in October of this year.
This is the first phase of this particular aspect of the Coastal
Zone Project which is geared to finding out what we have here



and now. The next phase will be to essentially try and
analyze these various systems in terms of what we can do
to eliminate permits, coordinate them, etc. We hope to be
able to have a report on this matter before the next 1egls-
lative session. Thank you.

Skrivanek: Thank you, Richard. Our Federal representatives
got a copy of this draft, I believe it was last week,

we sent it off by courier hoping they would get it in time for
their review before they came out here. Hopefully they have
had an opportunity to review it. Also yesterday, they had
several meetings to discuss the draft. They met with some
representatives of Federal agencies here. They also met with
our staff people late yesterday afternoon, though some of our
reviews and discussions were interupted by a bomb scare in

our building, but it was rather pleasant because we met out

on the lawn at Iolani Palace, and continued the meeting. Then
we arranged for a meeting with the County planning agencies,
including two of the County Planning Directors and Carl Smith
who represented the Department of Land Utilization, City and
County of Honolulu, where the City Council is the administering
agency of the SMA. I don't know if they are here today or not.
So the OCIM representatives did have the opportunity of looking
at some of the maps and discussing with the County people their
concerns about the 306 document as it has been passed out. I
would like to introduce first, Carol Sondheimer who is the-
Program Development Officer and I think has been very helpful
in her very careful review of this particular draft. Also Ben
Mieremet, who has been out here previously, I think a number

of you may have met him. Ben is the acting Regional Manager
for the Pacific Region; and then Jim Lawless, the Assistant
General Counsel. I don't know quite how you want to start this,
Carol? Would you care to start off with comments? I think
they were contemplating last night how best to speak for their
group and maybe Carol can do this at the start and then pass
the ball to her co-workers.

 GENERAL COMMENTS
OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

Carol Sondheimer: Frank, thank you. I do want to indicate

that we decided that it would be easiest all around if, in order
to insure we spoke with one voice, one person make the intro-
ductory comments this morning, but both Ben and Jim are avail-
able and here to answer any questions that might arise either
here in this session or throughout the day You should feel
free to talk to any of us.




By way of introduction, I suppose you hear constantly from
people who come over, what a spectacular environment this is.

I sincerely hope that you never get tired of hearing this. I
understand, the best in terms of some of the undeveloped
natural areas are to be found on the other islands, and that
this is just a small reflection of what the islands consist

of. But it is because of the uniqueness and the value of these
coastal resources and because of the pressures that these re-
sources are subject to, that the job of ccastal management is
worth doing and needs to be done. I think that is something
that you all have recognized in your efforts to date and

have worked very hard to achieve and this is reflected in the
Act 188 that you passed recently. We hope that you will find
it worthwhile to develop and institute a comprehensive Coastal
Management Program, supported with funding from our office,
that pulls together and focuses all the disparate authorities
and actors who affect your coastal resources. I think it is
also worth indicating that we think that it is a testament to
your dedication and your level of interest, that so many of you
have come here today on Saturday and are willing to sit indoors
the entire day to discuss and evaluate these coastal management
issues that have been raised in your program document. You
should take a large measure of satisfaction in knowing that our
office believes that Hawaii has one of the outstanding public
participation efforts throughout the nation. I think that is
reflected in the number of you who are here today representing
the various different coastal interests and various levels

of government. I think that is enough in the way of an intro-
duction; and I meant what I said.

I would like to get down to the heart of the issues which

we are here to discuss today. I would like to indicate to you
that we are here to listen as much as to talk and to.get a better
understanding of what are the critical issues and problems you
have with this coastal management effort. But I also understand
that you are particularly interested in our views on the

program document and we will be glad to provide them.

I might indicate that we would anticipate some general changes
to be made to the recent document version we have received,
based on the fact that we have revised our approval requirements
which will appear in the Federal Register on Monday. This will,
therefore, lead to some changes in this document in and of them-
selves. I don't think they are significant to the issues we

are discussing here although one of the main purposes in our
change in our approval requirements is to assure that there is
greater specificity and clarity in state programs. To the
extent there may be some guestion about that in this document,
hopefully our changed requirements will correct that problem.



I think the basic issue that has heen presented as having under-
gone considerable debate and change is the boundary issue and
therefore I will spend some time on that. The present boundary
suggested in this most recent document which is proposed for

the 306 boundary, specifically the existing SMA, does not

appear to us to meet our approval criteria as it does not include
all those shore lands, uses of which have or potentially would
have direct and significant impact on coastal waters. Based

on your own recently enacted legislation, the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1977, it appears that the minimum coastal management
area must include those land and water areas although the

water areas are not in contention, but particularly those land
areas that will be necessary to achieve the legislative objectives
and policies included in Act 188. We think those policies and
objectives are good ones. They are reasonable.and they reflect
what we understand are the basic coastal issues in this state.
Act 188, therefpre, talks about such areas a "valuable coastal
ecosystems", "valuable scenic resources", "area appropriate for
coastal dependant development" and "coastal hazard areas",

which include "areas subject to storm wave, tsunami, flood,
erosion and subsidence hazards." While many of these areas

may in fact be found within existing SMA boundaries, our
examination of what maps have been available to us indicate that
particularly coastal hazard areas, and especially flood plains,
are not contained in the SMAs in many cases. You should also note
that with respect to the prior draft that was submitted to us
that included the entire State, it does not appear that the
entire State must be the coastal zone although we believe the
argument . can be made, and has been made, that it could be,

if that were the option that the State decided it wanted to
pursue.

While it seems to us that many of the areas mentioned in Act 188
such as the coastal ecosystems and the areas appropriate for
coastal dependent development and the coastal hazard areas
would probably fall within the areas subject to floods,and there
may be some exceptions in terms of particular scenic resources,
it seems that flood plains would represent the appropriate
minimum management area in undeveloped or sparsely developed
areas throughout the State. In urban areas, and I use that
term as distinct from your term urban districts, and I mean

by urban areas, highly developed areas, lands that are already
developed or severely altered, a more limited coastal zone

may be appropriate given the nature and extent of shoreline
alteration. However, in undeveloped portions of urban districts,
again it would appear that the flood area would be the appro-
priate minimum management area. I assume that this assessment
on our part can indeed be guestioned, but if we can leave that
aside for a minute and hypothetically agree to the flood area

~-10-



as a minimum management area, at least an undeveloped area,

that then raises the question of how is that area determined.

I understand that it is something of considerable debate hereto,
whether or not the information exists and to what level of detail
that information needs to be gathered. I think our advice

on this is that we understand there is in fact information
available from a number of Federal and County sources. If
indeed you want to proceed with a coastal management program

at the earliest opportunity, this information could be used to
approximate the general flood area and that the boundary could
be determined or articulated on the basis of a topo line or on
the basis of the nearest road or other easily recognizable
feature, that that would create greater ease of administration
of the coastal management purposes under the terms of our Act.

I think another major issue, and separate issue, although I
understand it has been considered as one issue here, is the
question of once having defined what constitutes the Coastal
Management Area, who has primary management responsibility

in that area. As far as we are concerned, that is a separate
issue. It's an issue for the State and I use that term in its
largest sense to include State agencies, County agencies, local
citizens, government, the legislature as appropriate, -

that is an issue for the State to decide. Our concern is to
assure that irrespective of who is doing the management, it is
done in accordance with appropriate management policies and
authorities appropriate to the nature of the problems which
require attention on the part of the State. We might also
indicate that by defining the coastal zone, the purposes of

our program, the Federal program, to include a flood area or

an area beyond what are the present existing special management
areas, we are not necessarily requiring the SMAs to be extended
immediately or at any point if that is not appropriate, or that
the SMA permit requirements must be applied in this larger area.
The State has made the case, and we are fairly well convinced
because there are good arguments, that in fact outside the
SMAs, there are an array of existing State authorities that can
be coordinated to focus on the particular management issues
that need attention beyond the SMA area.

An argument has been made to us that it is not necessary to
include any areas identified in your Act such as valuable coastal
ecosystems, or coastal hazard areas, as part of the management
boundary that would be submitted to us as part of the program
that we would approve, since there are enough State management
controls and other controls to handle direct and significant
impact on lands that are not included in the Coastal Management
Program. I am not talking about the Coastal Managemenet Program.
I am talking about that document which is under discussion

which would be submitted to us in the long run and approved by us.

-11-



The argument has been made that you don't really have to include
the areas identified in your Act because you have the author-
ities anyway. Frankly, we find this line of reasoning a little
hard to understand, and we can't accept it. Based on this logic
it would appear that Hawaii would not need to participate in

the National Coastal Management Program because it already

has management controls for the areas being proposed in this
document. Yet, we really don't believe that you believe or

that we would want to see such a limited interpretation of what
a coastal management program is. We think, in fact, that there
is merit in receiving Federal funds and in using State funds

to better administer in a coherent manner all your coastal
resources and all those lands and waters that have direct and
significant impacts on those resources. Further, our approval
requirements do not allow us to find the program adequate if

it does not include the appropriate land areas and the necessary
authorities to insure proper management of these areas. Thus,
the determination of the adequacy of the state's program

rests on what is included as part of the program and not on what
is posited to exist outside of the program.

Finally, there is another reason that it is desirable to
include those areas and those authorities that are beyond the
existing SMA and that rationale relates to the Federal consist-
ency provision of the National Act. These provisions provide
that once a state's management program is approved, Federal
actions must be consistent with the state's management program
to the maximum extent practicable. To apply these provisions
requires a clear statement of what constitutes the coastal

zone and what enforcable policies are applicable therein.
-‘Accordingly, to the extent the state wishes to apply some of
the policies and authorities that they have in other laws beyond
Act 188, it would be important to include them in the coastal
management program. ‘

I think that this in a very outline and summary form provides
you with an indication of our reaction to the basic issues
that have been presented in the draft. I think we believe that
you have the guts of a good management program here if you can
resolve the boundary issue, that the nature of the problems
that need to be addressed and how to address them is already
developed, it's a matter of putting it together in a coherent
fashion to insure that all those who will be participants

in the management program will in fact act in accordance

with the policies of that program. We are willing to help in
any way thdat we can. We look forward to your reaction and I
think I'd like to stop there.

-12-



Skrivanek: O.K. Carol. Thank you very much. Would you, Ben
or Jim, like to add any additional comments?

Jim Lawless: I think Carol has spoken for us.

Skrivanek: Perhaps at this point I am sure some of you have
questions on some of the comments Carol has made. Questions
dealing with specificity: and some of the areas covered by
comments we have received in writing, are welcome. So why
don't we open up the floor for questions at this time and what
I would prefer is that as you do speak, if you would identify
yourself for the members in the audience and indicate your
question or concern and who you might want to direct it to.

It doesn't always have to be questions. It could also be
comments, observations, or something of that nature. Why
don't we go ahead and start with the discussion from the floor
at this point. We do have a microphone in the center aisle
if you could use that, we are trying to record all the discussions
so that we can use it as we further refine this draft.

Pete L'Orange: My name is Pete L'Orange and I represent ‘the
West Hawaii Committee. One question one of my colleagues
posed was whether you are all from Washington or from the West
Coast office. You can answer that later, but the point that

I don't understand, when you talk about including the flood
plain areas in the coastal zone, I don't know how you handle
the mainland United States, but when I think of the Mississippi
River, I think of large flood plains that cover thousands

and thousands of square miles and it seems to me inconsistent
if you are going to tell us that our flood plains have to be
included in our coastal zone, versus the whole United States
river basin. For example, the Colorado River that comes into
California. Is that part of Callfornla s Coastal Zone? To me
it is an inconsistent position.

Sondheimer: We don't think it is an inconsistent position and
I'11 answer that in a minute. First, we are all from Washington.
We do not have regional offices although we have specific staff
who deal with the West Coast states. The basis of talking about
the flood management area is not something that we manufactured
without reference to what you have identified here. We have
taken a position that it is up to the states to determine what
all the coastal issues are which must be dealt with. We think
that Act 188 has done a really fine job in laying out what
those issues are. What they specifically say is that coastal
hazards are a major problem in this state and that one of the
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objectives of the Act is to control development in tsunami areas,
areas subject to storm waves, erosion, flooding and subsidence.
This is something which has been identified by you. We respect
that. When we were asked "Is the boundary we propose adequate?",
our reaction was "no". 1In terms of what you yourselves have
identified it is not adequate. And from that we have tried

to extract from your Act what are the things that were mentioned
in there which would seem not to be incorporated in the SMAs.
These are the things that we have projected in this discussion
today.

Skrivanek: Mr. Tavares. You have a question or comment?

Hannibal Tavares: Both. I am Hannibal Tavares. I am Chairman
of the'MauiCitizens Advisory Committee. As I-sat here

this morning listening to the lovely lady's remarks, I kind of
felt like I was listening to a replay of a summer television
movie. It seems to me that we have heard this all before.
Apparently the many arguments and discussions we have had here
have not had the kind of impact that we had hoped it would have.
I think, in speaking for Maui in particular, we strongly feel
that the Act 188 plus all of the other myriad of laws and rules
and regulations that we have, adeguately protect the coastal
zone. I think that, if I understand the legislature properly
and as some of you here know, I have worked around that
legislature for many many years, I do believe that they too
feel that we have adequate laws and rules and regulations to
protect the coastal zone management areas as we in Hawaii want
to see it protected.  If it means in order to comply with

the Federal Act in order to get federal funds, we have got

to greatly extend this beyond what we see the coastal zone is, I
have a feeling that Hawaii is just about ready to say thank ’
you very much, but no thank you. My question is - by complying
with your standards and your Act, what do you see as advantages
to Hawaii and how much money are we talking about so that we
can determine whether the price tag is worth the effort?

-

Sondheimer: First let me comment on something you said and that
is the implication that what we are requiring is an addition

of new authorities. If that is what I said or if that is what
you implied, that is not what is intended. I think we agree,
that there is in fact, an array of existing authorities at both
the State and County level that if, taken together and focused
in an appropriate manner, would represent an adequate coastal
program. I think we agree with you on that., I think the issue
still is what shall be included in that coastal program and what
areas shall be encompassed in it. As far as we are concerned,
it is up to the State and that means the Counties, the Governor,
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State agencies and the-generélvcitizenry, to determine what
are the benefits and that in fact the benefits are great enough
to participate in the program.

We think that the advantages are manifold. In part, it comes
now, during the program development process, in that you focused
on what the issues are and that you are focusing on ways to
resolve those issues. It is our belief that participation

in the program provides you with the funds to carry out some of
your management objectives. If the issue is, as you have
identified in your legislation, the need for greater recreational
opportunities and access to them, there are sections of the

Act that can provide funds for access to shorefronts. If there
is need for personnel to administer your existing permit auth-
orities, there is funding in the Act to provide for that per-
sonnel. And finally, we think the Federal consistency provisions
are an incentive to states to participate in the program because
it means that while there is, I hope normally, a great deal of
cooperation between Federal agencies and states, this is a
further assurance of that. There are specific provisions written
in requiring consistency on the part of Federal agencies, which
is a new concept in legislation at the Federal level. We think
it is advantageous and desireable. And finally, I cannot answer
the guestion as to how much money is available right now, for
Hawaii per se. I can tell you that in the coming fiscal year
$18,000,000.00 is available for coastal management purposes

for those states that would have approved 306 programs.

Tavares: Getting back to the Federal consisténcy point, isn't
it a fact that there is a clause in there that says they will
comply if practicable?

Sondheimer: No, there is a clause in there, (in the National
Act)... There are three main aspects of Federal consistency
requirements, and I don't want to get into a lot of detail
because it is rather complex. Basically, Federal actions and
development activities must be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable, not if but to the maximum extent practicable.

That is defined primarily in terms of national defense con-
siderations. Then, Federal permits and Federal funding assist-
ance must be consistent. Period. There are some provisions

in that the Secretary of Commerce has the ability to override
if there is an overriding national interest, but it is really
not qualified with the same phrase.
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Tavares: We are concerned about that little loophole that I
think is there. :

Skrivanek: Doug.

Douglas Meller: I am Douglas Meller representing the Shoreline
Protection Alliance. I am a member of the Statewide Citizen's
Forum. I am here to comment briefly on what our previous
speakers have said and ask a gquestion too.

They have implied that our existing network of laws and regu-
lations and permits is sufficient to control shoreline develop-
ment. to deal with our problems. I would differ with them
slightly. Maui County does not have an adequate system of flood
insurance maps. They have an ordinance but are very selective
when enforcing this to comply with flood insurance requirements.
This island (Oahu) also does not have a Federal flood insurance
program. Selectively, they do impose 100 year requirements

or 50 year requirements. 1In this fashion, if we had a stronger
boundary, would we have more ability to see that developments
are not put in flood plains or tsunami hazard areas? Regularly
every year our north shore is washed away and houses are

washed into the ocean. There are fights over it. It is not
adequately controlled at all. People get to rebuild. That is
my comment. My question .is, am I correct in my assumption- that
the objectives and policies of our program must be legally
binding on public agencies throughout our coastal zone manage-
ment area, whatever we designate it as?

Lawless: Yes, that is correct.

Meller: The reason I ask that question is that our Act 188
specifically says that its objectives and polic¢ies are binding
only within the shoreline management area. They are not legally
binding below the high~water mark and are not legally binding
inland, nor is there a cause of action section outside of the
shoreline management area.

Lawless: A preliminary analysis of the existing laws at the
State level indicates that there are adequate laws to address
these policies in the program and if these laws exist, they:
can be essentially self effectuating. There has also been
displayed in the program document here, a general provision
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applying to all State laws and any ordinances and so forth
which provides for injunctive action against anyone violating
these laws. We feel that it is possible, as has been done with
some other state programs that are being developed, to take
existing laws and apply them adequately to coastal management
areas. Once we can be satisfied that the states can demonstrate
that the laws in fact address the policies that they have
developed for their coastal areas.

Meller: The reason I ask this question specifically is that
we have two agencies which control lands below the high-water
mark, our Department of Transportation and our Department of
Land and Natural Resources. They have laws which allow them
to issue permits, but they do not have any criteria for the
permits. Nor can we get illegal structures in the waters
removed by suing them because we do not have a cause of actlon
provision. ‘

Lawless: I believe this other general provision that I referenced,
would probably be applicable for those authorities. Again, there
is some work that would have to be done to develop the mechanics
of this networking concept using existing State laws and that
would be one of the benefits of a coastal management program -
the efforts devoted to drawing these all together and focusing
them. Even though they are already on the books, at the present
time they probably are administered in a less coordinated fashion.
That would be one of the benefits -~ focusing these existing
authorities and using them to the maximum.

Skrivanek: Dave.

Dave Raney: My name is Dave Raney and I represent the Sierra
Club on the Statewide Citizen's Forum. I am also the Vice-
Chairman of that group. I think Carol did an excellent job

of highlighting the debate over the central issue which is the
boundary. However, I think it bears repeating so that people
here understand exactly what the issue is and exactly what the
Federal people are proposing as what I consider to be a quite
reasonable accommodation to our problem of determining an interim
landward boundary.

I think what causes confusion in the minds of many people here
in this State is the fact that we do have an extensive network
of laws and agency actions for managing our coastal related
problems. The August draft proposal as shown on the blackboard,
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shows this as a large network area. Now, I think the point
that has to be understood is that unless the areas that are
covered by that network of laws are part of this State's
program boundary, then as far as the Federal government is con-
cerned, the fact that they exist is irrelevant. By law, OCZIM
can only consider those land areas that are within Hawaii's
program boundary. I think that's the kernel of the issue and
right now our program submission says that Hawaii's inland area
is the current SMA area. So the fact that areas inland of that,
‘may or may not be protected by existing laws, is irrelevant

as far as OCZM's legal constraints on accepting our program

is concerned. 1Is that a fair statement of the situation?

Sondheimer: Yes. -

Raney: What I hear being proposed then, is that the State

come back with a best approximation of what our final boundaries
might be based upon the objectives and policies that we ourselves
have articulated and you are suggesting that perhaps the coastal
hazard areas as approximated by flood plains, or our best

guess at what a flood plain map would look like, that that
appears to you to be an acceptable approach. I would estimate
that in terms of the percentage of land area of the State that
would be included by increasing those boundaries further inland
would be rather small. I would say off the top of my head

in the neighborhood of one or two percent of the land area of the
State. At any rate, from what I hear, you are saying, "Give us
your best estimate of what your final boundaries would look like",
that they can be substantially less than the entire State, but.
also that you can only consider those land areas within our program
submission and the extent to which our network of laws applies in
those areas. I think that's pretty much the issue that we face
and that's my understanding of what you are coming back with as

a counter proposal. The only other statement I would make is that
I don't think that any single individual, me included, can speak
for an entire County or the entire State of Hawaii as far as

what we feel about participating or not participating in this
program. Thank you.

Skrivanek: Do any of you want to comment on the boundary question
in relation to what Dave has said? -

Sondheimer: I think that generally it is a good statement of
what we are trying to convey. '
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Skrivanek: Valerie.

