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The present emphasis of coastal Planning programs on environmental
Protection and economic development fails to five broader consideration to
social equity and social values. Because of this inadequate consideration
of social values, many poliecies developed for environmental protection or
economic development of ccastal resources may be socially regressive. The

vironmental or economic policies op when reviewing projects proposing toe

locate in the Coastal zone. A check list ig developed to relate the socio-
economic impacts identified to information and methods hecessary for impact

dssessment,

environmental resources, economic development of toastal resources (o}l

fisheries, shipping), or a combination of these two objectives.l Few

€conomic programs to the sectors of society which use ¢oastal resources
and experience coastal environments., The few coastal planning or case
studies that deal with socio-economic issues are limited in scope, usually
concentrating on traditional factors such as demographic characteristics,
employment, and per capita regional income.2 Questions of social equity
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{the distributional effects of coastal land use policies on social
proups) are seldom raised; and if raised at all, remain unanswered.

The primary objective of most of the current coastal planning
programs appears to be environmental protection.3 (The guidelines of
the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 may reinforce this environmental
emphasis.)u It is well recognized that concern for environmental pro-
tection arose (in part) from environmental degradation produced by past
emphasis on economic development of coastal areas and resources. Past
emphasis on economic objectives resulted in degradation of environmental
quality, which has, in turn, led to the new emphasis on environmental
protection and restoration objectives. The question now appears to be
to what extent will the present emphasis on environmental quality pro-
duce socially regressive effects and possibly generate a political back-
lash.

The California Comprehensive Ocean Area Plan (COAP) was criticized
by the California Advisory Commission on Marine and Coastal Resources on
the basis that the plan, while emphasizing environmental pelicies, failed
to include any policies pertaining to social equity.

The questions of who bears the costs and who receives the henefits
of coastal resource policies should be taken into account in all
resource allocation decisions. Unless such concern with the
question of social equity is introduced into decision making,

it is possible that the ultimate effect, both market pressures

and environmental policies, could produce a situation in which
opportunities to recreate and reside along the coast are limited
to a small percentage of the state's population.

During the 1972 campaign surrounding the voter initiated California
Coastal Zone Conservation Act (the major intent of the Act is clearly en-
vironmental protection) the intepest groups for economic development of

the coast (real estate, construction trades, petroleum industry, tourist

commercial developers, port developers) repeatedly raised the issue that
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the act would produce socially regressive effects. The Act was drafted
and included on the California ballot as an initiative (Proposition 20).

The beach belongs to you -- don't lock it up -~ vote no on
proposition 20,
Message on 500 billboards paid for by
Citizens Against the Coastal Initiative

Loss of millions of dollars and thousands of jobs in needed de-

velopment projects, jobs especially important to racial and

economic mincrities in the construction industry....Will the

elitists who would grab our coastline for their OWn purposes

then be after our mountains, our lakes and st{reams, our farm

lands?
Brochure signed by: the president of the
State Building and Construction Trades
Council of California; a former Mayor of
San Francisco; Lxecutive Secretary and
Treasurer Fisherman's and Allied Workers
Union, ILWU.

s

Only a favored few would benefit from the coastal "deep freeze' [the
Act], those with the physical and monetary resources to enjoy the
beaches by back-packing and horsehack riding and who would "lock up”
the beaches from the general public; and those owners of established
beach homes in exclusive areas whose property values would increase
when people of moderate means are prohibited from sharing amenities.

Brochure -- Citizens Against the Coastal
Initiative

Proponents for economic development of the coast may obvicusly
raise concerns for social equity as a smokescreen to conceal theirp real
motivations of self-interest. Whether the motivation to raise questions
of social equity is genuine or only a political strategy, the act of
posing such queétions is a very real and effective means of arguing
against coastal planning policies (either environmental or economic in
nature}. The use of social equity questions as a political Stratepy
strongly suggests that research will be needed to determine the actual
type and incidence of social impact that may be generated by environmental

and economic policies of a coastal management plan,
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Based on a review of the California coastal planning 1iteratur'eB

. . . . s . 7 .
and social equity and social indicators literature, some of the major
socio-economic issues to consider in coastal pPlanning will include: the
mix of employment or industry within coastal zone communities, the mix of
permanent vs. visitor oriented population and related land uses, the mix
of recreational opportunities provided by the public sector, and the in-
cidence of costs for provision of public services provided by a policy
or proiject,

