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The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs identified by Alabama cover two issues:

Wetlands

~ Special Area Management Planning

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issues areas are
summarized as follows:

~Wet ~
Alabama has lost significant wetland resources in the coastal area as a result of

past development activities and natural processes. Wetlands have historically regarded as
lands of low economic value and were subsequently drained and filled to support other
uses such as agriculture, forestry, industry, and residential development.

Coastal Alabama has ample available vacant land; infrastructure capabilities; and
an aggressive business community encouraging new industry and commerce initiatives,
as well as resulting increased residential growth. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that
there will be increasing pressures on environmental resources such as wetlands.

a

The areas of Cotton Bayou, Ono Island, and Orange Beach are being severely
affected by the negative cumulative and secondary impacts associated from coastal
growth. The surrounding area has a history of resource and use conflicts. There is
increasing residential and recreational density  boat traffic!. Evidence appears to indicate
that there is a decrease in SAVs and that the waterway ingress and egress is extremely
congested and threatens safe navigability. Further, the increase in docks and piers is not
only a safety hazard, but also ecologically detrimental to the area's coastal resources.
Water quality is also severely threatened by the number of failing and leaking septic
systems in those same areas.

Also, the multiplicity of local and state and federal authorities jurisdictions and
regulatory authorities, compounded with aggressive development interests, prevents
effective coordination and cooperation in addressing coastal development on an
ecosystem basis.

List of Alabama $309 Projects for FY 1992 and FY 1993
Wigfg~
AL�! Wetlands SurveiHance Project, WF, FY92 � $35,000, FY93 � $14,000
AL�! Expanded Subdivision Review Project. PSM, FY92 -- $20,000

AL �! Cotton Bayou/Ono Island Special Area Management Plan, WF, FY92 � $17,800,
FY93 � $30,800

AL�! Shoreline Management: Policy Implementation Project, WF, FY92 � $8,000

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs,
P.O. Box 5690, 401 Adams Avenue
Montgomery, AL 36203-5690
205-242-5502  Phone!
205-242-5515  Fax!



Contacts: Gil Gilder  shoreline management! 205-242-S502
Cherie Arcenaux  S AMP! 205-861-2141
John Carlton  wetlands! 205-450-3400



~T' AI. �! Wetlands Surveillance Project, WF, FY92--$35,000, FY93-$14,000

'19*9"0 '*
Alabama Coastal Management Program  ACMP! related to the loss of wetlands by
unpermitted activities, a result of the lack of field personnel and citizen understanding of
the state jurisdictional authority over wetlands, The project involves two components: �!
developing a reporting methodology which will include mapping the wetlands and
inventorying wetlands permitted activities; and �! developing an inservice educational
program io familiarize state personnel with the issues associated with wetlands loss and
the identification of illegal activities.

I I* 10 I I, 1993 9*9 I 30. 19933

FY92 -- None

FY93 - None

P e

Abandoned.
State agencies too short-staffed to complete tasks.

a! Proposed Program Change: A Memorandum of Understanding  MOU! among the
state regulatory agencies.  MOU!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement; none

c! Project Products To Date: none

d! Other Benefits: none

e! Unexpected Results: none

f! Impediments to Proj ect Successt Project was abandoned because original tasks set out
in the $309 strategy could not be completed involving state agency staK If citizenry
were to be substituted in training program, project would have become more focused
on public education and therefore not qualified under $309. Re-programming too
cumbersome.

g! Is the Project of National'tate/Local Importance? Would have been state and local.



. AL  Z! Develop and Adopt Expanded Subdivision Review Project, PSM,
FY92--$20,060

'99 ~ fl 9 3* 3 9 9 dldf dd
review by the state regulatory agency-Alabama Department of Environmental
Management  ADEN! from 25 acres to 5 acres. There are four components to this
project:  l! survey of potential subdivison sites to be affected by the subdivision revision;
�! incorporate reduced threshold in ADEM regulations; �! submit the revised regulatory
changes to the Alabama Environmental Management Commission  EMC!; and �! submit
the revised regulations to NOAA's Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management
 OCRM! as a routine program implementation  RPI! to the Alabama Coastal
Management Program.