Valerie Humphries: I want to thank you for your very fine
presentation as well. I am Valerie Humphries and represent the
Windward Action Group, which has a membership of close to

1,000 on the windward side (of Oahu) where we have one of our
big natural resources, Kaneohe Bay, and of course what is left
of our scenic beauty on this island. I too, want to reiterate
and comment because I think it 1is wvery important that there are
differences of opinion and I think that Mr, Raney clairifed for
me what you feel acceptable, but I was surprised that you did
feel that you could accept it as it is rather than with the
coastal zone being the entire State which is what we set out

to do. I think you need to be aware that there is also the
political connotations, like counties' home rule versus whether
the State comes in. I don't want to get into that, but this is
a very big factor. There are many here who actually would have
opted that the entire State go into coastal zone. Now, in saying
that we can then designate and include an expanded area, '
perhaps this can be agreeable and worked out. We have been
given somethlng that we call the APCs, the areas of particular
concern. Would you then, my questlon is, call these areas of
particular concern by bringing in the specific places that you
designate?

Sondheimer: First, you made a statement that seems to indicate
that we had said that we could accept the boundary as it is in
the present draft and that is not what we have said. We cannot
accept the existing SMAs without some adjustments. The boundary
could be drawn to include what you have already identified as
areas of particular concern. Or it may be that some of those
that have been identified now, would no-longer fall within the
coastal management boundary, and therefore would not be eligible
for special management attention and funding under this particular
program. But as we understand your areas of particular concern,
they are based on and derived from existing State authorities
such as the Marine Sanctuary Program and the Natural Area Reserve
provisions and to the extent that those that are designated
under those procedures would fall into this revised boundary,
they could be considered APCs, I don't think you have to change
that section.

Humphries: I would like to just ask one gquestion further.

We do have existing rules but obviously something was wrong

or we wouldn't be here today. This County (Honolulu) was very
negligent and people here, such as the previous speaker from the



Shoreline (Protection Alliance), Mr. Meller, myself and various
other persons obviously went for this (the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Program). I would like to ask this question which may

put you on the spot, but do you not feel that one overhead
authority throughout the entire State (as the coastal zone)
would then have the sanction to step in when necessary? It
doesn't mean that the Counties can't continue to do their thing,
but then when it becomes necessary, you have that opportunity
to get in there and do what is necessary because sometimes

some Counties don't move unless you prod them.

Sondheimer: I'm afraid my answer isn't going to satisfy you
but, as I indicated I think there is justification if you want
to. find it to include the entire State in the coastal zone.

I also think there is justification to include less than the
State in your coastal zone and we're not going to make that
determination for you. I think that's up to vou, and is a
function of what are the issues you want to address and those
which you feel need to be addressed, and can fruitfully be
addressed through this program., So that's a decision for you
to make. What I have tried to  indicate here today is what is
the minimum area that would have to be included and not what
is the maximum. I think that's up to you.

Skrivanek: Jim.

Jim Shon: My name is Jim Shon and I am also on the Statewide
Citizens' Forum. I have one comment and then a question about
the boundary. One particular experience that we had with

County compliance with State laws might be in the park dedication
law which was passed several years ago. It took six or seven
years for any County to get around to actually complying with

the Act to pass the park dedication law. As I understand, there
may be still some Counties that have not done that such as

Hawaii County. Therefore, there is an element of shall we

say, uncertainty when we say that the Counties will promise to do
one thing or another. So my question is, if you were to accept
the best approximation of an SMA or a coastal zone based on

flood plains, would that mean that the cause of action and the
objectives and policies would then be applied to the best
approximation of that, the potentially amended area, or that
simply would not apply until the amendment actually came at

the County level?
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Lawless: Are you talking about the boundary amendment? Under
Act 1887

Skrivanek: I think what you are referring to is an interim
boundary before the final adjustment in the two year period,
is that it?

Shon: Well, we have the existing SMA and if you submit the docu-
ment, you are saying the SMA plus these flood areas which
probably will be included. Right now cause of action and the
objectives and polcies definitely apply to the SMA. Would they
apply to the approximated boundary also?

Lawless: Yes, part of the review that we would go through on
this concept of networking of existing State authorities would
be verifying the fact that the policies reflected in these other
State statutes also reflect in one way or another the policies
that are expressed in Act 188, We feel that, as Carol indicated,
it appears that this case can be made, that in fact when you
conduct this analysis you can find statutes to meet these differ-~
ent policies that are expressed in Act 188 and that analysis
would be completed before program approval so that in fact
through the operation of these other statutes, the polciies
expressed in Act 188 would apply in flood areas as well as the
SMA.

Shon: How about the cause of action?

Lawless: There is that general cause of action authority that
I referred to earlier in today's program.

Sondheimer: * Also, I think there is some confusion. It seems
to us that the SMA may or may not be extended in the long run
after this two year period to what would be defined by the State
as its administrative coastal boundary, if we can use that term
to distinguish between the SMA boundary. To the extent those
boundaries would be amended to incorporate this coastal hazard
area, then yes, the cause of action would apply. But if it
were not extended or until such time as it were extended, then
the cause of action that is specifically provided for in Act
188 would not apply, but as Jim indicated, this other statutory
provision that you have seems to provide a similar type of
insurance and authority to achieve compliance with the policies
of the program.
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Lawless: Again, in some of the other state programs, they have
discovered that there are equivalent sorts of statewide cause

of action authorities like this and they are relying on those in
other states without having to enact a special authority -
as we find in Act 188, I think in this case you end up with two
different sources of cause of action. But that is not to say
that because there are two sources that one is necessarily
inadequate.

Dorothy - Marsh: Dorothy Marsh of the League.of Women Voters
and the Statewide Citizens' Forum., Id'd like to ask a question
about the guidelines. We were under the impression that the
guidelines should give greater specificity to the objectives
and policies. Do you feel that the guidelines as they are
outlined in the 306 draft are adequate?

Sondheimer; As we understand it, the guidelines are in a
technical appendix and we have not had a chance to review the
appendix. One of the things we will have to do before we can
accept and determine the approvability of the program is to
review what the State contends are existing guidelines and the
specificity there, so I can't really answer that question.

Skrivanek: Dorothy, may I ask one question of you? I know this
is doing it in reverse, You live in one of the areas that
frequently is subject to some of the coastal hazards that we have
defined. Do you have any feelings on including or excluding
them?

Marsh: Yes, I think they definitely should be included. I

live in an area that is a hazard area, but it is not in the SMA
which is across the street from my home. Our home is subject to
tsunamis and I think it should be included. Very definitely.

Donald Hanson: My name is Donald Hanson and I am a member of the
Honolulu Citizens Advisory Committee. I too, would like to
congratulate Carol on her excellent summary. I feel that one

of the most significant statements made was the inclusion of the
territorial waters in the boundary. I think most persons who
have had reservations about expanding the boundary from the SMA
have not carefully analyzed the importance of the territorial
waters. Now, while it could be said, although many of us

agree that there are adequate laws to cover coastal zone manage-
ment on land and that we have laws that perhaps adequately
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cover coastal zone management on water, but what we don't have

are laws that tie the two together. In other words, the relation-
ship of land to water is where I feel the CZM-law will be most
effective. Question: You mentioned the possibility of not
including urban areas as an expanded part of the coastal zone
management area. Could you give a little elaboration on this?

Skrivanek: Let me see if I understand your question clearly.
This is in relation to say the flood hazard areas in urban areas
which are already developed? ‘

Hanson: That would bé a specific example. In general I think
the statement was made, if I heard correctly, that there may

be less merit in expanding the boundary in urban areas beyond the
SMA than in areas which were less densely populated. I wonder
why.

Sondheimer: We think there is some justification for limiting
the boundary in developed portions of an urban area, because

the distinct ecological relationships are often blurred or
destroyed. For example, in urban areas, where seawalls are built
up is where the water ends and you have very little interplay
between the land and the water. Because basically the definition
of the coastal zone in the Act is geared toward undeveloped
areas, it is very difficult to draw those ecological boundaries
in an urban area. We adaccepted the theory that you could draw

the boundaries in a devleoped area on a somewhat different basis
and that could be a function of possibly visual relationships.

If in fact visual access of the water, visual ability to see

the water, is something that is important in an urban area, then
the boundary may be drawn so as to insure that visual access.

It may be that within a certain area there are distinctly

water dependant uses and then inland beyond that area the uses
become blurred, these areas may or may not be considered water
dependant. That may form one basis for defining the boundary.

Hanson: The basis of my question is the fact that I live in
Waikiki and I would like to find many many arguments for expanding
the boundary beyond the SMA including visual access, urban

design, hazards and so on.

Kathy Benjamin: I am Kathy Benjamin from the Pacific OCS office
of BLM (Bureau of Land Management). My question also relates
to boundaries and it has to do with the seaward limits of state
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jurisdiction. There is presently some discrepancy between the
U.S. Government and the State of Hawaii on the seaward limits
of your jurisdiction and I would like to know how the Depart-
ment of Planning and Economic Development is presently defining
those limits?

Skrivanek: Mr. Kono, 1I'll toss that one to you.

Kono: As you know, we derive our presentstatus from the time
when we had the Kingdom when the waters between the islands
were considered part of the Hawaiian Kingdom, The Federal
cldim, of course, is that the State's jurisdiction is only
three miles out, since that is the distance in the old days,
that a cannon shot traveled. But the State contends otherwise
and has made claims to the Federal government that our
territorial boundaries extend beyond the three miles. Now,
that has yet to be worked out with the Federal government, so
at this stage it is still hazy. We didn't want to say just three
miles for the CZM Program but rather, I thought it was wise for
us to claim our territorial limits and that is the definition
and term which we are using for our waters. So, I can't answer
‘'your question definitely by meets and bounds but this is the
basis for setting forth the term "territorial waters".

Benjamin: I understand your claim between the islands, but what
about the most southerly island, the Big Island. How far beyond
those limits would you go, say south and north? .

Kono: To the extent that we flnally determine what our terri-
torial waters are which will probably have to be determined by
the courts.

Benjamin: Thank you.

Nevin Holmberg: I am Nevin Holmberg with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. I have a couple of questions. I believe you
stated earlier that all Federal permits were required to be
consistent with the C2ZM program and I wanted to know: 1) Does
that mean that all Federal permits, regardless of issuing
agency, whether its Army Corps or whatever, have to be consist-
ent? 2) I wondered if Federally funded projects as opposed to
those projects Federally permitted have to be consistent and

3) I wonder if we could get a copy of your remarks?
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Sondheimer: No. No. And No. (Laughter).

I am willing to get into a detailed discussion of the 307
requirements although I don't think this is the appropriate forum.
But let me say, there are distinctions with respect to the con-
sistency requirements for permits depending on whether or not
the applicant is a Federal agency or is someone else and there
are somewhat different requirements. If you are a Federal
agency applying for a permit, you are subject to the require-
ments of Section 307 (c) (1) and (2) whereas all other applicants
are subject to the 307 (c) (3) requirements. I won't go into
details or the fine points. On Federally funded. . . what was
the phrase you used? '

Holmberg: "Federally funded projects". For example, HUD projects
and that sort of thing.

Sondheimer: Now there is .a distinction to be made. Federally
funded or assisted projects that go to State or local governments
would be subject to the 307 (d) requirements, whereas Federal
development projects on Federal lands would be subject to the
307(c) (1) and (2) requirements. I would mention that our Fed-
eral consistency regulations to which your questions refer

are being published in the Federal Register on Monday. You
might want to take a look at them. As to obtaining a copy of

my remarks, yes, if I get around to writing them up I'd be

glad to make them available to you.

Kono: They will be reported in the proceedings of the workshop.

Charles Ota: My name is Charles Ota from Maui. Earlier the
Maul delegation sent our offensive lineman out (laughter) to
carry our mandate, but I don't think I got the answer gquite
correctly so that's the reason I'm here. I share the same
thought that Mr. Tavares had expressed earlier simply in terms
of money. I think aside from our climate the so-called scenic
and open spaces are some of the areas that we still can salvage
in our Hawaii. Yet these things require money. You mentioned
$18 million dollars. There are two questions I want to ask,
one whether the open space would be the least costly. In our
policy here if we talk about recreation development, rec-
reational facilities or the hazard areas, these are areas which
would cost millions of dollars for development but in open
space I think they may be less costly. Some years ago we devel-
oped a beautification plan on Maui under a Federal program.

It cost us $35,000.00 as I recall, because I was the Chair-

man then. But then Lady Bird flew the coop (laughter) before
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we could get the implementation money. We had developed

the plan, spent our County money and Lady Bird wasn't there any
more so we couldn't get any more money for our plan and we
became a laughing stock.

I want to carry the same analogy over to what you people are
proposing. We go through this document and from what I heard
you want to revise it again. Sure, we are using some of your
money, or most of your money, but when you think of all these
people and the resources and time involved, it certainly involved
a lot of money on our part too. And again, my question is would
you actually anticipate in the future some of the hazard money,
beautification money, open space money, recreation money would

be tied in provided the State or a respective State has a plan
like this so proposed?

Skrivanek: Can I ask about your quéstion on acquisition. Were
you asking if CZM funds would be available to purchase land for
open space as one element?

Ota: I'm concerned about the future, if a State by legislation
had say some flood control money or there is open space money
or recreation money, if in order to get that money, would be
contingent on the state adopting a plan like this.

Skrivanek: Carol, I think this is going to be a little diffi-
cult to answer because there is a complex network of programs
that could be brought into play. The CZIM funds, as I understand,
have a definite limitation on acquisition of lands. This would
relate to shoreline access, off-shore islands, things of that
nature. But there is no reason why you couldn't use say BOR
(Bureau of Outdoor Recreation) funds for beach parks, acquisition
of lands and so forth. So, you might want to go into that a
little further. Ben, Carol. . . .

Sondheimer: I am not sure I understood the question correctly,

but I think there are a number of points you made there that we
might address. One is what is the availability of funds to address
the specific issue that we are concerned about. As Frank in-
dicated, there are certain limitations in our laws on how the

funds can be used. Program implementation funds per se cannot

be used to acquire land. However, there is a section of our

act, Section 315(2), that provides with an approved program, one
can acquire shorefront lands for access purposes, to preserve
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islands for greater recreational opportunities. As Frank also
indicated, one of the purposes of this program is to indicate
to the Federal agencies your priorities for use of your funds,
and that includes Bureau of Outdoor Recreation land acquisition
funds, as well as some of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development activities.

Another point I think I heard was what assurance do you have
that we are not going to fly the coop? There is no guarantee
and I'll be quite frank about it. Our legislation requires

us to go through oversight hearings and to have our basic
program authorization renewed every several years, but that is
true of almost every Federal program. So no one can give you
the guarantee we are always going to be here.

The other point is that in fact we may all accomplish the job

we set out to do and coastal management practices may become so
institutionalized with State and local governments that it
becomes a responsibility that is assumed totally by them so that
our job is completed at the Federal level and we may not have to
continue this particular program. It may be one of those that
eventually fades away and rlghtfully SO.

Let me assure you that as long as there appears to be a need

for this program and Federal funding to support it, we are
certainly going to work for its continuation. We do have
reauthorization coming up in 1980 and we are fully confident that
the program will be continued. More than that, we can't guarantee.

Skrivanek: Senator King.

Jean King: Jean King, Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Ecology, Environment and Recreation. The Maui speaker referred
to my friendHannibal as an offensive lineman from Maui. I don't
find Hannibal offensive at all; I think he is charming, congenial,
and eloquent. (laughter)

But Hannibal did say that the Leglslature viewed the array of
legislation that exists as sufficient and as Chalrperson of one

of the two committees which handled this legislation in the Senate,
I would like to say that that is not really accurate, from my
point of view anyway, since you will be locking at the network

to see if these laws do meet the requirements of the Federal

Act. In fact we weren't at all sure that the existing network

was accurate which is why we put into Act 188 specific reference
to the preparation of guidelines if, in order to comply with
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the Federal Act are necessary. We said for instance that DPED in
consultation with the Counties and the general public, should
prepare guidelines in furtherance of the objective and policies
of the Act which are to be submitted 20 days prior to our next
session in 1978. We have the requirement that any agency is to
comply with the objectives and policies of this Chapter (205A)
and the guidelines enacted by the Legislature. In the implementa-
tion section, we talk about implementation of objectives, policies
and guidelines. We say the objectives and policies of this
Chapter and the guidelines enacted by the Legislature shall be
binding on all actions. Under the compliance section, we say
that within two years of the effective date of this Chapter,

all agencies shall amend their regulations to comply with the
objectives and policies of this Chapter and the guidelines
enacted by the Legislature. There is a reason why we did this.
My time with the Legislature, both in the House as Chairman

of the Environmental Protection Committee and in the Senate,

has been a really learning process and one of the messages I
have gotten loud and clear from people who are involved in
development as well as environmentalists, if you can categorize
people that way, has been that they would really like to know
what the rules are. What's existed has been kind of broad

and they put up their front money, they move into a scene, but
they don't really know what the existing statutes say. They
are afraid they may be subject to suit part way along the line.
One thing I really heard them saying loud and clear is please
make it very specific so we know right from the beginning where
we are, and I think that is how we all feel. This is why

I was very encouraged to hear you say that new requirements
will be published in the Federal Register .in terms of specificity
and clarity and maybe you would like to comment more about them.

The second point I would like to make is that the non-offensive
Maui delegation has two times now talked about this in terms

of money. In my view, both the Shoreline Protection Act which
we first adopted in 1975 and Act 188 which we adopted last
session, have the intent and purpose not to get money, but to
manage our coastal zone in a way that would be beneficial to us
now and in the long range for the State of Hawaii. That's the
purpose. If in carrying out this purpose, we can get additional
Federal funds - super, we are that much ahead. If in carrying
out these purposes, we can get Federal consistency to the
maximum extent possible in terms of national defense, absolutely
in other areas - great, we are that much ahead. That is why we
are doing it - for our coastal zone, not for the money. These
are helping things.

The third point, which is really a question, is in terms of cause
of action. In Act 188, the cause of action in the coastal zone
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management area is a cause of action only against the

agency involved not against the private applicant or developer

or any individual. It is only against the State or County

agency which has violated the provisions of the Act. Am I hearing
you say, Mr. Lawless, that there will then be two kinds of cause
of action? - one against the agency within whatever we deter-
mine as our coastal zone and another based on a general kind of
right of the citizen to sue anyone for violation of State or
County statutes and ordinances in the area . outside the coastal
Zone management area?

Lawless: The general enforcement authority that I refer to as
cited in the program document here, provides for injunctive
relief against violators of State laws and County ordinances
and so forth. Again, we have just received this document and
looked at it in a preliminary sense, but I see no reason why
the existence of a cause of action provision in Act 188 would
preclude the applicability of this other general authority
which applies to all State laws and County ordinances.

Skrivanek: Jean, the earlier section that you referred to is
Section 602 - 23 in which the Attorney General and the County
Attorneys are authorized to bring injunctive relief by court
action if some of the laws are not being carried out. Now,

the cause of action thing I interprete a little differently.
This is where the individual citizen may sue. But there the
law is stated so that they bring suit only against the public
agencies. And as I understand, the Federal requirement is that
the State or the administering agency, must have the powers

to enforce the policies.

Lawless: I think we take an even more flexible viewpoint than
that. There have been cases in which if the state can make an
adequate showing, for instance, of citizen standing, for citizen:
suit, and if it can be sufficiently tied into the purposes of
the program, that is acceptable.

Skrivanek: Jackie.

Jackie Parnell: My name is Jackie Parnell and I am the Chairman
of the Policy Advisory Committee and what I really wanted was

a clarification to be sure I heard right. If I understood
correctly, what you said was that in changing the boundary to
include the coastal hazard area beyond the existing SMA that it
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was not necessary that that boundary have the permanent require-
ments that are in the SMA right now. Is that true?

Sondheimer: Yes. I think that there are a number of options
available to you. One is that the SMA could be extended to
incorporate the coastal hazard areas and I understand that there-
fore the permits would also be extended. However, that may not
occur, I mean the SMA may stay where it is or be amended accord-
ing to whatever criteria the Counties come up with. And yet

the State's existing provisions would be the applicable management
provisions in the area beyond the SMA and therefore there would
not be additional permit requirements except those that already
exist. : :

-

Parnell: Does everybody get that, because that is important?

One of the big problems in terms of the conflict between the
Counties and the State and all the arguments going on, has been
the notion that when the boundaries extend further inland, then
you have all of these permit requirements and you may not really
want to have them to the extent that you would in the narrow
coastal zone. But what I hear the Federal people saying is that
although you must extend this administrative program boundary
into this whole coastal hazard area, it does not mean that you
have to extend the SMA boundary with all its permit require-
ments that deep. So what is being asked to me seems extremely
reasonable. They are saying, if you are having a deepéer
administrative program consideration zone which may or may not
be coterminent with the SMA boundary line and that is totally
our decision to make. If we want to have it coincident with

the SMA or extending the SMA boundary in some parts of the

State because of particularly sensitive waters or for whatever
reason, then great, we do that. But we don't have to extend that
SMA boundary and all the permitting requirements into that
coastal hazard line unless it is our choice to do so and as long
as this is a program boundary. I want to be very sure that that
is what I heard you say because it seems to me that that should
resolve some of the opposition if everybody is quite clear on
what the rule is.