One recent example where social equity was expressly considered
is the state Coastal Commission's approval of a recreation and vehicle
campground project, based in large part on the following policy:

Uses of land in the coastal zone rthat can benefit many people =
should have preference over uses that benefit a few. Or more

precisely, when a piece of land is not proposed for public

acquisition and is thus almost certain to be developed, should

1t be used for housing -- of benefit primarily to the residents

of the housing -- or should encouragement be given to vacation

or similarly temporary uses, such as resorts, hotels, rental

units, and recreational vehicle parks, that will allow many
more people to enjoy the amenities of the coastal zone,8

Problems of Considering Social Equity

Numerous difficulties will be encountered in the attempt to in-
c¢lude social equity considerations in coastal planning programs. .In order
to make the social equity concept an operative analytical tool society may
be viewed as a composition of interest groups (e.g., recreation, industrial,
home owner interest groups) and socio-economic groups (e.g., ethnic, in-
come, education gr'oups).9 An initial problem will be to define the compo-
sition and geographic distribution of interest and socio-economic groups
within the coastal zone.lo

A second problem will be motivating the minority groups, particularly

unorganized groups that will be affected by a coastal policy or project.
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Many socially affected groups may perceive other related problems (e.g.,
poverty) as their major concern and not be willing to participate in the
resolution of problems which seem mcre remote. For example, in recent
meetings concerning the Golden Gate National Recreation Area near San
Francisco, inner ¢ity residents were actively encouraged to participate --
the response was negligible.

The transactions costs arising from the inclusion of social equity
considerations could be a considerable expense, particularly if equity con-
cerns are expressed through hearings and public meetings. Hearings and
public meetings may produce considerable delays and generate counterproduc-
tive arguments, possibly alienating and frustrating various minority groups
or setting one population or user group against another.

This problem will be especially acute in coastal zone planning
programs that operate under legislatively defined deadlines (such as
California Coastal Zone Conservation Act). Public participation in dis-
cussion of social equity may tend to prolong debate and make such deadlines
impossible to meet. A secondary result of the time delay by publie participa-
tion may be the diffusion of commitment by interest groups and alteration
of their membership.

Due to these problems, most successful environmental planning pro-
grams have tended to avoid the evaluation of social issues for political
expediency. Fér example, the result of the recent Lake Tahoe Planning
Agency environmental protection policies is that housing for service
workers cannot be provided within the basin and service workers must
commute from areas éutside the basin, often from the Nevada side of the
Sierra Hountains.ll Similarly, the Bay Conservation and Development Com-

mission in formulating its plan for San Francisco Bay did not consider
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the social impact of excluding relatively cheap housing and industrial

sites which could be provided on bay fill.12

Process for Inclusion of Social Equity

It is the opinion of the authors that the following process can
provide for the consideration of social impacts in a coastal planning pro-
gram and resolution of some of the problems outlined above. The four steps
in this process include:

- identify the social impacts that may be oceurring (based on
case studies, literature raview, professional judgment)

- determine the extent to which the impacts identified are
actually occurring and the incidence of effects on specific
social groups (many impacts identified by conservation or
development interests appear to be more hypothetical than
real). -
- compare the social impacts to environmental and economic
factors in a manner that will allow the explication of trade-
offs between social, economic, and envirommental values for a
given coastal planning policy. (The final guidelines issued
by the Water Resources Council recommend this approach. }13
- develop strategies to implement the mix of social, economic,
and environmental values that have been determined. (Strategies
for increasing the regard for social values could include property
tax readjustment, land use regulations, differential user tax.)
Recently the planning staff of the State [Californial Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission expressed concern that social equity was not
being considered in the review of projects by the Coastal Commission.lq
Based upon an analysis of the content of California coastal planning studiesl5
the authors prepared a checklist of socio-economic impacts that could be
produced by proposed projects. (The first step in the process, outlined
above.) It should be noted that the impacts identified do not comprise a
definitive listing. Step two of the process, determining the actual oc-