3 [ p».»«ll, 99 3

FY92

~ survey of recent subdivision developments completed

FY93

~ ADEM submitted a proposal to EMC lowering threshold review of subdivisions
from 25 acres to 5 acres

~ ADEM proposed amending regulations to apply wetlands criteria, stormwater
regulations, and erosion control measures

FY94

~ Public hearings held on regulatory revisions March, l994
~ EMC adopted subdivison regulations 5/25/94, became effective 6/30/94

Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Final adoption of subdivision standards which would
change the threshoM review of subdivisions by ADEM from 25 acres to 5 acres.
Additionally, wetlands criteria, stormwater management guidelines and erosion
control guidelines will be included in the review. Consequently, this program change
will introduce environmentally sensitive land use and design  such as clustering,
buffers, limitations upon impervious coverage, on-site recharge, etc.!. L!

b! Summary of Resufrs/Knlumcententt Increased ability to manage projects which could
potentially threaten coastal resources.

c! Project Products To Darer Amended regulation on subdivision review  ADEM
Administrative Code R. 335-8-2- I l! effective 6/30/94.

d! Other Benefits. none

e! Unexpected Results: none

f! Impediments to Project Success. Difficulty in detecting projects subject to the new
criteria, especially those not requiring another state/federal review or permit.



- g! Is rhe Project of IVational/State/Local Importance? State important because it
provides better management of valuable coastal resources.



. AL�! Cotton Bayou/Ono Island Special Area Management Plan, WP, FY92�
$17,800, FY93 � $30,800

I
plan  SAMP! for the Cotton Bayou/Ono Island/Orange Beach Area. The SAMP will be
spearheaded by Alabama's Department of Economic and Community Affairs  ADECA!,
Coastal Programs Division. The following components are a necessary part of the project.
identify goals and objectives; complete a resource inventory; form a task force to assist in
the development of the SAMP; complete the SAMP; implement SAMP by creating
ordinances and statutes; evaluate success of SAMP on an annual basis.

~LI ':2y* [0 h . Sp 3�W
'no-cost extension will be requested.

FY92

~ task force organized
~ SAMP boundaries delineated
~ public hearings held to solicit citizen input
~ resources inventoried
~ issues and policies identified

FY93
SAMP task force meetings held quarterly

~ base maps acquired
~ GIS maps prepared which include critical areas
~ conceptual land and resources use plan developed
~ MOAs
~ Final report submitted to OCRM

Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: To develop and implement a special area management
plan for Cotton Bayou/Ono island/Orange Beach area.  LP!

b! Summary of Result!Enhancement: Alabama will be receiving an Advanced
Identification of Wetlands  ADID! from EPA which will enable them to
modify/justify changes to the state land use plan.

c! Proj ect Prochrcts To Bate: Final Report: Orange Beach/Ono IskmdfCotton Bayou
Pre-SAMP Process sent to OCRM for review

4! Other Benefits: none

e! Unexpected Results: none

f! Impe4iments to Proj ect Success: Local politics extremely difficult  e.g. no zoning, no
comprehensive master plan, planning board completely comprised of developers--no
balance!.

g! Is the Project of ItVarionai/State/Local Importance? State and local.
6



AL�! Shoreline Management: Policy Implementation Project, WF, FY92�
$8,000

'"g" I !d!!*!!
Management Plan. Based on a technical evaluation of past and projected beach erosion
data, the plan was supposed to provide an economic evaluation of the value of the Gulf
beaches, Using $309 funds, Alabama will draft legislation or MOUs necessary for  he
implementation of the Shoreline Management Plan.

FY92
~ Data collection and analysis  aerial photos, beach surveys, wave observations!

preliminary report.
~ Meet with communities.
~ Meet with COE and Legislative Delegation
~ Develop draft legislation/MOAs
~ Meet with communities and Legislative Delegation

Develop quarterly/final reports of legislation and activities.
FY93

~ Final report completed, public meetings,  in progress! Management strategies, draft
authorities.

Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Draft legislation creating MOAs to manage the Alabama
coastline through the creation of a board/commission; delegation of authority to an
existing agency or establishing a set of agreements between existing agencies.
 MOA!

b! Summary of Results/Babaecenlent: None

c! Proj ect Products To Date: Report, Akdmna Shoreline Change Rates: I970-1993.

d! Other Benefits: Involvetnent of general public, local governments and the Corps of
Engineers.

e! UnexPected Results: None

Impediments to Project Success: Lack of time to implement program which will be a
process of education and persuasion of the local governtnents and state legislature.

g! Is the Project of National/State/Local Importance? State and local.



ALASKA

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by Alaska cover four
issues:

~ %'etlands
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Government and Energy Facilities Siting
~ Special Area Management Plans  SAlVPs!

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

W~ t~Q
Seventy-four percent of all U.S. remaining wetlands arc in Alaska and up to 80

percent of the entire land and water surface area of Alaska is covered by wetlands. Alaska's
communities are mostly located along the coast and river areas where wetlands are
abundant, thus creating wetlands management conflicts. Alaska has one of the fastest
population growth rates, making wetlands adjacent to population centers and resource
extraction activities subject to development pressures. A majority of the extensive and
diverse wetlands of Alaska have not been classificd, evaluated or mapped impeding state
and local implementation of wetlands regulations especially mitigation policies.

v

Alaska's resource-based industrial development and population centers have resulted
in localized air and water quality degradation. Increased development creates a potential for
future contamination of the largely pristine waters and important fish and wildlife habitats.
Alaska coastal communities lack guidance and cumulative/secondary impact regulations to
assess, minimize and avoid f'uture impacts of coastal development.