Skrivanek: Let me pose another question on the extension to
include the hazard areas, Jackie, I am directing this back to you.
Does this in your mind imply that this would be an adminsitrative
decision, a determimnation by the administering agency, or should
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we seek legislative authorization to do that? Also, consider the
two year time frame involved.

Parnell: I think it is an option and I think it should be
discussed more today, but we obviously are going back to the
Legislature in January in terms of the guideline question, either
to say that we don't need any more guidelines or we do need some
more guidelines, and that may be the context in which we wish

to address the subject. But in considering Act 188, which is
sort of up for amendment, you may wish to clarify in the legis-
lation that this is an SMA boundary within which there is a permit
and this is the second tier so to speak in which we don't have

a permitting requirement but the objectives and policies apply.
Which is what it amounts to.

Skrivanek: You would have an existing network of laws applied
"in there? .

Parnell: Well the existing network of laws apply where they apply
regardless of what we do here, but I do believe the issue would
be in terms of objectives, policies and these sorts of things.

To me, one of the considerations about having a deeper SMA
boundary is that you may be extending a permit requirement.

Well, you really don't want to do it because a permit requirement
is a pain in the neck, let's face it. For a fairly minor kind of
a development procedure, even if a permit isn't required you have
to go through a procedure to find out that a permit isn't
required. That is one of the things that .the City's Department
of Land Utilization is concerned about. You have to go through
all the adminsitrative stuff to find out you don't need a permit,
because it is very hard to write into the law the exclusions.
There is always some edgy thlng about does this really apply to
me or not?

So I don't want to see the special SMA permit any place except
where it really makes sense to have it. But I definitely want
to have objectives and policies applied to some more inland
boundary because that is what the law says and its a good law
and its a good thing to do. So it would be good if we could
clearly distinguish in our program, and I think also in the
law, where permits are required as opposed to where objectives
and policies apply In some places I think the boundary would
be the same and in some places it would be considerably
different. If you do it legislatively as Jean says, then every-
body is clear exactly where they stand. I think that is one of
the really important things that we want to get out of this
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program - more clarity on where we all stand.

Skrivanek: Right. I would also like to look foward to the day
where we really don't have separate issuance of an SMA permit,
but that this be an element in the checklist of issuing a
building permit or grading ordinance. If they conform to the
policies and the objectives, well fine, they get approval

rather than going through the long tedious process of a hearing
and separate permit and that this must be a priority permit
before you can do anything else and so forth. This I think as
it exists now is an added complication in trying to simplify our
permit procedure. Jim or Ben or Carcl, would any of yau care

to comment on that? Did you understand what Jackie was saying
and would you generally agree that this mighit be possible and
should we explore it further?

Sondheimer: I definitely think the distinction that you pointed
out concerning what we were saying is a valid and important dis-
tinction. Also if I heard you correctly, I thought you were
suggesting the potential desirability of going back in as part
of your guideline amendment procedure in the coming session to
clarify that the goals and objective of the Act, which are

good ones, would apply to the entire coastal zone that would

be defined for the purposes of the management program you would
submit to us; and distinguish that in fact the permit require-
ments need not apply in that whole area. I think that would
help to make clear to everyone what the requirements are and would
extend what are some very good goals and objectives throughout
that area.

Saul Price: My name is Saul Price. I am with the National
Weather Service and I want to congratulate my colleagues on the
clarity of their presentation and responses. My question turns
out to be a kind of generalization of what Jackie was asking
and speaking about and I am addressing it to the DPED representa-
tives. I want to ask first, do you see any reason why it might
not be possible for this state to comply with the objections
raised in the present draft by Ms. Sondheimer? And secondly,
in order to do so, would it entail merely another round of
draft revisions, coordination with various government agencies,
citizen groups and so on or would more than that be entailed?

Skrivanek: After our brief caucus, Dick is going to try to answer
that question, Saul. (laughter) Basically, yes, I think it can
be done and we'll try to explain how we visualize it.
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Poirier: Rank has its privileges (laughter). Based on what

we are hearing, I think there are at least two things that can
be done. One would be to extend the SMA to include the areas
we've been talking about. The second thing we could do would

be to do it administratively. In other words, designate it by
taking an elevation which approximates most of these hazard
areas. We could do that as part of the next revision of the

" document. And, I guess the third option's probably doing that
plus going back to the Legislature at some point for further
clarification. I think Carql made the point previously, that the
coastal zone management program as they view it is not confined
strictly to Act 188. It can include other elements that are
part of your network of State law. Perhaps Carol can comment on
that because I think this is somewhat of a confusing point.

Skrivanek: That's known as passing the buck, (laughter).

Sondheimer: We understand there has been some discussion here,
about whether Act 188 restricts the state to the Act for purposes
of our program, the Coastal Management Program. It is our inter-
pretation that the State need not be restricted to that Act in
order to meet the terms of our program. There are other states
that have passed comprehensive coastal legislation that says

this shall be the legislation for coastal management purposes.
But in fact there are other state authorities or local
authorities that need to be included and referenced to adequately
address all the issues the coastal management program is designed
to address and to meet all approval requirements, therefore,

we have held that a state program may be more than a single

piece of legislation, even though that legislation is coastal
management specific. But' what that entire package should be,

I think is up to you to decide. We will examine it in light of
what Act 188 has identified as some of the goals and objectives
and issues that need to be addressed.

Skrivanek: Valerie, one quick question and then we'll take our
coffee break so we can stay on schedule.

Humphries: Thank you. I just want to come back to the issue of
eliminating the urban areas, if I may. I mentioned earlier
Kaneohe Bay, which is a very sensitive area where we have a
Federal dam and a park going in and where we have had loss of
life in urban areas actually because they are urbanized.

If we do eliminate the urban areas, then the development

that takes place on the hillsides and the erosion that goes on
into the water and into the bay and so on, will constantly
continue. If we cannot include all the urban area, then we need
to have APCs. Somehow we have to have something, either designated
areas or the urban areas to some extent included. Would you
please comment further on that and try to reconsider this area.
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Skrivanek: Carol, let me explain the situation a little better,
When she is talking about dams, she is not cursing the Corps of
Engineers for putting up the dam. It is one proposed for a
flood control measure up against the Pali on the windward side.
The affected stream goes through the Keapuka subdivision where
we did have a bad flood several years ago which resulted in some
lost houses, and I think a couple of lives. It is this kind of
a concern where in some areas we do have these fairly fast run-
offs in the areas designated urban. This occurs, I guess,
primarily in those areas that have been built up or where
perhaps the drainage channels aren't wide enough. She is
expressing such a concern because these do in fact impact on
the coastal areas. Maybe you are looking at some kind of
guidelines for where we might draw the line between all the way

up to the tops of the mountains and somewhere closer to the
shoreline. '

Sondheimer: One of the problems when you try td express some
general principle is that there are always specific exceptions
and in fact you may have identified one. All I was trying to do
was indicate that it may in fact be reasonable and justifiable

in developed urban areas to draw the line on a somewhat different
basis, on different criteria, than you would in undeveloped areas.
That is not to say though, that the type of problems that you
have identified for that specific area are not real and have
these direct and significant impacts. Perhaps they should not
then by virtue of being in an urbdn district, per se, be excluded.

I think that we don't want to really sit up here and try and
determine for you what is that appropraite boundary. I think.
that is what you have all been trying to do for a considerable
amount of time. But we have indicated what may be some of the
problems and considerations in drawing that line.

Skrivanek: O.K. In case you've been tired of sitting, let's
take our coffee break and get back in time for our next panel.
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FEDERAL AGENCY PANEL

Skrivanek: We now have up here representatives from several
Federal agencies. Their names are on the program except one
and that is Phil Macias, at my extreme left, who arrived this
morning. We weren't sure that he was going to be here.

He is the Pacific Southwest Planning Officer from the Secretary's
office of the Department of the Interior. We have lettered

a name plate very quickly so he is identified for you. The
things we would like to cover very briefly with this particular
panel are the role of each of these agencies in Hawaii and
their comments on the 306 document. I know that in discussions
yesterday with Carol, Ben and Jim, they were suggesting that
some areas in which the Federal programs are involved need a
little more specificity and perhaps each of the panelists here
will make these kinds of comments too. I know we have received
a number of comments in writing and we are trying to address
these stated concerns. Maybe we can start out with the Navy
first.

Captain Nystedt has attended a number of our meetings with

the Federal contact representatives at the Department and I
think he has attended every one of them since he has been here.
Captain, would you like to start out with your comments. We
did receive comments from the Navy, as I recall, it was Monday
of this week when they came in, so perhaps you can review those.

Captain R.P. Nystedt: I might comment in opening that obviously
the Navy's interest here is not just a local one. The Coastal
Zone Management Act is a hational program and the Navy has
submitted from the Washington level, Chief of Naval Operations,
the guidance that we use in trying to compare state interest
and Navy interest. ~With regard to that, we submitted our
comments to the State during the earlier part of this week.

I think I can probably sum up our interest in two or three very
general areas.

The first one was in the development or specifying of the CiM
boundaries. Our concern here is that the boundaries be very
definiitely defined in the program itself, in the document so
that we have an opportunity to see how it impacts on the Navy.
As you well know, the Navy is coastal oriented and as a result,
would be very interested in how the coastal zone is developed
and how it impacts on us as far as the interrelationship is
concerned. I think that particular point was discussed at some
length earlier and is on the right path in terms of solution.
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The exclusion of Federal lands was of concern to the Navy and,
in fact, I am sure all the Federal agencies will probably be
making comments on that as we pass down the line.

The consistency provisions, of course, are important to us too.
I might comment here that the Navy views the idea of consistency
as a very important element in our relationship with the State.
We know that our actions are very important in terms of how the
Navy works or interacts with the State as far as the coastal
zone is concerned. As a result, I think the Federal program
within the Department of Defense have been very strong in trying
to insure that all the Department of Defense agencies comply

and in fact cooperate with regard to the requirements of Federal
programs. The cleanup of Pearl Harbor is one example of that.
If you were to look at Pearl Harbor over the last six or seven
years, you would see a tremendous improvement in the general
quality of the waters. Over the next two or three years we
intend to make a significant leap even beyond what it is today
as a result of about a 20-~25 million dollar program for cleanup
of the waters 'in Pearl Harbor. Anyway, the point I am trying

to make here is that even though our lands may be officially
excluded, we are extremely interested in cooperating with the
State in insuring that we have a clear understanding of the

bill and the program from the very beginning and from that point
on we are as consistent as is practicable in our future efforts.

One of the things that produces problems in our view of the
submission document was permissible land and water uses.

Based on the criteria we received down the line, we see a
requirement for a very specific identification of permissible
uses in the coastal zone. The State of Hawaii is trying to use
existing laws and regulations to round out their program which

I think is very commendable but at the same time it is a little
bit inconsistent with the guidance that we have received from

the Washington level. However, we see that we can live with that,
if the document also is very specific in terms of defining national
interest and the importance of national defense as far as that’
element within the section discussing national interest.

By a different packaging of the bill, or the program, we feel
that the essential requirements of the Navy can be met within

the content of the program.

I think that really completes a run down of what our general
concerns are as far as the U,S. Navy is concerned.

Skrivanek: Thank you, Captain. Next is.John Naughton. John
has also attended just about all our meetings at the Department
with Federal people so he's familiar with this program in

great detail.



John Naughton: First I would briefly like to indicate what

our responsibilities are in the coastal zone. The National

Marine Fisheries Service has legislatively mandated responsibilities
involving the review and evaluation of the effects of all types

of water resource devélopment activities - that is, the effects
they may have on the living marine, estuarine, and anadromous
resources and the habitats of each. During our review process,
various measures to mitigate damage or to prevent adverse

impacts or to possibly enhance the fishery are recommended.
Essential field work and interagency coordination are conducted
which enable reasoned, scientifically sound recommendations to

be made on project situations. These proposed projects would
include but not be limited to the review of federal environ-
mental impact statements; comprehensive studies and progress
reports; Corps of Engineers permits (and there are a variety

of these); Environmental Protection Agency effluent discharge
permits; and U.S. Coast Guard permits for construction of

bridges and deepwater ports. In addition, we have responsibility
for certain marine mammals under the Marine Mammal Protection

Act of 1972 and for certain endangered species under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973. When considering the .coastal zone, in
essence, we are strictly a fisheries resource review and evaluation
agency with the exception of our permitting resonsibilities

for specific marine mammals and endangered species. In reviewing
the submission document, (and, unfortunately our CZIM expert
coordinator for the Western area is based in California and he
couldn't make the meeting so I am filling in for him), basically,
the concerns we have had all along and which remain, are that

this submission lacks sufficient specific guidelines and criteria
to assure consistent program development. We also remain somewhat
apprehensive about proceeding to the plan and implementation

phase before finalizing the boundary of the coastal management
area. We can't help think when considering the resources for
which we are responsible, that the entire State should be included
in the boundary. That is basically it.

Skrivanek: Thank’you John. Next, let's listen to the comments
from John Bedish who is with the U.S. Soil Conservation Service.

John Bedish: I think to start out I would have to say that

of the Federal agencies represented here we probably see it

in a little different perspective. When I say this I mean first
of all, we do not own land. Becondly, we are not a regulatory
type agency or anything like that. We are strictly a technical
assistance agency to private landowners, to units of government
and so forth. Keeping that in mind, some of my comments are out
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of necessity going to have to be of a technical nature because
when you deal with something as complex as the program that

we are dealing with, you also have to take a look at the State
of Hawaii and its technical problems, from the erosion, from
the flooding standpoint and this type of thing.

Probably, in a very small land area as compared to any mainland
state, we have more complex problems than any other state I

can think of on the mainland. We have a myriad of conditions -
climatic, land use, soils and this type of thing. For example,
lets take a look at one of the comments that was made earlier this
morning in connection possibly with our flood plains. There is a
possibility of adding on to the coastal zone management boundary.
First of all, we have to take a look at what kind of a flood

we are talking about, because if you go over this state in various
areas, when you talk about a flood plain, you are talking about
the whole side of a mountain. We do not have the defined flood
plains, for example, as they do on the mainland, where you can
draw a line at the edge of a river bottom or something like that
and say this is the flood plain. To cite a specific example, we
have a flood control project that was installed on the Kona

side of the Big Island. They did have flooding problems there.
But when I talked about complexity in climate - after the project
was installed, the town that it was protecting still had a flooding
problem in that they has a very severe storm a few years later

and it didn't rain in the watershed area, it rained right on the
town that was being protected by the watershed area above.

This is an example of what I mean by complexity.

I would like to make another comment too, just to more or less
state my views as far as the comment that Jackie Parnell made-
earlier, because I think it is a key issue and one of the most
important that I have heard this morning. From the standpoint
that when we look at whether that boundary is adjusted or not
adjusted, this does not necessarily imply that the special
management permit requirements have to move with that boundary
line and I think that this is something that really has to be
looked at. I think I can speak also for the Soil Water Conser-
vation District people in this state because we are actually
working for them. The only reason we are organized as an agency
is because local citizens got together and formed Soil Water
Conservation Districts and their directors asked the Department .
of Agriculture for technical assistance from us. In other words,
if these District directors walked up to us tomorrow and said
leave, we don't want you any more, good bye Soil Conservation
Service. What I would like to comment on here, and this is one
of the comments that we initiated in our letter to DPED, is
let's not get ourselves bogged down in more permit requirements
than we absolutely have to have. In other words, let's not
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re-invent the wheel as a friend of mine from the Department of
Health would say. Right now, the average landowner in a lot

of cases, if he is going to undertake some simple little project,
he has got a permit process that he has to go through that is
just totally foreign to him. He does not know where he has to
go, who he has to talk to, what he has to comply with and this
type of thing. This is one of the key issues we have to look

at. What I am saying here is let's not penalize the guy who is
voluntarily solving his erosion problem, solving his flooding
problems and so forth.

Another comment that I think is appropriate to this is if we are
talking about a program that is going to effectively solve some
of the problems that we are dealing with here, we can't just look
at that - in other words, the coastal zone area per se.

We have got to look at the land and we have got to look at the
water and what are those interrelationships. If we talk about
the coastal zone per se, there are things going on on the land
above that are definitely affecting that coastal zone area

and as has been brought out this morning, there are definitely
things coming from the ocean that are affecting that coastal
zone area. I guess my main comment here is the issue of whether
the whole State is a coastal zone or whether it is something
else, to me is not the key issue. The thing that probably to me
is the most important is that whatever this boundary is, is
that some thought be given to what are the permit requirements,
because as Jackie Parnell indicated this is probably the most
important issue of the whole thing. As far as the feeling of
the Soil Conservation Service, we deal with private landowners
primarily on a voluntary basis and we would be quite concerned
to see them restricted when they are trying to do some positive
improvement as far as erosion control and this type of thing,

we would not like to see them further restricted in this type

of work.

" Skrivanek: Thank you John, I would like to make one comment

on the problems that you cited, this is on where the private
landowner can go to find out what kinds of permits are required.
The legislature, this past session, did make an attempt in this
direction and passed a law mandating the Counties to set up a
central coordinating agency in this respect. I expect it will
probably be the responsibility of the planning departments in

the neighbor island Counties. In the City and County of Honolulu,
the assignment has been given to the Department of Land Utilization
and effort is under way on that . The City Council is also
having an advisory group assisting them. I think a meeting of
that group is scheduled for next week or the week after. 1In

the meantime, they have their ordinance which has already been
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adopted for the designation of DLU as the responsible agency.
This kind of an effort is underway, and I think more of it needs
to be done. This is where we have been using Dan Mandelker to
review the whole permit procedure. There is also an effort of
this nature underway by the Federal Executive Board, as General
Roush has been very interested in this as has the Council on
Housing and Construction. So we are trying to get all of these
together and hopefully the Counties will have a central information
agency of this nature dealing with the County permits., Later
on, hopefully, we can get the State and Federal permits coordin-
ated better. It is a real problem and one that we have heard

a number of comments on.

Next. let's hear from Bob MacLauchlin.  We've worked with Bob

for a good number of years on a number of projects. Our latest
involvement has been with the Kaneohe Bay watershed. I think

Bob certainly is familiar with the kinds of efforts we are trying
to do in the coastal zone. Some of the efforts they are involved
in are not only the Kaneoche Urban Study but they are also under-
taking a similar study in the Hilo area now. Bob, can you give
us your comments on the draft "306" document?

Also, do you want to proceed with what your agency's role is in
Hawaii as you visualize it.

Bob MacLauchlin: Thank you, Frank. The Corps as I think most
of you know has a rather wide and diverse role as far as the
State is concerned and that includes both the civil works
function - flood control, navigation, beach erosion and so

on; military construction for most of the Army and part of the "
Air Force in the State; and also the permitting responsibilities
that we have through Section 10 regarding structures in navigable
waters, and Section 404 regarding fill material deposited in
wetland areas. We also coordinate through the facilities
engineer agencies in Hawaii and we are speaking for them at this
time as well. As Frank has pointed out, and I will go right

to the heart of the Corps' real interest in this area, and that
is the permitting role. We have a rather wide responsibility ‘in
this area handling a vast number of permit requests. As it has
been pointed out, we find that the permitting process is really
not well understood by a lot of people. The Corps takes a lot
of heat from the standpoint that our judgment is questioned

in the permitting process whereas many times the Corps is the
last stop on what has been many permit requests, or stops, .

at State and County levels and the buck is passed around. And
it really is not clear as to what an individual has to go through
when he has a plan to do work in the coastal zone area.
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As Frank has indicated, General Roush, the Division Engineer of the
Pacific Ocean Division who heads the Corps of Engineers in this
area, has been the Chairman of the Environmental Committee of

the Federal Executive Board for the last year. He has made it
one of his highest items on the agenda to attempt to streamline
and get some discussion going on streamlining this permit pro-
cess. We are at the point right now, combined with that effort
and also the extensive work we have been doing in the Kaneohe

Bay Urban Water Resources Study, where we are about to propose

a streamlining of the permit process whereby all of the agencies
- State, County and Federal - that are involved in the permit
process, are approachable through one source. This would

mean that if an individual feels that he has a development that
is affecting the coastal zone or is a permit oriented development,
. he can go and get the correct information from one source and

not have to speculate as to whether or not he has satisfied all
his requirements like coming to the Corps whereas in fact he

may have missed some aspects important to the Health Department
or the County Department of Land Utilization or any other aspect
with a permitting responsibility. Now, to get specifically to

the "306" submission, and this has already been pointed out

so it is not a new criticism, but we feel that it has not specific-
ally addressed this problem. We are hoping that through this
vehicle, with the broad coverage that it has - Federal, State,
County and local -~ that the permit process can be addressed

and made more effective and streamlined if you will, so that
everybody that has to be involved understands really what their
responsibilities are. It works both sides of the street, that

is, from the permit requestor as well as the granting agencies,

so that we have some cross—communication. I think that many
times we have talked informally with the State or the County

as to what their views are'on a permitting action but it's a

real hot potato issue. Well, if it's your responsibility, you
make the statement. And with the number of factions that are
involved in every permitting issue, I think it is important

that the public as well as the agencies which have the legal
responsibility get into the act so that that maximum amount of
participation, like in everything else now-a-days, can be achieved.