currence of Impact, should indicate modifications in the scope and defini-

tions of the present listing of socic-economic considerations.
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Determining the actual occurrence of socio-economic impacts will
require considerable new research. TIew empirical studies on socio-economic
impacts in coastal zone situations have been conducted. An exception to
the lack of relevant case studies is the research being conducted on the
socio-economic impacts of developing Marina del Rey (Los Angeles County).
One study examines land use changes generated by the development of the
marina. The analysis relates the change in use surrounding the marina to
alterations in the types of user groups and the socio-economic composition
of the community.16 Another study traces the history of policy development
concerning Marina del Rey, and shows how the stated policies are benefitting
a limited set of socic-economic gr\oups.l7 Presently a number of graduate
students affiliated with our research program are endeavoring to determine
the actual effects the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act has had on
assessed valuation of property, building trades .employment, and local com-
munity identity.

The checklist of socio-economic considerations (Figure 1) relates
the listing of potential impacts (left column) to information and methods
required for determining the degree and extent of impact {center column).
We have purposely limited the scope of impact assessment information and
methods to those types which could be applied to most situations on the
California coast.

The information identified in the checklist might be compiled in
the environmental impact report (as required by the California Environmental
Quality Act) or project staff report, either by the commission staff, the
responsible local agency in which the project is located, or requested of

the project proponent. The considerations are not specified by project
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type (residential housing, highways, etc.), thus only some of the impacts
may be relevant to any particular preiect,

The left colunn of the checklist lists possible locations on the
California coast where the socio-economic impacts would be most relevant.
I't should be noted that the 1ist is organized in the question formét which
has been adopted by the California Coastal Zone Commission for project re-

. 18
view.

Adequate consideration of the social impacts we have identified
(Figure 1) should at least reduce the mope extreme cases of inequitable
distribution of costs and benefits among social groups. However, the
consideration of these impacts on a project by project or f;nctional
planning (i.e., sewer, water, highways) basis has inherent limitations
for resolving social equity issues. 1In this respect consideration of
social equity is similar to environmerntal impact assessment, in that en-
vironmental qualities and values can not be protected from cumulative
impact if reviewed on an incremental basis.

Significant redistribution of cests and benefits may only occur
through basic modifications of social and political institutions (e.g.,
changes in property tax procedures, redefinition of electoral districts,
etc.). Whether this is possible to achieve through coastal zone planning
is open to question. At the least, coastal planners and decision makers
should be aware and concerned that projects permitted or policies imple-
mented do not further increase unequal distribution of costs and benefits

among social groups.
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13.
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15.

16,

17.

18.
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D. LABOR ORGANIZATIONS

L. PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZAT?ONS

F.  GOVELRNMENTAL ORGANIZAT ONS

. EDUCATIONAL AND RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS
NORGANIZED GROUPS

. BEACH RECREATIONALISTS

. OUT OF STATE TOURISTS

. ETHNIC GROUPS

G
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A
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C
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These questions follow directly from the required findings to be
made by the Coastal Zone Commission prior to issuance of a permit,
The guidelines used by the Narth Central Coastal Commission are
structured in a question format, for example:

QUESTION 2:

Does the development maintain, restore and enhance the overall

quality of the coastal zone environment?

l. Does it create substantial interference with or detract
from scenic vistas to or along the coast from the state
highway nearest the shoreline or publicly accessible
cutlooks?
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Does it locate structures on promontories, heretofore
undisturbed hillerests, or other natural features of
visual prominence?

Is it compatible with existing surrounding development,
or constitute an infilling of a partially completed sub-
division or urbanized area?
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FIGURE I (contlinued)

SOC10-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

CRITERIA/INTGAMATION WHICH WAY BL INCLUDED

IN CHECXLIST FOR PERMIT REVICW OR PLAN DLVELOPHEXT

111." Will the project cause a significant change in exist.ng
community soclal structure by excluding or encouraging
immigration of income or population groups?

p Changs in distribution of variocus incoms groupa withln
coastal community (socio-economic mix):

—Increass income of lower income groupd disproportica-
ately more than upper and middla incoms groups.

-increass incona of upper and middle income groups dlg-
proportlonately more than lower incowe.groups.

~Increase rental rates for housing or coat of tourlst
commercial services to level whera low and middle
groups could not afford rantal houaing or tourist
commerclal sarvices In the coastal community.