As far as the permitting question is concerned, it's inseparable
from the boundary issue. We in our twelve pages of comments on
the "306" document, gquite heavily stressed the concern that we
had with the SMA boundary decision. We were more comfortable
with the statewide definition than we are with the present
“flexible SMA approach. Certainly, as John Bedish has said and
what others have said here, we must reiterate the importance of
the upland areas on the coastal zone. They are virtually
inseparable. As many of you know, the Corps has worked closely
with the Federal Insurance Agency on developing the flood plain
definitions through mapping and survey processes both for the
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coastal area as well as the inland areas. When you get a state
as compact as Hawaii is, you find that virtually upland and
coastal areas are inseparable from the standpoint of relatable
impacts.

The other area, of course, that all Federal agencies are address-
ing is the consistency aspect. This is the one that concerns

us from the standpoint that as long as we are in business in the
State, this is our agreement - once we approve the program

and agree to act consistently with that program as finally
approved, we must be prepared to meet all the requirements in
the program. We feel that as it is written now, the "306"
submission leaves many areas vague and unspecified. I don't want
to go into the detail of those now. ' I have a two page list here
of what we thought were the deficiencies. I think most of them
have been covered and I don't think I need to reiterate them
from the Corps' standpoint. One that I would like to mention,

I think that was brought up by one of the other Federal contact
members, is that the guidelines as presented do not address the
specific CZM resources and they do not prioritize the uses, nor
has an adequate inventory of the CZM resources been conducted.

We feel that this initially is paramount to understanding from
both the Federal consistency standpoint as well as the goals

of the Act that there must be some more specific definitions

in the submission before we can determine to the extent that
Federal consistency is appropriate. That's all I have right now.

Skrivanek: O0.K. Thank you, Bob. Let's go on to Mr. Crawford
now. He covers an area that is of concern to us as our Depart-
ment also has the overall responsibility for energy resources
coordination in the State. So I am sure he will have some
comments on how we might handle that portion of it. John.

John Crawford: Thank you, Frank. As a geologist I work in

the lesser developed islands of the South Pacific and I can
appreciate the concern that you people here in Hawaii have of
maintaining the environment that you have and not letting it
become degraded. We at the Department of Energy, and it used

to be the Federal Energy Administration as you can see from my
card, we now incorporate the Energy Research and Development
Administration, the FEA, the Federal Power Commission, and parts
of other agencies of the Federal government that were concerned
with energy. We recognize the need for environmental protection.
It is important and the Coastal Zone Management Act does a
great job of providing for that protection. But we also recog-
nize that energy is equally important to our existence. Each
of you have a car, I am sure, and you want to go out and start
that car and you want to go somewhere. You want to turn on
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your lights at night and without the importation of oil, Hawaii
would be in a very critical situation. It is our desire to see
that the coastal zone management program of Hawaii will provide
adequately for energy facilities in the coastal zone. We would
like to see more specificity in the program. If it is at all
possible, we would like to see spelled out the areas where energy
facilities now exist in your coastal zone; whether "reasonable"
expansion, (I say "reasonable" in quotes) of those facilities
will be allowed, and if there are new areas where energy develop-
ment might be allowed in the coastal zone. The need for oil,

as I say is vital to you. You are now locking at alternate
sources of energy - OTEC (Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion),

solar energy, wind, and geothermal.  Some of these might

indeed affect - and I say affect because under the Coastal

Zone Management Act, energy facilities that affect the coastal
zone, no matter where they are located, are of importance and are
under the jurisdiction of your coastal zone's wing - so we look
at this whether the plant be located at the top of the highest’
mountain, or be located at the lowest point on your beach, as
being a facility or a problem that is involved in coastal zone
management. As I say, the word "affecting"” the coastal zone has
been brought to our attention as one of the features of the
Coastal Zone Management Act regarding energy. What we would like
to see then is a better definition of areas. We refer you to the
Bay Area Conservation Development Commission program of San
Francisco in which they have indeed defined areas in which energy
may be developed in the coastal zone and have made allowances

for deepwater tanker facilities in their program and actually
stated many general areas where those facilities might be located
in the San Francisco Bay. Also under the California program,
which you might want to consider, there is an allowance for

a liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility in the coastal zone.

It advises where tanker terminals shauld be - off-shore tanker
terminals rather than on-shore pier type facilities. It allows
for reasonable expansion of existing electrical generating
‘facilities. These are parts of their program - not highly
specific, not in exacting detail, but they are mentioned as

" being important to the energy future of the State of California.
They provide for the study to define the location of where
electrical energy facilities may not be located in the coastal
zone and this is an ongoing study under the California Management
Program.

I would say again that we recommend that alternate energy sources
be looked at very seriously in Hawaii. If we have another oil
embargo, you would certainly be seriously affected. We think
that with due consideration to ocean thermal, solar, goethermal,
you have excellent potential for alternate sources. We lock at
this as a matter of trade-offs. You want to protect your
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environment but you still have to have the ability to start your
car, turn on the lights, flush the john. You con't do that with-
out energy. You might see it as a trade-off in your energy.

You've got it in your coastal programs. Where there is a necessity
for it, try and consider it.

I know that you have plans for expansion of electrical facilities
at Barber's Point and Maui and at this point if I look at the pro-
gram I would not know whether such expansion of those facilities
would be allowable under the existing Hawaii program. Don't

wait until you have site specific problems. If you can, try

to define what might be allowable in your program so that you
don't get down to the permit application stage and begin to
squabble about what does the management program really say

about energy facilities. I was advised during the break that much
of this is indeed covered by your local permit procedure, and

if it is indeed, that is fine, we would like to see that then
stated in your program, that local laws do cover ' enexgy
facilities. Spell it out so that we would know that.

In closing, I would say that perhaps if we coordinated better,

if we in federal government talked with you more frequently about
these problems, then we wouldn't reach the point of coming to

a meeting every six months and finding so much fault with each
other's statements. I think that as the gentleman from Maui
pointed out, how long can this go on? The soconer we reach a
satisfactory program the sooner everyone goes back to doing

what they would rather do, and that is not spending time on
buraucracy. We feel that perhaps if we would talk to you more
often and spoke more freely about what we see as to the possibilities
of energy and how it relates to the coastal zone, that we would
have a better understanding of each other's position.

Skrivanek: Thank you, John. Your concern on the energy there
was also discussed and mentioned by Carol yesterday. We have
done a lot of work in this area but perhaps it is not adequately
reflected in the "306" draft. Certainly in the area of alternate
energy and so forth, we have been working rather extensively

so I think that this is one of the comments we will have to

review again and see where we need to beef up our "306" draft
as it now stands.

Next, LCDR. Jacobs, has attended some of our meetings in the
DPED conference room. The Coast Guard is certainly involved in
a number of activities here in Hawaii so that perhaps at the
beginning, you might give us just an overview of the Coast
Guard functions, and in particular, the permit procedures that

you get involved in as well as your comments on the draft as
it now stands. '
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LCDR. Jacobs: Thank you. I haven't had the pleasure of attend-
ing the meetings in the past. I just came from San Francisco
about three months ago so let me assure you I won't be bashful
in making comments now or in the future. I did have the
advantage of working with the development of the California
plan over the past two or three years and many of the issues

in the Federal consistency area are issues that we faced

there. As I am sure that many of you in Hawaii know, the Coast
Guard has a very direct relationship and partnership with the
State and local governments in the coastal environment. Our
Federal responsibilities for protection of the marine environ-
ment, the prevention and mitigation of spills of oil and
hazardous substances, the safety of life and property at sea
including the maintenance of safe boating practices, continuing
the nation's aid to navigation program, directly relate to

the preservation and enhancement of the use and development of
the coastal areas. We view, therefore, like I'm sure our
colleagues here on the panel do, our relationship with the coastal
zone plan in the State of Hawaii as one of direct partnership
and cooperation, I think that the existing procedures such

as the OMB A-95 Circular and the NEPA assessment program should
continue and be enhances. We are very favorably disposed
toward this.

Having just come to Hawaii, I really haven't had a chance to
get a full grasp of the coastal zone plan as being proposed
under 306. Our initial review however, indicates that there
seems to be little specific problems. Certainly, many of those
we faced in California are not present in the Hawaii plan.
There are some minor technical points and we will submit some
written comments to you, ‘-Frank, to raise these issues. For
example, Carol mentioned in her guestion and answer comments
the distinction between the Federal applicant for a Federal
permit and other applicants under 307 (c) (3) of the Act.

There is an ambiguity in Hawaii's plan which we would like to
see clarified on that particular point. Additionally such things
as the ite specific permits that we administer in the Coast
Guard, including private aides to navigation, are something
that might be enhanced and clarlfled. But these are rather
minor points. '

I would like to raise one issue if for no other reason than

to get Jim Lawless and people who know who are thinking about
it and that is the distinction that is made here in the State
of Hawaii with regard to the Federal lands exclusion. Hawaii
is very different from the mainland in the sense of the nature
of title held by owners of property. You may recall by the
development of the Attorney General's position on the Federal
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lands exclusion that the question asked and the question
answered was "Are Federally owned lands excluded?" Here

in Hawaii there are agencies that do hold long-term leasehold
interest just as private parties do and we develop them with
permanent improvements which normally would not be done on the
mainland. I doubt that this will be a real problem for the
Coast Guard. Our long term leasehold interests are not of such
consequence that I think that it would become an issue, but it
is something that you mlght keep in mind in the development of
the Hawaii plan.

The primary concern of the Coast Guard is the same as those

of other Federal agencies that the guidelines in the plan

have to be sufficiently clear for the Federal agencies to be

able to identify the responsibility and comply with it. We

are very much in favor of the development of rational coastline
development and support it 100% and we want to know exactly where
our responsibilities are. We will be taking a look at those
guidelines more specifically during the next two or three weeks,
as I say Frank, offering you some specific comments. Thank you.

Skrivanek: O.K. Michael. Thanks a lot. With regard to the

land holdings, we have them identified where they have leases.

I think that Hitoshi Mogi and his firm worked on that portion

of it. PFor example, I think your Red Hill housing is leased
land, if I remember correctly. I don't know the length of

the lease. Also I think some land exchanges where made there
too. But this is an example of what we perhaps should be looking
at again. Jim, do you care to comment on that.

Lawless: We had some discussion on this yesterday, Mike. But
to answer your question, this is being clarified in the proposed
regulations on PFederal consistency coming out on Monday,

the same day as the program approval regulations. Federally
owned and Federally leased land are treated the same.

Skrivanek: Also let me ask, is the Federal Register coming out
on Monday with those as proposed guidelines or are ‘they
the final ones?

Lawless: They are proposed for both sets.

Skrivanek: And there is a 30 day review period?
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Lawless: It is going to be 60 days. The reason they are being
issued on the same day is because they are somewhat interrelated.
We thought it would be easier for people to review them at

the same time.

Skrivanek: Now, let's go on to Nevin Holmberg. He asked a
couple of questions earlier as I recall and Carol said No. No.
No. (laughter). Perhaps now he'll get a chance to respond in
the positive and let us know what his agency does in Hawaii and
the kinds of comments they had on the draft "306" document.

Holmberg: The Fish and Wildlife Service has a number of re-
sponsibilities as mandated by a number of Federal laws that relate
to the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the nation's
fish and wildlife resources. In order to carry out the object-
ives of these responsibilities, the Service is broken into a
number of divisions, The three divisions which are most active
in the State of Hawaii are the Division of Ecological Services
of which I am a member, the Division of Endangered Species,

and the Division of Wildlife Refuges. The Division of Ecological
Services' responsibility is to recommend protective measures

for fish and wildlife resources that may be impacted by pro-
jects that are either Federally constructed, Federally funded,
or Federally permitted as well as others backed by other Federal
programs. In this regard, we act in an advisory capacity to

the lead agency. We do not have the power to deny permits or

to stop projects that may adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources. The Office of Endangered Species is primarily con-
cerned with the protection of endangered species both in the
State of Hawaii, Trust Teritories and throughout the continental
United States. Our Division of Wildlife Refuges, the only

land controlling division within the Agency, administers those

" lands for the protection, propagation and so forth, of various
types of fish and wildlife. The only area of our involvement
that would come under the Federal consistency clauses would

be Federal refuge lands. Quite frankly, we do not view the con-
51stency requirements as being any kind of problem in our oper-
ation since the nature of the refuges here in Hawaii are such
that little management is required. It is mostly a protective
type thing, such as protecting the sea bird nesting colonies

on the Leeward Islands.

Regarding the comments, concerns and so forth that we have with
the "306" document, our concerns are similar to those voiced
earlier by other individuals in that we are concerned with the
changes of the boundary area. Biologically speaking, the
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uplands in Hawaii are immeasurably tied to the lowlands and the
coastal areas as witnessed by the impacts that upland develop-
ment has had for example, in the Kaneoche Bay area. Upland
areas that are subjected to urbanization result in increased
sediment and pollution loads entering the tributary rivers and
streams and eventually wind up in the Bay and actually can

go out into the areas beyond the Bay. We are concerned that
adequate consideration be given to the protection of not only
the areas directly associated with the coastline, but also

those upland areas which can very seriously affect these coastal
areas.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much. Now lets go on to Phil Macias.
As I said, we weren't expecting Phil. Fortunately he was able
to make it over. The end-of-the-year fiscal constraints

create this problem with a number of Federal agencies. I think
our OCZM people had some difficulty on this too. So we appre-
ciate your comming over to join us, Phil.

Phil Macias: Thank you, Frank. My name is Phil Macias and I

am the Pacific Southwest Region Planning Officer in the Office of
the Secretary of the Department of the Interior in San Francisco.
There are disadvantages and advantages in being the last speaker.
The disadvantage is because everybody stole your thunder and
mentioned all the things that should be mentioned from the Fed-
eral standpoint anyway, regarding consistency requirements,
Federal land exclusions, and many of those things. There are
advantages because vou don't have to repeat all those things

and generally by the time they get to the. last speaker, you

run out of time, so you don't have to do very much. But I

guess there are a few minutes to make a few comments so I

will use this opportunity to do so.

Under the National Coastal Zone Management Act, of course,

the Department of Commerce has not only the responsibility

for administering this Act, but also to consult with all of

the various Federal departments for the review of coastal zone
management programs in the draft stage as well as in the final
stage. The departments, likewise, under that Act, have got the
responsibility to work with the states to provide whatever

input they can that is of national interest so that these concerns
and this information can be made part of or be used in the
formulation of coastal zone management programs. The Department
of Interior has taken this responsibility very seriously and I
think, was one of the first departments to set up procedures,
guidelines and rules on how this coordination and input must

be done and to furnish the states with this information as well
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as with contact people within the Department with whom they
could work to obtain this information. It also set up two
coordination groups, one at the headquarters office in Washing-
ton and several field coastal zone groups in each of the various
regions of the United States. The one that I am operating within
is the Pacific Southwest Field Coastal Zone Group, Region IX,
which as far as coastal states are concerned includes California
and Hawaii. We are also providing assistance in this coordin--
ation on Guam and if American Samoa chooses to enter into the
Coastal Zone Management program, we will also work with American
Samoa.

We have at various points along the line submitted comments

to the Department of Planning and Economic Development regarding

various documents that have been submitted to us for review.

We have relied, as far as the Department of Interior is concerned,

heavily on the three resident Interior agency offices - the

Fish and Wildlife Services, the National Park Service and the -

Geological Survey. One or more representatives from these

offices have attended meetings to contribute information,

comments, ask questions, they have also served as our liaison

people because of the distances involved between the mainland and

the Islands to get some of this information back to our office

there in San Francisco. We have commented in the past regarding

the boundary question and during the early review of some of

the documents indicated that it seemed to us like it might be

a good idea to include the whole State in the coastal zone.

That doesn't mean that there aren't other ways such as have

been discussed here today to accomplish the objectives of the

Coastal Zone Management Act, the National Act as well as the

State Act. There are a number of ways which you can skin a cat.

But whatever it is that is developed, I think we should do

everything that we can to insure that it will accomplish those

objectives that have been set out in the National Coastal Zone
Management Act in order to comply with that and receive the

" benefits that you can derive from that, as well as your own

Coastal Zone Management Act and I hope more so as a result of

the discussion that has taken place here today, which I think

has been excellent both on the part of the representatives of

the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the State Department

of Planning and Economic Development and other citizens from

the Counties and these various citizen groups. It is this

interaction,; I believe, that will result in at least an

agreed to program and I am sure a better program, because the

democratic process has been used in arriving at whatever the

final program will be.

There are some other items that we have commented on that I
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think should be mentioned and that is coral resources. We

felt that the Coastal Zone Management program should include
within its provisions the safequarding of this resource to

make sure that it is not destroyed. We have commented on sand
and gravel aspects that I think are important., You are an
isolated state and I think that if you were not to protect and
use these resources effectively, and for example, deplete them
or destroy the means by which they can be exploited for
beneficial use, it would result in very costlvy importation of
these materials from the mainland or other areas. The manganese
nodules, I think although these are not located within the
coastal zone as could be defined by the territorial water and
~the land boundary, nevertheless this resource is located close
to your state and probably the nation at some point and time
will be looking towards the development of this resource and
probably will need to site some kind of facilities in the State
of Hawaii along the coast somewhere to either process this
resource or this mineral or at least serve as a transfer station
to get it from the sea to the State and to some other point

on the mainland. We had commented on the conflict of uses

of water in the coastal zone for recreation of all kinds for
fishing or for just sight-seeing, and we think there ought to be
some thought given to how you would manage these various con-
flicting uses so that you get the maximum benefit of the use

of the coastal ocean waters.

We have not commented on this aspect that I am just going to
mention, but it is my understanding that there has been excellent
coordination between the Department of Planning and Economic
Development and the office that is set up to do the level B

study for water resources, I guess it is called the Hawaii

Water Resources Regional Study, and this study is being conducted
under the sponsorship of the Water Resources Council of which

the Department of Interior is a member and in fact the Secretary
of the Interior is the Chairman of the Water Resources Council.

I am happy to see this and I hope that it will continue because
especially if the coastal zone boundary is not extended beyond
where its been discussed here today and your State being such

a small state and no area within the State being more than

29 miles or so, any water resource or development could have

an impact. I think there should be consideration given to how
any development of this kind can be minimized so that it does

not impact adversely upon the coastal zone resource.

We have a Bureau of Reclamation project that is on Molokai,

a water project; I would hope that in your coastal zone manage-
ment program, the management aspects of it would not infringe
tpon the purposes of that project, and its repayment respon-
sibilities as far as the contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation.
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Some mention was made earlier about monies that might be

used for acquisition of land and I think it was mentioned

that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation which is another Interior
agency, administers the Land and Water Conservation Fund that
could be used for this purpose but of course they would look
before they would approve that kind of funding to make sure
that it would be for example, for the acquisition of land for
which a plan had been set up that would be in conformance with
the National Coastal Zone Management Act and I would imagine
some other requirements that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has
to carry out.

Perhaps in closing, I would just like to note that we have

with us here today, Kathy Benjamin from our BLM-0CS office in
Los Angeles which is one of the Interior agencies and of course,
Mr. Holmberg here on my right with the Fish and Wildlife
Service. I think some of you may know Frank Hidaka of the
Geological Survey. He is here in the State and Mr. Barrel

who is the Director of the National Park Service in the State.
These people have been attending some of your Federal contacts
meetings. I think maybe that is all I have to say at this time.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much, Phil. With respect to your
comments on the manganese nodules, I might mention that we

are doing a separate report on that and it should be completed
at the end of the year. 1It is one of the areas that we have
been monitoring quite closely. We're running just a little bit
late. We'll take about five to six minutes for questions and
then we'll break for lunch. Dave.

Dave Raney: I am Dave Raney of the Sierra Club and Statewide
Citizens' Forum, I will address my question to Mr. Bedish
initially but perhaps some of the other panelists would like

to respond, I think the major reason why we don't have a
statewide boundary or a second tier that includes the remainder
of the inland portions has been very strenuous opposition by

the Counties to this concept. Much of the opposition as I

can understand, centers about a fear that if the program
boundary goes inland then along with that comes the opportunity
for Federal intervention which does not presently exist. The
Planning Director of Maui on many occasions has cited an example,
that the farmer in Kula on the upland slopes of Maui, if the
coastal zone boundary, our program boundary, not the SMA, but
the program boundary, extended into that area, he might very
well be faced with the need for a Federal permit each time he
plowed his field or that the Federal agencies would require the
Counties to require of him a permit each time he plows his field.
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This naturally arouses anxieties of people in Kula and else~
where as to the possible impact of extending the program boundary.
Mr. Bedish, do you consider this to be a realistic fear,
specifically on that and then the panel in general, what

is your response to the fear that where the program boundary

goes inland, that it will give all yougentlemen the opportunity
to exercise more power over the Counties than is presently
exercised either directly or through your insistance that the
State require the Counties to do things not now required?

Bedish: To begin with, Dave, the Federal permit aspect I

cannot directly answer on because I am not familiar with what
agency would be involved. There is a mechanism presently in
existence right now that adequately takes care of this and
really the farmer in Kula or wherever he may be should not

have any fears, and this is through County grading ordinances

as brought about by Chapter 37 B and administered by the

State Health Department. Under this setup there is an agricultural
exclusion clause in the County grading ordinance and it's worded
a little differently in the various Counties, but basically

what it says is that if that particular land user is implement-
ing an acceptable conservation program on his land, which is
acceptable to the Soil and Water Conservation District directors,
he is excluded from the permit requirements. This is one of the
aspects I think where when some people say there are adequate
laws on the books and so forth, this I think would be a good
example. This again is why I put so much emphasis on one of the
points that has been brought out here today, that if that
boundary is extended inland, as long as the special permit
requirements in the coastal zone are not extended with it,

this should not cause any particular problem to the landowners.

Lawrence Okinaga: I am Larry Okinaga, Honolulu City and County,
. Honolulu Citizens Advisory Committee. I think that there is

a problem in making that distinction on the local basis. The
cause of action section in the statute may preclude County
agencies from deciding on building permits if it affects CiM
boundary areas. A good example is where someone is in the CzM
boundary and his view plain is obstructed. There is a potential
development, a highrise and the County official will have to
make a determination at that . point whether he will be in
violation by granting the building permit. So, I think that
the distinction between a program boundary and an SMA boundary
should be carefully looked at to see whether there is in fact

a, distinction primarily because the State Legislature has
insured a cause of action provision which could be used against
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particular County agencies, In other words, the County agency
just before it grants this building permit could be faced with
a law suit because of, as I said, the view plain problem with a
particular building in the SMA which normally would not be
subject to the program boundary requlrements. But I think this
is an issue that should be considered in light of the con-
siderations that were raised this morning.

Raney: Before I yield the microphone, I would like responses
from other Federal panelists as to the potential implications
from the Federal standpoint rather than perhaps the cause of
action on a County body.

MacLauchlin: I would like to make one comment regarding your
question. When Public Law 92~500 was passed and Section 404
became part of it, there were many who felt that the Corps

was responsible for that concern that you expressed. I think
that at the outset, the Corps kind of resisted in dealing with
and in vying with EPA as to who is going to administer that
unpopular Act, and I know some of the district engineers on

the mainland were reportedly talking to their constituents in
this manner saying maybe it is an over-generalization that a
farmer would have to get a permit every time he plowed up

his soil every year if his property happened to be in a wetland
area. I think that in the spirit in which we have accepted

the administration of the Section 404 program, I think those
fears are overstated in the sense that for example in the upland
areas in Hawaili, there are probably very few areas that would
actually meet the definition of a permanent wetland area because
of the slopes involved. So from that standpoint, we have not
had any permit problems in terms of beyond the coastal wetland
areas as to this point. And I think the Coastal Zone program

in our consistency could, if they were specific enough, give

us the guidance that we need in defining what is a bonafide
wetland, We have has some cooperation with Frank's office in
doing surveys through the joint Corps 404 program administration
and the Coastal Zone Management "306" program preparation in
coming up with these surveys for definition of these wetland
areas and I think we have made a lot of progress in this area.

I think that from a citizen's standpoint which you are rep-
resenting and from the Counties' and State's standpoint, what
could come out of the Coastal Zone Management program would

be an agreed upon, across the board, government-private definition
as to what is a wetland area, which would make it a lot simpler
for us to administer the program because right now, it's subjective.
You: could swing both sides of the street if you want to get
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real strict in the area that gets 35 inches of rain a year

for you could say at the time it is a wetland area and should
come under the permit program. In reality, I think there are
practicalities here. We are looking for the CZM program to
support us in terms of coming up with the widespread involvement
and understanding that will lead us to a good implemental def-
inition for the 404 upland permit area program. I think we are
probably the principal agency that would have jurisdiction if
for example, we toock a real tight definition of the 404 upland
area. And that is what I am saying, we would like to avoid
this from a practicality standpoint.

Skrivanek: Ben, would you like to offer a comment?

Mieremet: I would like to ask a question. Mr. Bedish, you left
me kind of hanging there with a question which I think is relevant
to the boundary determination. You said that we do not have

to define flood plains in the areas, and I am not sure whether
you were referring to a specific place but, to me it sounds

more like a catchment basin or a watershed rather than a flood
plain. Could you define this a little more?

Bedish: It will vary around the State, but there are certain
areas such as the Kona area on the Big Island, for example,

on the west side of that island. Here your flood plain is
wherever the storm happens to hit. In other words, the water
hits the side of the mountain and it just goes down in a sheet
flow. One of oui problems as an agency, for example, in Kona
we don't have an erosion problem there to speak of, but the
flooding problem is horrendous and that flood plain moves.

I mean that the example that I cited, where we did have a small
flood control project in one particular area to protect the
small town; well, the next severe storm that hit, did not fall
in that watershed area, it fell right on the town that was
below it and they had the same flooding problem that they had
before.

Skrivanek: There is no defined course or pathway because a
lot of this is fairly new lava flow.

Bedish: One other comment, and I don't make it facetiously,

I mean it very sincerely, a lot of the things that I give

our own agency people at the Washington level heck about

all the time, and one of the things that we always ask our people
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that come in and say, well here is this particular memorandum
that you have to operate under and you have got to do it - my
comment to them every time that they come out is will you
people please go home and tell everybody else that we are a
little bit different over here. I don't mean that facetiously,
we definitely are.

I would like, if I could Frank, address one more comment to kind
of back up what Bob was saying on this wetlands issue here.
Wetlands are no stranger to me. My previous assignment for
nine years before I came to Hawaii was in Minnesota and if

you want to talk about a state where wetlands are an explosive
issue that's it. My assignment happened to be the Soil Con-
servation Service biologist there. I know what wetlands are.
Just to reinforce what I was saying about the County grading
ordinance for example, and also what Bob was commenting on the
404 permit, if we are talking about agricultural lands in this
State, there are very very few areas that I can think of that
wetlands would become an issue in this particular aspect. Most
of the wetlands are in the undeveloped areas and this type of
thing where agriculture is not a big thing. I might add also
that one of the responsibilities that our people in the field
have in regard to wetlands, if they are into one and they

are working with a cooperator, they have got to make sure that
he is well aware of what that is and what the repercu551ons
could be from that. Thank you.

Skrivanek: Why don't we take a break and let me make a couple of
quick announcements. For those of you who have parking tickets,
if you need them validated, be sure you do that at the regis-
tration desk and the Waikiki Historical Room is out to your
right and a second right as I understand and lunch is ready

now.
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ADVISORY GROUP PANEL

Skrivanek: Our advisory group panel is here, but I still
think we have one more member missing, Elaine Taira. Maybe
she will be in shortly. These people on this panel are
generally the chairmen of the advisory committees that we have
had assisting us. You have the list of names on your program.
I would like to announce there are a couple of changes. For
the Honolulu Citizens Advisory Committee, instead of Lawrence
Okinaga, who is a member, we have Scotty Bowman, who is the
Chairman. For East Hawaii Citizens Advisory Committee, Ken
Griffin was going to be here but he couldn't make it so Mr.
Ernest Bouvet is representing East Hawaii Citizens Advisory
Committee. He is a member of that committee. Otherwise,

all the other names are the same. Here is Elaine so we now have
a full panel.

What we would like to get from each of you representing your
committee is at least your impression of the draft document

as it is now and maybe also consider the comments that have
been made earlier by both the Federal panel and the CZM staff
members from Washington. I would also like to point out that
at the back of the room near the door we do have posted a
sample copy of one of the boundary maps; this is for a portion
of Oahu. Carl Smith, who is with the Department of Land
Utilization is here and brought his maps back with him; we were
using them late yesterday afternoon in discussions with the
Counties.

Let's start off with the panel in order in which they are

listed. I might also suggest that instead of having a break

here as indicated, that we skip the break and as you want,

go help yourself to cokes, sodas, whatever, which are back on

the table where the coffee was this morning. So rather than
having a formal break, just wander back whenever you feel like it.
Jackie, would you do your usual good job and start off the panel
here.

Parnell: Thank you, Frank. I am glad that you made it very
clear that this ordering is just the order of the program and

of the seating and not the order of importance. Because I
certainly don't think that the Policy Advisory Committee

can be considered the primary committee in any way. If there is
any ordering of importance it should go to the citizen committees.

I would first like to compliment our Federal guests in terms
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of their presentation and particularly in terms of their clarity.
I have some ex-~colleagues at the EPA if you are giving any
lessOns, . you could give them some advice and counsel in terms
of presenting things clearly so people can understand it.

The Policy Advisory Committee, as I am sure you are all aware,
are the County and State agencies with regulatory powers in

the coastal zone and it is hard for me to say that I speak

for the committee since the committee as you are probably

quite aware is divided on a number of issues. We have scheduled
a meeting for Thursday and on the agenda is decision making.

The committee is planning to make a recommendation to the
Department of Planning and Economic Development on the sub-
mission on next Thursday. It was deliberately scheduled after
this workshop and after the Federal OCZM officials were here

so we would have a basis for reviewing the submission. I can
just give my personal viewpoint at this time as the committee
hasn't met to take a formal position.

I am quite optimistic, because I see the grounds for a compromise
from what came out of the meeting this morning. What I want

to mention on this issue of the two tiers is the permits; I
think that the basis for a compromise is there because if you
do not have to have required permits entirely in this coastal
zone area, I think you have removed one of the heavy consider-
ations that has caused a great division between the State

and County representatives on the committee and there is an
opportunity for compromise there. If you can have an inter-
mediate, second tier that does not include the whole State

and in which permits are not required, that makes it a lot more
palatable. ' ‘

There is another issue though that that really doesn't address
and you cannot ever avoid it, and that is not only are County
officials concerned about this boundary for that reason, but
even in the program boundary, as I understand it, objectives

and policies of the coastal zone management act would still
apply and the key critical issue of State review of County
actions. I think that that is the single issue we haven't
totally tackled yet and I am sure we will but that one won't
have to be resolved and faced I guess you might say, not so much
as resolved and that is the degree and extent to which the

State exercised its. overview role over County activities.

And I also think that that is possible too, because if we can
clearly define and specify what the role may be, we may find out
we have more agreement than we think we have. Clarity and
specificity is probably the critical point.

I would like to make one third point and that is that there is
a lot of concern expressed here particularly from citizen
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representatives that it is great and terrific, and from the
Federal representatives too, that it may be terrific that the
State and Counties are working out their problems in terms

of the narrow coastal zone, but that they really did want the
whole state to be a coastal zone and they feel that something

is going down the tube on this in terms of controls and every-
thing else. I very personally and frankly was in favor of the
whole State to be a coastal zone myself. I would like to

remind everybody that the Coastal Zone Management program is very
important and is critical but it is not the only program.

There are a lot of other programs that exercise a lot of controls
and I speak very personally as the manager of the "208"

Water Quality Management planning project in the State. "208"

is going to be there and they don't care where your boundary is.
Itwould be very convenient if the coastal zone management
boundaries were set to coincide with watershed drainage areas

but as long as water drops on the tops of the mountains and

runs down to the sea, and there are erosion problems as John
Bedish points out, the "208" program is going to have to address
them regardless of the coastal zone management boundaries.

In one sense, there is a lot of great concern that if the coastal
zone management boundary is not deep enough, that there may

be some problems, but they are not problems we can't handle.

They are mostly administrative, institutional problems and it
will make it a little more difficult, but we are not going to let
the water quality suffer just because the coastal zone management
boundary does not reach the mountain tops, I want to make that
very very clear; we are going to handle it through that other
program. It will be handled.

On a final note, I would just like to say that I feel there
are grounds for optimism if we can work out some compromises;
that we can have a viable Coastal Zone Management Program that
we have been working on over the last couple of years; and I
encourage you between now and Thursday, to communicate your
concerns and interest to your County representatives on the
Policy Advisory Committee, and County committees so when we do
make our decision-making and recommendations that they have
the benefit of your feelings too because not all the Counties
are here.

Skrivanek: Thank you, Jackie. Dave Raney is the Vice-Chairman
of the Statewide Citizens' Forum. He and Aaron Levine, the
Chairman, have spent many many hours as have other groups in
examining, re-examining and deliberating on various aspects

of the coastal zone program. I believe Aaron is in Boston and
Dave is going to speak for the Forum.
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Raney: I was going to point out that as you can see from my
positioning at the table, I am also Hannibal's right hand man.
(Laughter). I also assume that if I misrepresent the Forum

the right hand will come down on me, so for my own preservation,
I'll-attempt to be balanced. I thought the document that was
passed out at lunchtime, the picture of all the things in the
coastal zone, was intriguing but entirely missed the point

and was very deficient. Although it had city limits on it, it
did not have a city hall and a State capitol within the same
-area and in fact that is what we have been debating about our
coastal zone for the last year or so at least from the Citizens'
Forum standpoint, and I think again today, we are honing in
more and more on the central issue of home rule and what are
the implications of being involved in a Federal program as far
as the possible encroachments upon home rule both by Federal
layering of authority if you will, and the State. I think

that within the Citizens' Forum, there is kind of a division
that is mirrored in a lot of the audience here, between some
sympathies with the County position and the State. I find

by and large, that the concerns the Counties have are shared

by many of the business interests including their concerns

over additional layering of permits and regulatory mechanisms
and added bureaucracy. On the other hand, there is an environ-
mental element and citizens that are concerned about the
environment. I think that perhaps at this stage, there might
be some concern that the preoccupation on the political aspects
may have caused us to drift a little bit from some of the
original environmental concerns of the legislation. But I think
what has been intriguing about the process of the Forum has been
the dialogue that has developed between the environmental and
development interests and the amount of substantive product
that has come out of the Forum in addition to the increased
level of awareness and communication between these groups

that traditionally have been opposed. Much of the substance

in Act 188 did come about as a result of the Forum looking at
objectives and policies, beginning to worry about the water and
the fish and everything, while the State and County agencies
were trying to settle the political issues.

As far as my reaction to the draft document and the Forum's
reaction and to the hearings we have had so far, I also am
encouraged since I think one of the shoes that had not dropped

up until now was what is the Federal position, What are they
going to require or not require., I think they have made that
pretty clear. I think that now the choices are layed out before
the State and the County players a lot more clearly than they were
before. I think what they have set out is a framework within
which a solution could be reached and I think we could move
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ahead with program approval, I think it is also possible that
we could decide not to move ahead with Federal program approval.
That is another option if the players choose to have it come
out that way. I think as has been true for many months, the
final solution to the dilemma that we find ourselves in really
rests with the State and County governmental officials. There
is just more and more definitiveness now as to what agreements
have to be reached, but I think that the ulitmate decision
rests with them and our role as a Forum is to urge them to
examine critically the differences that separate themselves

and try to move toward something that is for the best interest
of all the citizens of the State and to help through our guest-
ioning to try to narrow down the issues as much as possible

and remove what may be artificial issues that are more ob-
struction thah are points from a sincere desire to clarify.

I think the question has been what did the "Feds" really want.

I think they told us pretty clearly that our boundary should be
consistent with the objectives and policies that we ourselves
have set forth. They also have said that our guidelines should
be adequate. I think that from what I have heard, their position
is reasonable.

I think the other new impression that I have had today has
been that for the first time I felt the presence of the other
participating Federal agencies. I'm awed for one thing about
the array of power that was up here including the Navy and the
Coast Guard. Even if they didn‘'t bring their cannons I still
knew that they were around. (Laughter). What was impressive
to me was that these agencies that would be affected by our
State program by and large were urging a wider boundary even
though it would impose upon them an additional layer, if you
will, and would subject their actions to more scrutiny. They
seem to be willing to take that chance. Maybe that is because
they have their own Navy. If Maui doesn’'t already have their
own Navy, and if they did, then maybe they would feel a little
bit more secure about giving the Federal agencies a wider
boundary. (Laughter). I was interested in that and I think

it does point out yet another positive aspect of the program -
money aside - that it has provided an opportunity for these
agencies to come together as a group and begin to iron out

the working arrangements that we could all benefit from.

I would say that if we did not proceed with the program, it

is well that we keep in mind that probably most of the coastal
zone problems that we are concerned with will still persist.
Also the Federal agencies and the State agencies will also still
be here and what we might be losing if we don't continue the
momentum of this program is the opportunity to make all of
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these agencies that are going to still be here work to solve
the problems that would be here if we didn't have the program.
You can see that I have glven a very well balanced objective
presentation of the Forum's position. (Laughter).

Skrivanek: Now we will pass it from the right hand man to
THE man, Hannibal.

Tavares: Thank you very much, First of all I want to clear
up a few things. My colleagues refer to me as the offensive
person on the team and my good friend Senator King, one of my
favorite Senators set that straight, but the real truth is

I am the defensive linebacker and it is my job to prevent any
play from coming through that llne. (Laughter).

Also I want to clarify another point, when I got up to speak
this morning, for those of you who know me well, know that I
did that on purpose. I wanted to kind of shock the participants
as well as the audience a little bit so we could get down to
some real good problem discussion, which T think we did. I
think we have come a heck of a long way in the last three years.
We have all been wondering about when the time would arrive for
us to discuss things and maybe tangle a little bit with our
friends from the Federal government. We have done that several
times in the past and almost every time we have done it, we
have been confronted with new actors and so we just didn't

know how to handle these new personalities. Then, this morning
we walked in here and there was three more new actors that we
hadn't seen before. But I would like to say that they are

the best ones that we have had so far. (Applause). I was
especially impressed with Carol. I think she did a marvelous
job and Carol, don't take seriously what I said this morning.

I feel confident that we will end up with a program that we

can all live with. As Dave pointed out, the Counties have been
very jealous about their home rule authority and have fought
very hard for it. We are interested in the environmental aspects
of this thing also. We don't want to see our beaches and our
shorelines devastated and raped. Even though we all consider
environmental protection motherhood issues, we want to see

that motherhood comes about as a result of planned parenthood
and not rape. (Laughter). Even though we have had our many,

many differences, we have to consider the number of things

that we have agreed upon and in the very final analysis when
they ended up before the Legislature, before Senator King and her
colleagues, we had agreed on most of the issues and there were
just one or two areas that were very sticky and we had decided

-61-



to take those differences directly to the Legislature and to say
that this is how we feel and this is how they feel and the
Legislature gave us a heck of a good day in court. In fact,

it was the first time in my experience in hanging around the
Legislature that we were invited right up to the table in a pro
and con debate with the proponents and opponents of parti-
cular issues. It was good for us and I think it was good for
the Senators too because I think they got the point and

the counterpoint, the debate, the rebuttal right then and there
and that same night they went into a decision-making meeting
with us present and I think that was excellent and I hope that
that becomes a format on some of these ticklish issues.

I think it becomes very very close on how we feel about

the Federal position and it is my honest opinion that we can
work out a reasonable compromise. I think that this will be
desirable, What I did want to point out is that as Senator
King said this morning that without doing all of this to get
some money from the Federal government, my attitude is and the
attitude of our Maui committee is, that we want to come out with
a program which is good for Hawaii, that will protect this
invaluable resource that we have and if in the process we get
some Federal funding, fine. But our ultimate goal is to come
out with a good workable program. At the same time we want

to say to the Federal people that we don't want them to be
pickiunish. We don't want them to invoke unnecessary controls
over us. We are a very proud people out here in Hawaii and

we feel that we have come of age so that we can handle our own
problems at the State and local level. We believe that if
mistakes are made, those mistakes are easy to correct through
the legislative processes both at the State as well as on the
County levels. It is easy to change a County ordinance. It

is fairly easy to change a State law if there is good grounds
for the change. Our Legislature meets every year. Our County
Councils meet twice a month. So we have got the framework to
adjust as the need arises. 8o all I can say to the Federal
people is please be kind and understanding and to recognize
our strong desire to kind of do our own thing here and we
would love to do that in concert with you.

I cannot speak for my commitee so far as the "306" draft is
concerned because we have not sat together to really discuss

it, pro and con, but I can only say my own observation, that

I think that draft has come a long long way in meeting the kind
of things that we believe are here and hopefully it becomes

a very sound foundation on which we can start our final agree-
ments with the Federal government. For those of you who don't
know Maui, Maui has been a kind of headache to the Forum I guess
in more ways than one, and I have been kind of a headache to my

-62-



friend Clara who is part of Maui County but she is from the
Island of Molokai and she reminds me about that all the time.
She says you don't speak for me Hannibal, you just speak for
Maui. (Laughter). She has got some strong opinions which I
respect but we have had this real strong discourse that has been
a wonderful experience in democracy in action. As Dave pointed
out, to see the different factions coming together and arguing
and fighting and yet in the end agreeing to most of the issues,
I think this has been a wonderful thing, I can assure you that
as far as Maui Island is concerned you will continue to have
that kind of cooperation from us, sometimes with a little

loud noise but the cooperation will be there, the intent will
be there. Thank you,

Skrivanek: I think Clara has been a very good counterbalance.
(Caughter). I have always watched her as she has come over
here such as to our workshop last year. She has always
listened. I think she has listened to both sides, three sdides,
four sides, five sides of each issue and. . . . .