-Decreasa rental housing and tourlst compercial raves
to level low and middla incoma groups can afford to
move into coastal community (integration with
sxisting residentsl.

I¥. W¥ill the pmjact produce a algnificant changa in the
identity of the local community?

-Loas of small town identity.
_Decreass In scclal interaction within the comzunity.
-Change in well-being of the inhabltants.

¥. Will the project alter exlsting publlc acceas to the
shoreline?

» Direct access ta shore {or beaches by non-residents of
goantal community or neighborhood),

-Decrease usa of shore by fndividuals or groups Whc are
socially incompatible with local residents {displace-
mant impactal.

_Increase use of shore by individuals or groups who are
socially incompatible with iocal residents.

_Decreasa use of shora (allow community or neighkor-
hood residents more recreation per capital.

-Increase uss of shore to jevels of crowding and con-
gestion {crowd out or discourage uas by ne i ghborhood
or community residenta).

_invaaion of privacy of local residants.
_Decreass convenlencm of private residents for use of
community facilities {congestion}.

p Transportational access 10 coast (automobile/transith:

-perrsase uss of shore by groups with limited mebility
{those depandent On public transportation and/or thess
whe cannot afford transportation costal.

-Same as sffect on direct access {(see abova ).

V1. Will the cholee of recreatlonal use presmpt or sxclude
othar recreational usera?

» [ffect'of providing recreational facllities or areas
(by public fundingl.

=bisplace ar praclude recreational activity partiecl-
pated in by oo or mare aocio-aconcale groups {par-
ticularly low incoms groupe with limited recrsational
appertunities).

Humber of lower income groups which will be dla-
placed or forcsd to mova by the projsct.

Comparison of average rental rates or sales prica
for project and averags rental rates or appralsed
market value for existing properties,

Seriss of public hearings and meetings of coomunity
residenta; photographic presentation describing

visual character of The community,; attitude survaey
concerning community goals and alternative futures,

Exiating vse {vialtor days) of shoraline by lecal
permanant realdents and non-rasident vinitors
{estimate increase or decrsase in use from project).

fxisting per capita racreation space (persons/l00
feot of whorellna); parsons/square feet of baach.
Estimata changs in per capita recrestion preduced
by the preject.

Estimated number of vehicle trips produced by the
project. Estimated increasa in congestloa.

Specify the socio-aconomic groups {organized, unor-
ganizad) that participate in each type of recreation
activity., Inventory sites providing opportunity for
activity preempted or not providad, Specify pressat
unused capacity of thass aites (percent} for recrea-
tlonal sctivity presnpted or not provided.
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EXAMPLE ARCAS OF OCCURRINCE
IN CALIFORMIA COASTAL ZONWE

Areas same 40 IT |

Venice

Jenner

Bolinas

Moss landing -
Corcnado

Bodega Bay

Menrdocing

Half Moon Bay

Halibu

Del Mar

Bolinas (nude beach)

Fuir Seach (nude beach)

Santa barbara {univaraity students)

ta Jolla {surfera}

Santa Cruz - Lighthouass Polnt, Four Kile Beach
{surfers}

Aig Sur {illepal entries}

Mendocina - Scnoma coast (illegal entriaes)

Sap Fanch (beach users on private access roads)
Pajaro Dunes (beach users oo private access roads)
Sea Urift (beach users oo private access roads}
Aptos - Sea ClIff (beach usera on privste access
{roads)

Dana Point {marina ¥s public beach use)

Capitola (marina precluding public beach use)
®arina dal Ray {public launching areas lnadequately
provided in favor of private berths and docking
facilitias)




. CRITERTASINFORNATION WHICH HAY BT INCLIDLD
-IN CHECYLIST TOA PERMIT RIVIDW OF FLAM DLVELOFWENT

D AXFLE APLAS OF OCCUTUIXCE
¥ CALITORNIA COASTAL ZOWE

Mim of local lodustrial eaploywant:

~Percant of totel eaployment for sach Industrial
sector withia the commmity.