Tavares: One more thing about Clara. . . I thought I would
have no trouble with Clara because you see her husband was on
the Police Department and I am the Chairman of the Police
Commission, so if Clara gets out of hand I planned to go talk
to her husband, but the dog~gone guy gets up and retires!
(Laughter) .

Skrivanek: Like I said, I think we have all appreciated the fact
that she has sort of stepped back, looked at these issues and

she has formed her own opinion. This we respect her for.

So Clara, give us your observations again. As I say, vou haven't
done much talking but I know you have a number of observations
you would like to pass on to us.

Sabas: Well I know if there is one thing I have accomplished,
I have taught Hannibal that Maui and Molokai are not the same.
(Laughter). I am happy with that. (Laughter). I am happy

for this program too, because in so many instances, the citizens
of Molokai have never been able to get their input in directly
and it has always had to go through Hannibal. (Laughter).

We have always had to go through Maui.. In this program we are
able to get it in directly and that will really be a help to
us as we feel that we are really a part of the whole program
and we are not just being treated as "just a part of Maui
County". This program has been frustrating to be involved in,
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and yvet in fact, it has had many things that have been a benefit
to me and to the people of Molokai. Our committee has not had
a chance to review the "306" document so I am making my own
personal comments. I have come to the point where I am a
pretty confused resident of this State. We keep hearing about
the State of Hawaii and I can't help but wonder who exactly

is running the State of Hawaii. Perhaps we should be referred
to as the Counties of Hawaii because the Counties seem to have
so much power and influence in every program that comes up.

But I feel that the presentations made by the Federal people
here this morning helped clear up a lot of things and if we
don't come up with a good program it is really because we don't
want a good program. Coming from a small island like Molokai
where you can sit in one area and still see the mountain and
the sea and not get lost, we are really concerned. Using Oahu
as an example, we don't want those same things happening to us
on Molokai. Whenever I have left Molokai and gone home, I
look out of the plane and look down and I see more and more of
our island sinking to the ocean. It is just being washed

down into the ocean. Erosion and siltation and such are the
kinds of problems that we are concerned about and we'd like to
be sure that we continue making the decisions that affect
Molokai. I am sure that funds will be appropriated to the County
and we would like to be able to say to the County how these
funds are to be spent on Molokai.

I was told that I wouldn't have to say anything and that I would
just have to listen. (Laughter). Another concern I have is that
we are supposed to accept the SMA boundary and we don't know
what the problems have been in administering and managing the
SMA. We don't know what kinds of developments have been approved
in the SMA and what kinds have notbeenapproved and sometimes

I have wondered why there wasn't in the beginning a complete
inventory of our resources and a listing of the areas that we
are especially concerned about. Sometimes I have felt that we
were going backwards, instead of having all of these things
available and working from there and deciding what to do next.

But I would like to say that I appreciate being involved in

this program and I would just like to remind all who are in-

volved that Molokai wants to continue to be a part of the decision-
making process. Thank you.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much, Clara., Scotty, I think has been
involved from the bedinning of the appointment of the Honolulu
Citizens' Advisory Committee and I know they have been meeting
quite regularly because Joan has generally been attending all
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their meetings and taking notes and so forth, so I think Scotty
can give us a good overview of the concerns of this island as
compared to some of the other islands. I know that the problems
are a little different, the magnitude of the population is
different and this I think has in some ways been reflected in
some of their decision-making also. Scotty, will you reflect
on that? -

Bowman: Thank you, Frank., Our committee is a little different
than all the other adVLSory committees in that there was no
County support per se, so far as appointments went. This
committee was not ap901nted by the County. We represent’
geogyaphic areas on the island of Oahu and our approach to the
whole program was to get as much information as we possibly
could first. We invited all the advisors and everybody that
we could possibly get a hold of to come in and explain to us
basically what coastal zone management was. After we had
gotten as much-information as we possibly could, we then
evaluated our island, the island that you are now on. As a
result of that evaluation, we concluded three things. We con-
cluded, number one, that we should have the entire island
included in the Coastal Zone Management program. We concluded
that we should have areas of particular concern and that the
concept that was originally brought forth should be a very
practical part of the program. And we also concluded that
there should be State overview. The reason for these decisions
was what you see around you right now. One report that we

got a hold of said that 85% of the Island of Oahu has been
re~-configured ~ 85% of this island. We are very much concerned
with what has happened here and we are very much concerned
about trying to keep that from happening in the future. We
think that this is not an attempt to override the Counties'’
control of their respective islands but it is an attempt to
insure that what has happened here is not going to continue.

Our committee has met regularly and we try to stand by these
conclusions but we have had to modify them. We have had to
modify them because we knew that without modification, no bill
would have been passed this year. It was most encouraging to
hear five of the eight Federal representatives say that they
would lean towards the entire State being included in the Coastal
Zone Management program, Clara and I have felt a kinship in

the Forum meetings because it was two against six basically.

All of the other advisory committees lined up with the County
planners and basically put forth a united front. I am sure that
Hannibal's expertise in the Legislature was most beneficial

to his side and I wish that I had that expertise. (Laughter).



The luncheon speaker today talked about getting caught up in the
game. I think we were caught up in the game and the issue was
not one of a good Coastal Zone Management program for Hawaii.
The issue is what has been brought up earlier ~ who is going

to have -control - the State or the Counties. I submit that that
is not the issue. The issue is what do you and I want for the
State of Hawaii. It is not a matter of who is running the ball
game, it is a matter of how the game is going to be plaved.

I am hoping that the discussion that we had today and the clari-
fication that we have had from the Federal people will help us
get to a working solution. I envision that perhaps we are not
going to end up with the whole State, but I can see perhaps

that we are going to get an expansion over the SMA. On the
"306" submission, revision two, I think that I can speak

for our committee and say that we are not satisfied with the
SMAs being the boundary and we look forward to an expansion of
that boundary. Thank you.

Skrivanek: Thank you, Scotty. Let's move on to Kauai. Again
Kauai over the years has expressed different kinds of concerns
reflecting their unique needs and perhaps Elaine can give us
some idea of how her committee views this program.

Taira: Thank you. PFirst of all perhaps I can talk a little
about Elaine the person and how does a person like me get
involved in stuff like this. I guess it is because like any
big planning, they like to look at you and say well, we've got
to get somebody from big business and we have got to get this,
and we have got to get that, somebody from the plantation and
somebody from here and a couple of women too. (Laughter).

I can say that as involved as I am in community activities it
always comes the time when you are asked and you say that you
don't have time. When I was asked to serve on this county
committee, I thought, like all of the complaints that most
constituents have, we complain about our leaders and the people
we elect but then I always turn around and tell them, so
tough, get involved and do something and then if you don't
like it, well, at least you did something. And the reason I
am here is because I feel that if something comes about out

of this coastal zone stuff that I don't like, if I hadn't done
anything then I had just better shut-up. Me, the person, was
very strongly in favor of the entire State being a coastal
zone and was very well put on Kauai and I understand that in
the State meeting, I think they held true, but like in aill
instances we go along with the majority.
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The Kauai County Advisory Committee has been a very active
committee and we have had wonderful assistance and cooperation
from the DPED staff. They have worked very, very well with us.
We have been a very hard working active committee. We had
picked out every area of particular concern, discussed every
area all in writing. Now the committee itself felt that the
SMA sould be the CZM boundary. Now remember, I am talking about
the committee and we were all for home rule. While we felt that
there should be a lead agency, we felt that the Counties

should have the right and the privilege of saying exactly

what we felt was right for the County. And I think that we
like to be called, not the outer islanders, or outside islanders
or the other or neighbor islands, but we are a very unique
State. We are just completely surrounded by water. Everybody
knows that. We are always telling the people in the Federal
government that we are different. But it seems that they like
to dictate to us what they do for all of the other states.

For this we strongly disagree and I think all of the islands
are in agreement with this. ©Now on Kauai, when it comes to the
flood areas, most of the areas that are flood areas are ag-
riculture. The concerns of the committee is this, pertaining
to the "306" and the idea now, it seems to me after I came
here, it was a good thing I was seated because I was surprised
to be told that we needed to be more explicit as far as identi-
fying exactly what the SMAs were because originally we had
already picked out all of the APCs. You see, I get the feeling
that I have got to go back and do some more work and bring out
all of this stuff again and I am sure it can be done but how
much time do we have? I wonder how many of us have the kind

of money to carry out the plans that we already have working.
We talk about money, Federal money, State money and so forth.
We know what we would like to have for the Counties which we
represent. We more or less have our ideas about what we want
to do for the County to make Hawaii a better place. What are
we going to do without the dollars? We can have plans, we

can have meetings, we can have all kinds of things, but we
certainly need funds. And what I am saying is I agree with

the Maui people. We need money in order to carry out the plans
and isn't this what this is all about, trying to justify all
.0of this so that we get the dollars? I would like to see Kauai
get better. We are supposed to be living in a very unique
place, the wettest spot in the world, but we certainly don't
have all of that water available to us. We may have the only
navigable river, but already I see some pollution. What I am
saying is we need assistance. The State certainly doesn't have
all the money that we need. I would certainly like to see
improvements on our County. Surely we can compromise. Every
island says we don't want to be another Waikiki. We have heard
that. But let's face it, we need some development. But like
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Hannibal has said, we would like our Counties without having

to re-beach it again, and our beaches to be beautiful. The
areas that can be developed, certainly be developed and the
areas that can be kept open, be kept open. I am sure that we
are in agreement with that. As far as "306", I can't speak for
the members of the committee, we have not yet had the chance

to meet regarding that.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much Elaine. Now I would like to call
on Mr. Bouvet. I noticed he was out caucusing with some of his
committee members, maybe he can give us some of the ideas or
reactions that they have developed to the comments that have

been made and also give us if you can, your overview of the

"306" document. I think each of you has been reflecting that
they had not met separately yet but you will have this oppor-
tunity and certainly we would like to get your comments as

you can give them at this time without necessarily relfecting

the whole committee's reaction.

Bouvet: Our committee in East Hawaii has been extremely
active over the last two and a half or three years. It is
interesting when I think back to realize that in the beginning
there was some wide divergence of opinion among the members
but by a give and take process, I guess, and willingness on
the part of the members to listen to others and so forth,

I can say that today I am able to speak for this committee

as one voice as there has been a concensus of opinion.

The problems and concerns of East Hawaii are totally different
from those of Oahu. Unfortunately, Oahu has the majority of the
population and after all we only represent 10% of the population
of Oahu and yet we are seven times bigger. ' For that reason,

we feel that local home rule, the County government, should have
a preponderant position regarding what is going to be done in
the coastal management program. Hence, we back the County
people to the hilt. Yet on Oahu, as it has been said before,

it was really a kind of confrontation between the environ-
mentalists and the developers. On East Hawaii this condition
does not exist at all. '

East Hawaii is characterized by an almost continuous belt of
sugar cane from Waipio Valley, way south of Hilo and this belt
varies in width mauka and makai, from the ocean to the mountains,
about three or four miles. This area is under good management
and landowners there have worked extremely closely with the

- 80il Conservation Service of the USDA. Moreover, we are under
very strict control by EPA regarding point source and now non-
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point source discharges. Above the cane fields are usually
found ranching areas or State forests. These State forests

are Conservation area and that is all the way to the top of the
mountain. Hence we felt that there was no necessity for the
whole island of Hawaii to be included in the coastal management
program. We felt very strongly that by doing so, though the
intent would have been different in the beginning, I guess,

but inevitably this would lead to more bureaucracy, more permit
and more hassles. We all know that us businessmen these days
have to confront the Federal agencies, every day of our lives,
with EPA and OSHA and all that, we felt that we didn't want

any more of that burden. Besides, we can't afford it. . However,
we will go along therefore, with the idea of a special management
area with perhaps the idea that some areas of particular con-
cern, that should be identified by the local people of Hawaii,
should be included in that area as well as areas of danger of
tsunami, flood or whatever, I think should be included. But

we feel very strongly that this should be the extent of the
control. This really is our position. I think that the whole
committee, I have caucused with those members who are here and
there are five of us here today, we really have been impressed
with the excellent presentation of Carol Sondheimer and of the
comments of Jackie Parnell and I think these were excellent
remarks and personally we are very happy to hear somebody from
the Federal agency talk that language, I think we like it.
Thank you, Carol, ' ' '

Regarding the "306", first of all I was on vacation. I have
just come back and on coming back among some of the mile high
stack of papers on my desk there was this quarter mile high
document. (Laughter). Frankly, it was coming here on the plane
and the plane only takes a half an hour to get here, that I tried
to skim through that, so I can say that I am not very con-
versent with its contents. But from skimming through it and
from hearing what has been said so far, I think that basically
we are in accord with this. There might be some area of course
that will have to be changed a bit to satisfy us completely
but this is the extent of my remarks.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much, Ernest. I think as you can

tell from our committee structure, the Big Island is really big
and this is the only one that has two committees representing

it. This is not only due to size but geographical and environ-
mental conditions are considerably different around the island
and also with the distance, if you were to have one committee,
the travel time in distance would have been a handicap in getting
people to the committee meetings or moved from one side to the
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other. So for that reason, we decided it would be better to

have two committees for the Big Island. Mr. L'Orange is the new
Chairman, I understand he has succeeded Bill Thompson, who was
the Chairman earlier. Bill is now the Director of the Department
of Land and Natural Resources and Mr. L'Orange was the Vice-
Chairman previously and I think has been there throughout

the life of the committee and through its discussions so could

we get your overview and comments. :

L'Orange: Most of the things that of course were on my mind
mind have been said. I would like to say that I think this is
the first CZM meeting that I have attended that I am not leaving
frustrated. The last two and a half years at least on the West
Hawaii Committee and I would like to correct something Scotty
said. Scotty said the committees lined up with the planning
directors. The West Hawaii Committee certainly didn't line

up with the Planning Director. We fought it out among ourselves
and our position is completely independent. If you want to

talk to Doug Tom and Duane Kanuha we gave them so much hassle

and so much "run around” and questions and arguments I am sur-
prised they came back smiling to our meetings. Matter of fact,

I think I talked the most and argued the most. We had some very
strong feelings. Maybe one of the things that was interesting,
as most of the committees are, we are a very diverse group; there
are landowners, developers, private citizens, conservation

groups represented. I think after the first six months of
meetings it was very surprising that we agreed on most things and
our disagreements are relatively minor.

I can't speak for our group on "306" because we purposely didn't
review it because we wanted to come to this workshop first and
review it after having the benefit of all the information given
here. :

I think the reason I am not leaving here frustrated is because
I can finally see some light at the end of the corridor. I
can see a plan that can meet the objectives of the State, of
the Federal government and the citizens committee being worked
out. Remember, a plan is just a beginning. It is not the

end and I think this meeting today has been very productive.

I would just like to close with one thought, for those of you
that haven't been involved with oh let's say agricultural

land use problems and all the permits and regulations and
stuff that you have got to go through. I work for a large
landowner and T know what it is all about. It takes an awful
lot of time and it is very expensive, that is why we want

as much control on the local and the County levels so that we
can do things by a telephone call instead of a $50.00 plane
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trip down here or whatever.

I would just like to close with this one thought for all of

you that I have been thinking about as this program has been
developing, that this program, I think in some people's minds,
CZM is going to cure everything. Well, that is not true. Laws,
regulations and permits don't do that; it is only private
citizens, government and business working together and if we can
do that then I think we can meet the objectives of our program.
Thank you.

Skrivanek: Thank you very much, Pete. I think you have gotten
a good overview of the impressions from the different citizens'
groups so why don't we now open it up for guestions. Does
anyone have any questlons, and please also try to indicate

who you might direct your question to.

Ota: Any member of the panel can answer this question., I

think the member from Oahu mentioned that Oahu was strong for

the whole island being under management. We are kind of bragging
from Maui County that we have I think, the most land under

SMA management. It seems like ‘the concerns of all the thinking
came out with the minimum behind this 100 yards but then it
wasn't a cut and hard rule. And I just want to ask why can't
Oahu be the whole island as they want it. And the Big Island
people say they want it down to the very minimum, well fine.

Skrivanek: You are suggesting to have some flexibility by
island. -

Ota; I am just dlrectlng this question to the panel how did
you like the idea that one island can't get more than the next
or whatever,

‘Skrivanek: I don't know, that might be a good question we ought
to pose whether it 1s 90581ble.

Tavares: I think that under the rules and regs where the

Counties have the authority to set the coastal zone management
area, and will be able to amend it at any time, there is no

reason why Oahu cannot take their management line all the way up
to the top of Tantalus if they so desire. That is a County
prerogative, as it is right now in existing law, All the existing
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law says, as I see it is that the existing SMA is the SMA we

are working on now in the interim, but that the SMA can be
amended by the Counties through the County Council at any

time. So if Scotty can convince the Mayor of Oahu and the

County Council to do so, there is no reason why this entire island
couldn't be SMA. And if Molokai wants to do that with Maui County
and can convince the Councilmen, then I think that the Council~
men could go that way also. I don't think, Clara, you'd £find

me opposing it. I think I would be helping you if that is

what Molokai wants.

Hanson: I wonder if we could have an interpretation here because
we asked this very same question several months ago and we were
given an answer at that time that it may not be possible.

Skrivanek: Carl Smith, do you have any comments about say
one island maybe totally being included in the coastal zone
and others perhaps having a narrower one. What might be your
Department's view of this kind of a situation and what about
Oahu in particular?

Smith: Under 205A, Part II, as was adopted in 1975 by the

State Legislature and under Act 188 as 205A has been amended,
certainly the County has always had the option to set the

SMA boundary line at any place that they could justify the
boundary line as long as that boundary line was a minimum of

100 yards form the shoreline. On this island, with the SMA
which we now have, and I refer to the maps, we are all over

the place. We certainly did not stick to 100 yards. There were
a lot of other considerations. Certianly, I agree with Hannibal
that if the City Council had been convinced that a permanent system
as set up under 205A, Part II, should be applicable to the
entire island of Oahu, then the Council would enact that
permanent system. I think we would resist that from a Depart-
mental point of view because I don't think we reallywant to have
a special permit authority throughout this island considering
the fact that we do have all types of other controls which are
there through special use permits, conditional use permits,
temporary use permits, you name them. We have 21 permits that
we administer in our Department alone relating to land develop-
ment, not counting any State permits, so I think we would resist
adding more and more island-wide.

Skrivanek: What about cutting out that one and working it into
one of your otherpermits? Does that offer another possibility?
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Smith: I think that is something that would have to be worked
out in the State Legislature,

Skrivanek: You probably couldn't do it unless the law was
amended. :

Smith: We cannot do anything. The law is as is right now.

Bowman: In response to the question, I think one thing that
should be considered is why does the Oahu committee want the entire
island and I think that if you think about it, you might realize
that what's happened here could very well possibly happen on

other islands. So the reasoning that because it has already
happened here, make the whole island included, and because it
hasn't happened someplace else don't, doesn't seem logical to me.

Tavares: That is not really what we are saying. We are saying
that each County right now has the power to set that line wherever
that County wants it to be. The setting of that line will

depend a lot on what the sentiments of the citizens of that
County happen to be and convincing the Council and the Mayor

to go along with it. You guys could do on Oahu whatever you

want to do. If you want to make the whole island an SMA, fine.
Let Maui do its own thing and let Molokai convince the Council

to do their thing.

Parnell: I would like to go back to that other point again

which was cleared up this morning. You can have more than

the SMA in your coastal zone. It became very clear today, you
can extend. Perhaps what would be appropriate on Oahu is to

have the coastal zone management area extend further inland but
not necessarily the SMA and the program extend further inland.

I can particularly think in an area like Kaneohe Bay, you may
want to have your coastal zone boundary go further inland there
than it is now because of coastal hazards and other considerations
but not the SMA and again the same for Maui. I have seen nothing
anywhere where anybody has ever told me that it had to be the
same on every island, It is what is appropriate in terms of
those significant impacts:.

Tavares: Frank, I have to go catch a plane, so if anybody
has a question for me, let me have it now.



Skrivanek: Hannibal, thanks a lot. We always enjoy having you
here. (applause). Don.

Hanson: I want to emphasize again, we were told eight months
ago that this wasn't possible. The guestion I have in my
mind is, is this a Federal law or is this a County law?

Skrivanek: I don't know. Dave.

Raney: I have one hypothesis as to how that contradiction

might have come up. It seems to me that there was this dicussion
and I think it was with the Pederal people and I think what they
said was that you had to have a consistent set of criteria

for setting the boundaries. So you couldn't have a real skinny
one one place and a wide one some place else. However, I think
that under the concept of a minimum area, that if criteria is

set for a minimum acceptable boundary, which I think has been
set, I would be surprised if there were a Federal objection to
something beyond that minimum acceptable. In other words,

if administratively an island say found that they want to
declare their whole island to be within that, certainly that
covers the minimum and then some. I think what it was at that
time was a fear that there would not be uniform criteria and

that some islands might in fact come up with less than acceptable
boundaries.

Skrivanek: I wonder if Jim or Carol might want to comment on that.

Sondheimer: I'd like to reaffirm what Dave has just posited and
that the fact that as long as there is established a minimum
coastal area, particularly in terms of your own Act, then how
far beyond it you go is up to you to determine.

Skrivanek: Thank you Carol. Phil.

Macias: I would like to make a comment that possibly could
help this issue which has been controversial and perhaps might
continue to be controversial which I hope not, and that is why
I want to make this comment. There could be apprehension and
fear of setting coastal boundary beyond what you here in the
State and on each of the islands have agreed it should be

and also through legislation, the SMA boundaries, and when the
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mention is made of anything beyond that, all this apprehension
and fear begins but possibly it is based on the fact that it is

a "forever thing". It is my understanding that this program is

a dynamic program. It willbe acontinuing program which is subject
to modification when the need arises. On that basis, even

though today you may agree to set the boundary in one location,
it is my understanding that it might be possible later on if the
need arises to expand it to include additional area if the people
of the State and each of the Counties and on each of the islands
decide that in order to achieve the objectives of the Coastal
Zone Management program, this is necessary. Maybe this will

help to make it possible under the guidelines set, to have
different boundaries on each of the islands. On Oahu I can

see a more critical situation perhaps requiring a much larger
coastal zone than on some of the islands because the pressure is
there for management of the resources.

Skrivanek: Thank you. Any other comments? Yes, Doug.
Meller:' When are you going to get down to compromising?

Skrivanek: Do you mean, are the games over now and are we getting
down to the final goal line? I think the next step is and

Dick you'll have to help me on this, the next step is we certainly
would like all of the committees to review the draft, get

their comments into us. The Policy Advisory Committee is meeting
this Thursady, the Statewide Forum is also meeting Thursday,
September 1, 1977. As for the County committees, I don't know

if you have yet scheduled your meeting times, but hopefully

you will be able to do so fairly early so those comments can all
come in. I think we have new opportunities and new hopes now

and this certainly I think is very good and very refreshing,

So if you can get those committee meetings scheduled as soon

as possible, review them formally and get your comments into

us, I think it will be very helpful. So Doug, hopefully, we

can move a little faster. I think one of the reasons for trying
to schedule the workshop ahead was so that the representatives

of the different committees or however many are here can work
intelligently with their groups in explaining to them the various
sections of the subm1351on for those who were not able to come

to the workshop.

L'Orange: Wouldn't it make sense to postpone that Statewide
Citizens' Forum so all the advisory committees can meet?
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There is no way we can have meetings by September lst and there
is not sense in my coming to the meeting to represent a committee
that hasn't instructed me what to say.

Skrivanek:; That's very true. I think there are several
alternatives. Number one, I think the committee has already
formally announced that meeting September lst. Whether we can
cancel this late or whether the committee would want to cancel
that late is questionable but I think that as far as the County
committees reporting simply say that you haven't yet scheduled
your meeting and in the case of your committee you may not even
want to come to the meeting, I don't know. Dave.

Raney: Unfortunately I don't have the agenda before me to
answer precisely what we were going to be talking about at that
session.

Skrivanek: PFred.

Fred Gross: I have a question. We have heard from the Federal
people that they do not feel that the program as outlined in

the text that we have is acceptable. We've also heard that there
is an area of compromise. Let's say that the information gets

up to Jackie's committee that an area of compromise can be reached
by the Counties, that the Counties have changed their position.

Is there any legislative action by the Counties or by the State
required before the position which is requested in the "306"
manual can be amended so that it is acceptable to the Federal
poeple?

Skrivanek: Dick, Maybe you can respond to that.

Poirier: Basically we have the two choices we had explained
this morning. One would be to rely on the expansion of the
SMA in which case the various Councils would make that deter-
mination. The second way to do it would be on an administrative
basis. In other words, we could redraft the document and come
up with another type of boundary - something more than the SMA
but certainly less than the whole State. We can do that on

an administrative basis. We don't need to go back either

to the Legislature or to the County Council. 1In terms of the
process, we have not yet finished talking to the Federal
people regarding the draft itself and I think that there are
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quite a few other changes that will have to be incorporated
which are going to take time. So what we are asking now is

to get feedback from you as soon as possible, but I don't see
the document going out that quickly. In other words, it is

not going to go out September 2nd. Let's put it that way.

I think the quicker we can get the input the better. As to how
the final decision is worked out, we are not quite sure at

this particular point. There are quite a few other actors who
are not here today who will have to be consulted first.

Skrivanek: Jim Shon, you had a comment?

Shon: I was wondering if it would be possible for DPED to prepare
a kind of checklist of the kinds of decisions and compromises
that each group is going to be asked to comment on. There are

a lot of things in the document I could comment on and it really
would not pertain to what is going to happen in the future.

A lot of things having to do with the laws and statements in
regards to the laws, and whether or not they're adequate.

What I would like to know as a member of the Statewide Citizens'
Forum is just what is the most meaningful kind of input that is
needed at this one point and how to review the document in

light of those so that we have something to say that is relevant
and not spend a lot of time on little details. I am wondering
if DPED could provide a kind of guidance as to just what kinds
of decisions need to be made between now and the next submission.

Skrivanek: Between now and the next draft? I would hope yes,
that we can take all these comments and maybe group them into
subject areas of things that have to be looked at. I think

in terms of the boundary issue, we would probably have to develop
two or three alternatives, two of which Dick suggested. I

don't know how quickly we can assimilate all the comments

and get this to the various committees so that when they do
meet there is a possibility of directing their attention and
focusing in on these specific areas. I think that is a good
suggestion, Jim. Dick, do you think we can do that fairly

soon after further consultation with our friends from Washington?
We'll try it. Valerie.

Humphries: I have a question. Are the comments that were made
by everyone today on tape and will it be available to us?

Skrivanek: Are you thinking of summary transcription, not verbatim?



Humphries: It would be nice to have a transcript of what every-
body said.

Skrivanek: Dick what is our plan on transcribing the tapes?

Poirier: We'll explore the possibility of having verbatim
transcription. I don't know how long that would take, I think
it is probably a question of time.

Skrivanek: O.K. We'll try it. Any other questions?

Okinaga: Are the Federal guidelines in written form

or could they be in written form so they could give us some
guideline as to what is minimally acceptable, not only with
respect to the boundary issue but for any other issue by
which they may determine if they will accept the program?

Skrivanek: These I think are the ones that were published in
the Federal Register earlier but some of the lanuage is not
going to give you the kind of answer you want. For example,
significant impact on the coastal waters. Now what is the
minimum? That basically I think has to be a local determination.

Okinaga: This morning was very helpful in the sense that I
think the Federal people enunciated their interpretation of what
the regulation says and I think if this is the case and this
seems to be the case for many of these regulations, then the
interpreting official or officials will be able to set forth
the guidelines for a particular project. In this case I think
we have said something about Hawaii and I think it would be
terrifically helpful to get it in writing so that we know and
can avoid going through this exercise again and then we are
told that it is not acceptable perhaps not on the boundary
issue but some other issue. I think it may expedite matters
if we did have those guidelines,

Skrivanek: We are trving to get a complete review of the
whole draft with the Federal people while they are here, 'so
hopefully we will have I think, reasonably good answers on all
those questions.



Poirier: I probably should add in regard to Larry's question,
that the new "306" guidelines are to come out on August 28,
Monday, and I think this reflects the type of guidance that
Carol gave us. '

Skrivanek: This again will help. Sometimes it takes us 30
days before we get it.

Sondheimer; We'll send it airmail.

Skrivanek: Some of the other agencies in the State get theirs
a little bit faster. We can find out who got theirs and might
be able to xerox copies. This I think will shed more light on
these details.

Bert Matsumoto: From what I hear, the Counties are willing
to compromise., My question is are they (the Federal people)
also willing to compromise?

Skrivanek: Less than the flood hazard areas? Well I think that
‘as 1t was discussed this morning, it was not only just the flood
hazard but coastal hazards which were defined in our Act 188.

Parnell: T would like to add to that. Bert, it is my under-
standing that coastal hazard is not equal to flood plain.

Those are not necessarily the same thing because if you're
defining flood plains in the Corps' terms you are defining it

in terms of some other considerations in areas that are much
deeper than the coastal hazard one. But the key definition is
in our legislation -~ the coastal hazards as described in Act 188.
The key way to look at it is not all the other definitions of
flood plains floating around in the world including some of

the Corps of Engineers' ones. The key words are in Act 188

on coastal hazards. That makes a real difference. It is my
preception in terms of where we go from here, that the boundary
issue is the key issue politically and that by the Thursday

PAC meeting of the Counties and agencies and such we will

pretty well know how we stand. If that works out that every-
body can agree like it looks like we can agree, then we proceed
to know off all the other areas of this revision that we have to
make changes in. 1Is that a right preception?
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Okinaga: 1I'd like to comment on that. The boundary issue

is inevitably tied in with the legislation that we have on

our books. In the last few days, the Counties have insisted
that the statute that we have governs whatever type of new
program that we can get -~ that we have to operate within

that guideline in trying to get our program off before the

next session of the Legislature. I raised this morning the
question of the concept of the cause of action and it's difficult
I think to separate the CZM boundary form the SMA boundary. I
think that someone, perhaps the State of Hawaii, should have
this particular question researched and if in fact legally

this cannot be done without violating the State law, I don't
think the various Counties should get into the question.
Perhaps the legal issue with respect to the boundary issue
should be resolved first so that we could have a meaningful
discussion of the boundary issue at least concurrently with the
- program discussion.

Skrivanek: Larry, I think one point I would like to make is that
you said that we could not change that boundary because it is
controlled by the legislation, but what I was also hearing was
that we could have an administrative boundary, broader than the
SMA. Was that the general feeling of other people? Well, I

see some heads shaking yes and some no. John.

Bedish: Just one comment I would like to offer. I made the
comment this morning that a lot of my comments would have to

be from a technical standpoint and this one I feel is. But
before I make the comment, I would like to reiterate what I

have heard today in regard to this adjusting of the boundary.

I think all of the Counties made it very clear that they do have
the authority to do this, that there is a set minimum and that
they can if they feel a need, go ahead and do this. Now my
comment related to this goes rlght back to a land use, land
management standpoint, What is going to work on Molokai is not
going to work on Hamakua Coast. What is going to work on

Kauai is not going to work on the east side of the Big Island

or on the Kona Coast. To me it just makes sense from a technical
standpoint that in order to get the right kind of a thing done,
each particular committee is going to have to do their own thing.
I am not a legal expert but at the same time from what I have
heard here today, the law is there to do all this. That is

the only comment I have.

Okinaga: I think that when I mentioned the law I agree that the
County Councils in this case would amend because that is what



the legislature says, that they are to amend the SMAs. It

seems to me that some legislative or other compromise is

required and yet not endanger the program, particularly after

the Attorney General's office I understand has stated the position
that the SMA is the boundary. I personally would like to see the
boundary expanded. However, I can't see going through the
exercise to find that we can't do it is all I'm saying. Perhaps
concurrently with citizens' advisory groups discussions we

could have this legal issue determined as much as p0351b1e.

I think that would be helpful.

Skrivanek: Larry, I don‘t think the A.G. told us orally that
this is the boundary. The question we posed to him orally

was does the cause of action apply in the SMA, the territorial
waters and whatever interim boundary. As I recall, his position
was that it did not apply in an interim administrative boundary
as best they could interprete the law now and I think Senator
King posed a similar question with the Attorney General's office.
So I say orally we got this kind of a response.

Mike Kilian: I am Mike Kilian and I'm speaking on behalf of my-
self. I think the legal issue that perhaps you were speaking
of there is something I think should be resolved. I quess the
point earlier was that under the cause of action, a building
permit application would have the same effect as a SMA permit
application in this expanded boundary, so that the County permit
controls would be the same in either case if the cause of

action provision affects any new boundaries, I think the
question was has this legal issue been decided?

Skrivanek: I don't think it has been posed or cast in that
1ight before. I am not an attorney and I am not practicing
law right now, but my impression would be that if the SMA is
expanded, the cause of action would apply in that expanded
boundary. Yes, very definitely.

Kilian: So I think for the Counties to accept this kind of two
tier boundary, if there is though in fact a two tier effect
through the separate boundaries, that creates a different set
of problems for the Counties.

Skrivanek:  Are you talking about an admlnlstratlve interim
boundary or are you talking about the existing SMA when you
were talking about the two tiers?
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Kilian: I am talking about the expanded boundary that the OCZM
will accept for the "306" submission. That expanded boundary
which is acceptable for Federal approval, will the cause of action
provision be required and if so, will the Counties accept this.

I think that is the issue faced.

Skrivanek: Presently the cause of action brought by a citizen
against some of the public agencies applies only in the SMA
and presumably the territorial waters. Your question is if

we have an administrative boundary wider, will the cause of
action apply in that one and I guess that is Larry's concern
also. This thing I think we will have to check back further
with our legal help.

Poirier: It would not apply because the cause of action goes
with the objectives and policies which are applicable to the
water and SMAs. As such, cause of action provision of Act 188
would not apply to inland areas outside of the existing SMAs.

Skrivanek: You can see where our legal confusion arises.
Jim and then Carl. Could you use the mike because we are trying
to record this.,

Shon: Not to throw any cold water on the thought of a compromise,
but it seems as though, at least the way I read the bill, that
the coastal zone management area is completely a permit area
where there are permits given. There is nothing in the bill
as far as I can see that allows a two tier approach., So let's
assume just for argument that that is correct, that we cannot
administratively create another tier. 1Is the promise or the
hope that the hazard areas will be included by the Counties,
is that enough to satisfy the Federal requirements or do we
have to somehow legally find a way to create the second ad-
ministrative tier?

Skrivanek: Carol.

Sondheimer: There seems to be some confusion developing. What
we tried to indicate this morning was that it seems to us that

" the boundary defined right now is inadequate in terms of your own
Act. That it looks like the coastal hazard area probably
encompasses most of those areas that are defined in your Act as

-82-



being important. It further looks to us that within the purposes
of our Act, you can, if you have the legal authority or the
ability, that is, if you are not constrained by Act 188, you can
administratively designate an area beyond  the SMA that does not
have to be amended by the Counties to include that coastal hazard
area at this point in time. That in fact, while the cause of
action and the pelicies and objectives in Act 188 apply only in
the SMA area, but the State would have to demonstrate to us

short of having the SMA as a negative, that there are sufficient
existing State authorities that have the same policies and object-
ives as those articulated in Act 188 and that in fact there is

a means of assuring compliance with those goals and objectives
that exist outside of Act 1838. We have been involved in discussions
with the State regarding other legal tools that they have avail-
able to them particularly with respect to court actions, that:
could be used to insure compliance with the basic objectives

of your coastal management program. I think that maybe it is

a subtle distinction but as far as we're cdoncerned the SMA need
not be amended at this point in time if you administratively
designate a wider boundary.

Skrivanek: This is the networking, Jim.

Shon: But we cannot according to our Act designate a different
boundary because the boundary is the same as the SMA.

Sondheimer: That may be your interpretation but I am suggesting,
and it may be when it comes down, that your Attorney General may
say that is in fact a valid interpretation, and if that were the
case then we could not accept a wider administratively designated
boundary. What I am saying to you is as far as we are concerned,
we legally could accept a program that inlcudes a boundary that -
is beyond that defined in Act 188. We do not feel that we are
constrained to accepting a program that relies on a single

act, that there can be other acts incorporated and other areas
designated administratively as long as the policies are
enforceable and binding.

Skrivanek: Thank ybu, Carol. Carl.

Smith: It seems to me that this all brings up an area where I

am not going to have too much of a problem. If what we are saying
is that the existing legal structure of land use control for the
State of Hawaii (Act 205) and all of the rest of it including
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the various ordinances and controls locally, if there is no
requirement for a change in the legal authorities as they now
exist, that it simply can be demonstrated that with those legal
authorities the goals, objectives, and purposes of the Coastal
Zone Management program can be carried out, I don't think we have
a problem here on Oahu with going along with the "306" program
defined within those terms. However, we have a definite problem
when we start trying to pick up interim boundaries. I just have an
awful problem with the boundary as a line drawn on a map. We
have got all kinds of those lines now. An interim boundary

to me, actually I guess what I am saying is that, from my point
of view, we can then say Oahu is a coastal zone, there is no
problem there because we are not disrupting the balance, if you
will, between the State and the County, between all the rest

of it.

Skrivanek: This is the networking. (Applause).
Smith: Right.

Skrivanek: See, compromises can be achieved. I would also

Iike to make one other comment. The great concern about the
cause of action. Carol, help me on this one. The Federal law
does not require provision for citizen suit. It requires that
administering agency or the State have the right to enforce

those policies. This, I am sure strikes different people in
different ways ranging from Doug Meller to Hannibal as an example.

Doug is an environmentalist, he is very concerned with the citizen's

right to sue. I think Senator King is also. On the other hand

I think that we already have on the books, at least we hope

we have, those kinds of tools whereby the State can enforce

these policies through the networking system and more specifically,
under that same section 602.23 within the SMA as well as through
the cause of action for the citizen. I don't know if this
difference is understood by all of you. One is a governmental
action, the other is a private citizen action against a govern-
mental agency. Doug, if I use you for an example, forgive me.

Meller: Briefly, what this fight is over, is whether or not one
really trusts government agencies to do what they are charged

by law with doing. My contention, and I think there is evidence
to support it, is that merely having guidelines for government
agencies to operate by are not sufficient unless you can appeal
the decisions to another body. I think as an example, we have
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a law which was passed in 1970 requiring all Counties to pass
ordinances to reguire subdividers to dedicate lands for parks.

It was a mandatory law. As of this date, Hawalii County has yet

to implement that order. Seven years later. Complaints have been
made to the Attorney General as long as two years ago. We still
do not have an ordinance in Hawaii County in effect.

Skrivanek: I think that's a good point, Doug. At this point we
should ask Carol if she would care to give us some closing remarks
because she will be winging back either Monday night or Tuesday
and we won't have an opportunity to meet with her agaln so she
might want to leave some final comments with us.

| SUMMARY
OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

Sondheimer: Frank, I want to sayto everyone that I am really and truly
impressed with your efforts and your interest today, and the depth
of your perception and your concern about the issues that are
being raised. The statement I made earlier about the extent of
your public participation efforts is really reaffirmed by what went
on here today. Another thing I would like to indicate is I

don't want to get into the details of the issues we discussed
today because I think they are many and complex and you are

going to have to mull over everything that was laid out today.

I would like to just indicate that what we discussed today is
~really what we consider, having looked at your Act and your issues,
to be a minimum management area and that we certainly see the -
ability to be flexible beyond that in terms of how you define that
management area, how far inland it goes and what it states.

We certainly encourage also the Counties when they all are going
through the SMA amendment process over the course of the next

two years, to take into consideration those aspects of the

Act 188 goals and objectives that will make a management area

the most viable for achieving your objectives. And finally,

I want to say that while I think there is still a lot of hard

work that remains to be done here, it appears that there is certainly
- a unity of purpose in achiewving a coastal zone management program
here, that it is worth working on further and worth getting it
together and I think you all are there and that we certainly are
ready to work with you in as constructive a fashion as we can.

In that regard, I would like to respond to one of the comments
Hannibal made, to which I think we are particularly sensitive

and that is the fact that you seem to see a lot of faces from

our office. That is unfortunately a fact of life with govermment.
People come and go. However, those of us who are here today have
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have been with the office a number of years; we just haven't been
out here. I can assure you that the guidance we have given you is
office policy. It will not be changed on you. I will turn the
program over here now in just a minute to Mr. Ben Mieremet who

is the acting Regional Manager here and who is the gentleman who
works most directly with the State people and will be working
with you to give you some insight as to how we will continue

to work with you. Thank you all very much. (Applause).

Mieremet: I am going to do my best to see that thé story of
the Hawaiian program development is made to the Congress
perhaps through our annual report to them and to let them know
what really has occurred here. I think it is a measure of
success to the Federal Act. We know that you will work out
your problems even without the Coastal Zone Management Act.

It is quite clear in Act 188 that it has been done to meet

the requirements of the Federal Act and theh it goes on and
says however, we want to work on Hawaii's problems if it
doesn't work. So we're aware of that.

Just a comment with regard to the Federal role in this. We
realize that this is a voluntary program. We are very happy
that Hawaii has participated. We've followed it very closely
for the last three or four years and a lot of things are going
to occur in the next couple of months and I just want to assure
you that our office is prepared to provide as much of the re-
sources as we can to see you develop your "306" program
document now so that it meets our requirements and can get
through the Federal agency and public review process along
with an appropriate environmental impact statement of the
Federal action we will take. We are hoping that the financial
resources, the consistency provisions and many other provisions
of the Federal Act will continue to be an incentive for you

to participate. And of course we always like to come here

and visit you. Thank you very much. (Applause).