=Farcent resident local swploymant by industrial
sector

=Percent pom-resident smployment by Induatrial
wactor,

=5eascnal floctuat{ion of mployment by I{ndustrial
sector (by quartar ysarh,

Existing housing vacancy rets (by typa)s

~Fercent wussd capaclty of axisting commmity
sarvice facilitios and systems,

Entimated changs In valus (assanped valuas-rental
ratas) of properties surrounding sita,

Mix of housing types and rental
structure

Kavanue swpected to be provided to taxing jurle-
diction from project.

s
Public coets required to provide sarvices for pro-
Jecty

~Percant uwnused capacity of saleting servios wystems
(water, fire, vaste, sever, pollica},

~Istinated incresse ia public servics required by
the projest.

Commynitiss depanimnt on aingls
industry or econaaic sectur.

Forth foast

Fureka (tintar, fishing)
Cranscent City (timber, fishing)
Folot Arena

Sodega (flehing)

Trinfdad {f)ahing)

[Sc-wml cupl.cr-mﬂ
Watsonville/Castroville (migrent fxrw workers)

Cuadaloupre/ArToyo Srands -
Carpeniteria

[ Temporary cwploymeat]

Pt. Mayes Station {(cometrvetion of Cosst Cuard
houaing/treatmant plant)

Ran Lule Gbispo (Avala) _
blablo Camyom Buclear Fower Flest

Arsas surrcunding Naring Del Ray (laxts Moufas,
Venlca)

fsdondo Beach

Misajon Basch

Point Rayer Statlom

Dillews Bwach

Mendocing Coast

Seuthern Mandocine County (madical servies)
Point Nevan Station (medioal mervioa)
Bodegs {never snrvices)

Davanport (sewer sarvices)

¥orro May « Cayucas (sewer servioss)
Bolinas - Stinson Beach (water/sewer)




Tgure I
——
SCCTO-[COROMIC COMSITLRATIONS

1. ¥i{l1 the project cause a charge in the existing tes-
perary or pammansynt esploysent base?

. ® Lffect on perwanent employsent for residents of coastal
comunity {particularly for coastal comeunlties with
high annual or ssasonel unesplioysant):

=Increase eanloysent opportunitias in service pector
{commarclall), '

-Decresns seascnial fluctuation {a ewploysmmt.
~-Tecrease anmual swploywent.

P Lffect on diversity of employment opportunitise I
coastal communlty:

-Feducw dependance of commmnity an eingle [ndustry or
aconcmlc sector.

~Increase dependence of communlty on alngle industry
or sconamic wector,

® Lffect on temporary {construction) eaployment for resi-
dents of coastal commmity (particularly comsumities
with high annual wnesploywent):

-Tecresass saagponal Fluctustion {n swploymant,
~Increass asaszenal fluctuation ln employwent,
~Twcreass armual smploywment.

» Uffect of providing temporeary smployment (construction,
veasconal help) for non-reajdents of coastal cowmunity
{woriers attracted or brought iz from cutslds coastal.
commmlity):

-Incresus demand for housing {(particulsrly rental,
temnorery sohile hows).

~Increaned une of publiec services {particularly
schools, health, ete.),

~Intexration of workers from outelds commumity with
community resldents,

II. ¥iil the project cause & change In the existing tex
hase and thus the ability of juriediction to providas
public services?

P Effect on ssnessed valuation of surrounding properties:

=Plaplacenent of lov and alddle income groups FProm
coastal cormmity. {Increased property tanes, In-
creased proparty values, Incrvased rents, Increased
cost of tiving.)

~Limit or prevent scquisition of coastal proparties by
Individusle with low and middia incomes. {Incressed
cost of property, Incressad taxes},

B Lffect on rat tax reavenue to local community snd/or te
taning Jurledictions:

~Increass in net tas revenas.
~Dectresme In nut tax revenue.
» Effect on sxleting publle services/systens:

-inerade quality of health care sarvices, particularly
I commmnitios with inadequate haalth cars sarvices.

=Incrasns aducationel quality end opportunities, par-
ticulerly in commmnities with substandard sducational
systema.

~Increase quality of public safaty sarvices (police,
fire, rescusl), particularly in communitiss with wub-
atendard public safety servicas.

~Overburden capacity of existing public services {de-
creass quality and scops of sarvices dsllivared} and/or
require the opaneion of public servics rystesa {ooet
te resldmnte of local community greatsr).