WORKSHOP SUMMARY

Skrivanek: The role of moderator and Chairman always gets to
be a Iittle bit of a drudgery at the end. I have been taking
notes practically all day on the different comments. I hope
we also have them recorded. But rather than going over those
in any great detail, what I would like to do is perhaps give
some of my impressions with my appraisal of the discussion

today. I think we have reached the point, as I mentioned
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earlier, where we are through with the give and take and

now we're ready for serious compromise. I think it has been

a long and arduous task. The meetings have certainly been
time consuming, certainly on the part of DPED, I think this
has been the most extensive citizen committee participation
effort that we have undertaken in the 19 years that I have
been here. It is a slower process, more time consuming,

even more costly, but I think in the end, we will reach sol-
utions that all of us can agree on and that we can say we have
consensus as we go before the County Councils and before the
Legislature. This I think is important. It is to me what
‘planning is all about. I think that from here on that we
should view the program not in terms of the Federal carrot
that may be dangling before us and not in terms of the question
of home rule. That won't be settled in this particular program.
It will be settled in the halls of Legislature or at the
Constitutional . Convention or some other place. But let's
base our effort on good, sound, sensible planning. Some of -
us have been unhappy with the way development has occurred.
There are degrees of sentiment about this. So I think the
clearest course of action for us to take is to move together
now basing our comments and review of all the comments we

have had today, on the basis of doing the best planning job
we can, I think then we will all be satisfied. So why don't
we adjourn the meeting now and hopefully you will have enough
ideas in your brains for discussion with your committees and get
us back your comments. I am very delighted about the progress
and the spirit of cooperation that was enunciated here and 1
think it was Pete who said it earlier, he can see the light

at the end of the corridor and I think we can too. Thank

you very much. (Applause).
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NOT FOR JUST A DAY

In thé early days of my teaching, a seasoned and much respected educator
of my acquaintance commenting on a flimsy lesson plan built around the morning's
headline said: '"Remember, you are téaching these kids for their lifetime, not
just for a day. Until you learn to discriminate between the ephemeral and the
substantive, use the text. Its content at least has the popular seal of endur-
ing worth." In undertaking the development of any program, it is the stamp of
 -enduring worth that we seek to mark on our product.

With the development of Hawaii's Coastal Studies prograﬁ for the high school,
the study of coastal problems has been transformed from a p#ssing topic in current
events to a full-semester course. Thére is a growing group of educators, both
local and national, who concur that understanding of the problems and techniques
of coastal management offers an ekciting véhicle for the study of political, le-
gal, and social dimensions 6f public resource management. Further, the problem
of coastal regions have speéial characteristics deserving study by students who

will be members of the voting citizenry of coastal states such as Hawaii.

HISTORY OF COASTAL STUDIES

Coastal Studies is a product of the Curriculum Research and Development
Group (CRDG) of the College of Education of the University of Hawaii. It is
being developed under contract with the Office of Coastal Zone Management (OCZM), Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Department of Commerce.
The Coastal Studies project has its roots in a series of events going back
to the early 1970s. Under the stimulus of Hawaii's then new Sea Grant program

CRDG began to explore with the Department of Education of the State of Hawaii
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the need for programs in the area of marine education. After a year of inten-
sive assessment, the researching body known as the Hawaii Marine Education

Council published its findings in the document Marine Education for Hawaii: A

Prospectus. The Council's conclusion was that with the rapid expansion of
Hawaii's marine frontier, a K-12 program should be developed to prepare
students for their citizenship role in caring for their vast oceanic legacy.

As a result of the findings of the Council, three curricular material
development programs were launched in'tﬁe fall of 1975: Reef and Shore, a
nature studies program for the elementary school, and Hawaii Marine Science
Studies and Hawali Marine Studies in Social Science for the high school. The
elementary program has since been completed and is presently being disseminated.
The Hawaii Marine Sciénce Studies program is now in pilot testing.

The social studies project w?s thé forerunner of the present Coastal
Studies project. In its originmal form, the program undertook to study a highly
localized area of the island of Oahu, Kaneohe Bay, with the idea of giving
students insight into coastal management issues in their immediaté geographic
area. This was an exploratory project which met with considerable success, but
its extreme loéal character limited its statewide ﬁse. Lessons learned in the
Kaneohe experience led to the design for the present Coastal Studiés project.

It was during the development of the Shoreline Management* matérials;
however, that the project came to the attention of people involved with the
CZM program in the state both at the Department of Planning and Economic
Development and to members of the CZM Statewide Citizen's Forum. Subsequently,
Grant Dehart and Dallas Miner of OCZM learned of the project and instituted

the negotiations with CRDG which led to the funding of the present

*High school title.
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;project.i

Development of the materials for the Coastal Studies program is being done
under the co-directorship of Ronald Mitchell and myself. Otlier project writers
and training staff include Greg Rhodes, Faith G. Paul, Ray Conrad, and Norman
H. Okamura. |

Monitoring the program for substantive accuracy and adequaéy of coverage,
the project has had a Steering Committee on which the following people have served:
John Craven, Marine Programs, University of Hawaii; G. Kem Lowry, Pacific Urban
Studies and Planning Program; Richard Poirier, DPED CZM Program; Ray Tabata, Sea
Grant Marine Advisory Program; and George Kent, Department.of Political Science,

University of Hawaii.

LONG-TERM PROSPECTS

Coastal Studies is now being pilot tested on Oahu and the island of Hawaii.
After undergoing revision in the spring of 1978, the materials will be ready for
dissemination throughout the state during the academic year 1978-79.

Since it has been designed to allow translation into its basic structure
the issues, topics, and'problems of any coastal region in the United States, the
program has sfrong potentiai for dissemination outside Hawaii. CRDG is pre-
sently in negotiation with CZIM to find fun&ing to support the translation of the

materials for use in dissemination centers in coastal regions of the mainland.

GOALS AND RATIONALE

In a curriculum already crowded with innumerable courses, it may seem pre-
sumptuous that a new program is being shaped for inclusion. However, in~looking
at both the local and national scenes, the area of marineveducafion has been
woefully neglected. ThiS'déficiency comes at a time when America's economic

frontiers have been extended to a new 200-mile fishing zone and at a time when
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great national and international effort is being eiPended'on finding techniques
for reaping the riches of the ocean.

In the light of this, it becomes important that students of today gain some |
understanding of the political, social, economic,’and'scientific dimentions
of the coastal and marine worlds. Coastal Studies sets as a goal the achievement
of this end.

But there is another neéd'addreésed'by the Coastal Studies program. Over
the past decade, a new'éystem'of compréhenSive planﬁing and management of public
resources has emerged nationally. Central to its structure is the participation of
the informed citizen acting in an advisory role. Though direct citizen participa-
tion in government has a long history of successful exemplifiéation, participaﬁion
within bureaucratic agencies'is an innovation of immense potential. It is a
fragile innovation which if not nufturéd'and responsibly embraced by a wide spec-
trum of our citizenry can in a short time erode to a dysfunctional anachronism,
marking only a passing period in history,

Those of you gathered here know the frustrations of participating in this
new endeavor, the hard task of learning the particular intricacies of government
and public inteiaction while'still fqrging the mechahisms of citizen participa-
tion.  There is a thankless side to participation, requiring a special courage
and commitment. Only those who hold a deep conviction in the ultimate stréngth '
of a representative process can long survive the blows of rejected positions and
the antagonisms of the ill informed.

As I look at this group, I am struck by the realization that there are very
few members of these citizen committees who are not in their middle years. I
worry about passing on the idealism which has made the new venture iﬁ citizen
participation possible. To survive, it will be necessary that the idealism and

the logic for its existence be passed on to those who are presently in our schools.
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It is only through the vehicle of curriculum that we can formally undertake such
a task.

In selecting management as the organizing theme, Coastal Studies has fo-
cussed upon an emerging field of practical social technology. The field of
management is sufficiently mature so that its structures can be described and
operations analyzed. At the same time, it is sufficiently young to be dynamic
and offer study of its developmental processes.

By selecting a management area that reaches info the community of students
living in a coastal region, it is possible to encompass issues and problems that
have the vitality of currency and immediate significance. There are people in-
volved in coastal management issues in both the governmental and private sectors
upon whom students can call to gain deeper insight into operational processes.
It is hoped that in years to come the participants sitting here will share their
experience and insightS with students taking the Coastal Studies program. The
only method of instruction that carries more learning impact than the account
of personal participation is'to become a participant. With models of participa-
tion to relate to, students will be far more likely to be drawn into the citizen
participation role.

Further, coastal environments are thevincubators of issues that have a
high probability of being of enduring importance in the lives of today's stu-
dents. Finally, the arena of coastal management will provide students withva

general understanding of models of resource management.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE PROGRAM

There are two strands to the Coastal Studies program which reflect the dual
role of citizens as members of both the national and local electorates. The
national strand provides a general perspective of management issues while the

local strand particularizes some of the issues and events more immediately
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accessible to students.

In practive, a general overview.is developed in the national strand. Exem-
plifications of generalizations are developed in the local strand. For ekample,
materials developed for Hawaii's schools inclu&e examples taken from most of the
other islands of the state.

In‘pnéparing-fof dissemination of the materials to the mainland, specifi-
cations are being written for the sélection and translation of local case studies

into the format of the program.

THE CONTENT OF THE PROGRAM

Coastal Studies is breaking new ground. It is undertaking to stﬁdy the
accidental and intentional actions’that have brought about aAneed for compfe—
ﬁensive planning and mahagement ofhour‘coastal resources. To give students an
understanding of issues and a sense of commitmént to and belief in the worth-
whileness of public management ofvresouCés, it is necesSary to provide a wide
range of contexts of study.

First, there is a strong aesthetic component to Coastal Studies.v Through
analytical study, audiovisuals, and site visitation, an attempt is made to heigh-
ten studénts' appreciation of the beauty, fragility, andAinterconnective char-
acter of the coastal environment. Amenities are studied from both an ecomomic
and a personal point of view. Amenity vélues are presented as a counterweight
to utilitarian values. |

Secoﬁd, to gain an understanding of the ecological aspects of coastal en-
© vironments, students are introduced to general biological and physical cycles.
Included is conéideration of the disruption of pristine natural systems by‘tech—
nological intérvention.

Third, to understand the processes of human alteration of coastal regions,

a historical view of economic, political, legal, ethical, environmental, and
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technological changes is undertaken. This is paralleled with study of the
changing role of American government in resource regulation,

Fourth, there is an in—deptﬁ.Study of the functions of bureaucratic agencies
with resource management responsibilities, This includes their planning, regu-
latory, and enforcement functions and their external centrol through the polit-
ical and judicial processes.

Fifth, to fix firmly the importance of management in a modern social
system, there is a futuristic component which deals with projected issues of

tomorrow.

PRESENTATION MODE

Over and above the usual textual materials, Coastal Studies employs a
series of techniques that bring realism to the classroom. These include
role-playing ekercises, simulation gémes, community surveys, and interviews
of community experts. The teacher is provided with a step-by-step lesson
plan, including scripted discussions, audiovisuals in the form of film strips

with sound tracks, and overhead transparencies,

"TEACﬁﬁR”TRAINiNG
Because of the new and emerging naturé of the content of the Coastal
Studies program, an intensive teacher-training program has been designed;
Few teachers have sufficient academic or eiperéntial backgraound to deal
with the materials without program-specific training. The first test of the
training design was made this past week with pilotrteachers from Oahu and

the island of Hawaii.
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In conclusion, Coastal Studies has opened a new chapter in curriculum
design by offering a systematic study of resource management. There is a new
imperative that the students of today understand and appreciate the logic
and purpose of government planning and management‘and, most important, their
citizen responsibility in these processes. The content of the Coastal Studies
program surely meets the requirement of eﬁduring worth. It is a program not for

just a day but for the lifetime of our students,

"NOTES

Included within the contekt of the talk was a report by Norman H. Okamura
covering the status of marine educatibn nationally. Norman, who recently
returned from the National Marine Educators Association meeting in Delaware,
reported that a joint agreément haé been réaéhed betweenithe Office of
Education, Sea Grant, and NOAA to pool their‘resources in the promoting of
marine education nationally. He sees this as a positive step, boding well
for the national dissemination of the Coastal Studies program.

Gregg Rhodes described the use of simalation techniques in the progranm
by presenting avportion of a citizen participation task force activity.
Faith G. Paul led the group through an exercise of the program invélving the
identification of coastal resources and coastal hazards through the use of a

pictorial evaluation instrument.
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COASTAL STUDIES

COASTAL STUDIES is a new course for secondary schools being developed as
part of the Marine Social Studies Project of the Curriculum Research and
Development Group, Cgllege of Education, University of Hawaii.

The program involves students in the ever-increasing concern for the wise
management of the coastal areas. COASTAL STUDIES i$ a one-semester, five unit
course. When completed, the course will acquaint students with both national
and local perspectives of coastal areas, their problems and prospects, manage-
ment systems and structures, and challenges of the future.

COASTAL STUDIES confronts students with a wide range of coastal management
issues such as the conservation of coastal and marine ecosystems; the enhance-
ment of coastal recreational opportunities; the preservation of scenic and
aesthetic resources; the management of waste water; incremental vs. comprehensive
planning; and the uncertain, ever-changing relationship between private and
public rights.

The most innovative and important feature of the program is its implementa-
tion strategy. In addition to the general, national treatment of the subject
matter presently being developed, curriculum developers from coastal regions
throughout the United States will be charged with the task of developing materials
from their own area. These materials will localize many of the important issues
and will be utilized in the COASTAL STUDIES course at predesignated points.

About one-half of the course will be case-specific, involving students in the
real, here-and-now problems of their own communities. Thus, students will be
confronted with broad national topics and specific local sectiomn-, allowing for
the study of both general principles and topical issues.

COASTAL STUDIES will begin pilot testing during the fall semester, 1977.
Inquiries about the program may be addressed to Dr. Francis M. Pottenger and
Ronald L. Mitchell, project co-directors. Course developers include Greg Rhodes,
Faith Paul, Ray Conrad and Norman Okamura.

The COASTAL STUDIES curriculum research and development program is funded
by the Office of Coastal Zone Management National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.

Marine Social Studies Project

Curriculum Research and Development Group
College of Education, University of Hawaii
1776 University Avenue

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

Phone: (808) 948-7779

May 2, 1977
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COASTAL STUDIES

A Marine Social Studies Course

INTRODUCING
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COASTAL STUDIES

I. Exploring Coastal Areas

In the opening unit students are introduced to major features of coastal
areas. Among topics briefly explored are: (1) the geographic extent of coastal
regions; (2) their major physical features; (3) representative ecological
systems; and (4) human use of coastal resources. Attention is also focused on
the natural beauty and uniqueness of coastal areas, and the fragility of many
of their ecosystems. The treatment throughout attempts to increase student
interest in coastal areas, and deepen their concern for their future use and
development.

II. Critical Prob]emé in Coastal Areas

The second unit explores problems that have arisen in coastal areas. Man
has not always used coastal resources wisely. As a result they have often been
depleted, polluted and destroyed. Six categories of problems are considered;:
(1) coastal water pollution; (2) destruction of estuaries and wetlands; (3)
natural hazards in the coast; (4) decreased recreation access and opportunities;
(5) loss of historic and aesthetic resources; and (6) overdevelopment of coastal
areas. Students investigate recent cases in their own locality and across the
United States which illustrate some of these problems. The purpose of the unit
is to alert students to kinds of problems prevalent in coastal areas today and
their implications.

III. Approaches to Allocating Coastal Resources

Are coastal resources being allocated equitably and in the best interests
of society? Who decides? 1In the third unit students explore some of the ways
coastal resources have been allocated over the years. In particular, they
consider how the market system has allocated resources, look at early efforts of
government to regulate the functioning of the market system, and examine current
pressures for a more balanced, long-range approach to coastal resource allocation.

IV. Institutional Processes in Coastal Management

Current efforts to protect coastal resources are focusing on comprehensive
planning and management for coastal areas. 1In this unit students are introduced
to some of the basic functions of planning and management. Among those
considered are: (1) goal setting; (2) identification of coastal boundaries;

(3) designation of permissable uses; (4) agency coordination; and (5) streamlining
of permit processes. Special consideration is given to the way institutions
interact and the need to understand and coordinate their actions. Emphasized
throughout is the potential of comprehensive planning and management for solving
coastal problems and preserving and protecting coastal areas.

V. The Future of Coastal Areas

In this concluding unit of the course, projections for new and increasing
demands on coastal areas in the forseeable future are explored. Energy demands
and the need for minerals are highlighted. Emphasis is placed on the importance
of present decisions for the long term availability of coastal resources. The
basic issue of how to balance use with conservation underlies the entire study.
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How many coastal zone uses can you identify?




ATTENDANCE LIST

HAWAII COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
'"306'" PROGRAM SUBMISSION WORKSHOP

August 26-27, 1977

Sheraton-Waikiki Hotel
Honolulu, Hawaii

EAST HAWAIT CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Ernest Bouvet Bill Reich
Danielle Fellows Yukio Shiigi

Dorothy Hirowatari

WEST HAWAII CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Ed Crook Pete L'Orange
Kela Holt Elizabeth Von Beck

MAUI CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Jack Crouse Shuji Seki
Michael Minn Charles Street
Tom Mizoguchi Hannibal Tavares
Charles Ota

MOLOKAI CITIZENS: ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Louis Hao Clara Sabas

Alfred Oshiro

KAUAI CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITIEE
Potenciano Augustin Bill Nesmith

Philip Conrad Elaine Taira
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HONOLULU CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Evarts Fox Larry Okinaga
Fred Gross | Scotty Bowman
Creighton Mattoon \ 'Donald Hanson

Snookie Mello

STATEWIDE CITIZENS FORUM

Edward Aotani Kathy Lyman
Hans Bertsch | Dorothy Marsh
Richard H. Cox Doug Meller
Donna Duran : - Mike Miufa
Charles Farr | Dave Raney
Valerie Humphries _ _ Jim Shon
George Joy ‘ ~ Bud Vuillemot

Harold P. Luscomb

POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Ann Kawasaki William Sager
Senator Jean King Carl Smith

Jackie Parnell

FEDERAL ADVISORY CONTACTS GROUP

U.S. Air Force

Richard Gordon
Harold Chun

U.S. Navy
Captain R.P. Nystedt

Mike Kilian
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FEDERAL ADVISORY CONTACTS GROUP (Cont.)

U.S. Coast Guard
Lt. James S. Carmichael
LCDR Michael J. Jacobs

Tim Titus

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer

Bob MacLauchlin

U.S. Department of the Interior

F.G. "Phil" Macias

Bureau of Land Management
Pacific Outer Continental Shelf Office

Kathleen N. Benjamin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Nevin Holmberg

U.S. Soil Conservation Service

John W. Bedish

Federal Energy Administration

John E, Crawford

National Marine Fisheries Service

John Naughton

National Weather Service

Saul Price

Bureau of Mines

Robert A, Miller
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FEDERAL ADVISORY CONTACTS GROUP (Cont.)

U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Office of Coastal Zone Management

Carol Sondheimer

Program Development Officer

Jim Lawless

Ben Mieremet

Pacific Region

COUNTY LIAISONS

Assistant General Counsel

Acting Regional Manager

‘Sonia Juvik - Hawaii County

Wally Matsunami - Hawaii County

Bert Matsumoto - Kauai County

Hideto Kono
Frank Skrivanek
Shoji Kato
Richard Poirier
Doug Tom
Rosella Sussman
Michael Munekiyo
Joan Yim

Pat Ribellia

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

-105-

John Min - Maui County

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND

Darrell Yagodich
Chuck Carole
Paul Schwind
Abe Mitsuda
Eileen Yee
Debbie Honda
Lisa Mezurashi

Sheila Yamamoto



PROGRAM CONSULTANTS

Pacific Urban Studies and Planning Program
University of Hawaii

Tom Dinell Bob Stanfield

Kem Lowry

Dr. Daniel Mandelker

John Holmstrom Robbie Alm

A.J. Catanese and Associates

Anthony Catanese Alan Steiss

Pat Stanley

Electromagnetic Systems Laboratories, Inc.

Larry Chime

H., Mogi Planning and Research, Inc.

Hitoshi Mogi

U.H. Sea Grant Marine Advisory Program

Debbie Lee Ray Tabata

OBSERVERS

Jeff Chang
Maui County Planning Department

Susan L. Cadavona
Kauai County Planning Department

John Whalen
Department of Land Utilization, City and County of Honolulu

Ralph Field
Ocean Islands Coordinating Project for Coastal Zone Management

Mary Kagawa
State Department of Budget and Finance
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OBSERVERS (Cont.)

Adele Kimura .
State Department of Budget and Finance

Millie Kim
House Majority Research Office

Steve Shinn
House Majority Research Office

Frank Pottenger
U.H. Curriculum Research and Development Group (CRDG)

Norman Ckamura
CRDG

Gregory Rhodes
CRDG

Faith Paul
CRDG

Muriel Roberts ;
League of Women Voters

Will Sandburn
Leeward Hawaii Planning Conference

Carla Rayacich
Honolulu Magazine

Bill Dickson
Flying Tiger Line

Christine Meller
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