Alaska is one of the fcw states where Outer Continental Shelf  OCS! oil and gas
leasing is occumng. Major concerns include Bowhead whale subsistence hunting, oil spill
contingency plans and legal questions about state jurisdiction at the lease sale phase
following C22viA Reauthorization Act amendments overriding

f~% d pl M f~ I
coastal management requirements ate not in place, making it dif5cult to complete
consistency reviews . Legal issues, especially jurisdictional, are expected to intensify since
the oil industry has challenged state authority over activities in federal waters.

Alaska's CZMP provides for special area planning. Plans have varied considerably
due to minimal state guidance. The relationship bctwcen district special area plans and other
local plans has been unclear.

A List of Alaska $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93:

W~mds
AK �! Assessment and Development of Guidelines for Restoration and Enhancement of

Aquatic Habitat, WF, FY92 � $89,000, FY93 � $85,000
AK �! North Slope Gravel Pit Performance Standards Project, WF, FY92 � $59,000



AK �! Wetlands Mitigation Project: Site Selection and Design Guidelines, WF, FY92�
$55,000

AK �! ACMP Regulations to Identify and Protect High Value Wetlaads, WF, FY93�
25,000

V

AK�! Analysis of Existing State Authorities Regarding Cumulative and Secondary
Impacts of Development, WF, FY92 � $25,000

AK�! Assessment and Control of Cumulative and Secondary Impacts of Coastal Uses on
Fish Habitat along the Kenai River, PSM, FY92-$95,000, FY93 � $114,000, FY94�
$122,500

AK�! Regulations to Consider Curaulative and Secondary impacts During Project
Renewals and Modifications, WF, FY93 � $20,000

AK 8! Assessment and Control of Cumulative and Secondary Impacts of Coastal Growth
and Development at Selected Areas of the Keaia Peninsula, WF, FY93-$63,000

ov ent and l
AK 9! Review of State and Federal Authorities Relating to OCS Oil and Gas Lease Sales,

PSM, FY92 � $78,000

AK�0! Special Area Maaagement Planaiag Regulations aad Manual, WF, FY93�
$35,000, FY94- � $42,000

A summary evaluation of each project is attached.

State Contacts: Alaska Coastal Program
Box AW-0165
431 N. Franklin Street
Juneau, AK 99811-0165
907465-3562  Phoae!
907~5-3075  Fax!
Sara L. Hunt 907-465-8788



: AK �! Assessment and Development of Guidelines for Restoration
and Enhancement of Aquatic Habitat, WF, FY92--$89,000, FY93-
$85,000

Thpw i p/** I P
analysis of restoration and enhancement projects undertaken to date in Alaska to be used in
adopting guidelines with standard conditions for restoration/enhancement projects. This
project involves several components: �! identif'y and field evaluate sites; {2! develop
standard evaluation criteria; �! develop guidelines for diferent types of
restoration/enhancement projects using an interagency process; �! present a workshop to
coastal districts; �! prepare a written report identifying ways to implement the guidelines;
{6! amend 6AAC 50.050 to by adding standard conditions for restoration and
enhancetnent projects to the "B-List" in the Classification of Agency Approval; �! Coastal
Districts incorporate Guidelines as enforceable mitigation policies in revised district plans.

o'e t: 2 Years  Ju1y 1, 1992- June 30, 1994!

F Y92

~ Research restoration/enhancement ptojects/literature search/bibliography
~ Develop evaluation criteria/ report on case histories and projects/ agency review

F Y93

~ Identify successful projects/ Draft Guidehnes/ Model District Policies/ reg. revisions/
public review

~ Identify restoration projects for B-list/ workshop/B-List Project Proposals/Final
Report

Pr

FY92 Work - Completed

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

1! Amend 6AAC 50.050 to by adding standard conditions for restoration and
enhancement projects to the "B-List" in the Clas.&ication of Agency ApprovaL
Report Findings indicate it is not workable to develop "statewide" standard
conditions. These "standard conditions" should be developed at the local or
regional leveL {RR!

2! Coastal Policy Council formally adopt Guidelines- Drt:lcd frotn revised $309
Strategy in November 1993. {deleted!

3! Coastal Districts incorporate Guidelines as enforceable mitigation policies in revised
district plans. Unpredictable when districts will adopt guidelines, but expect it to
occur in the out-years FY94-96. Too soon to judge results.  LP!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: None

10



c! Proj ect Products.
1! "Restoration and Enhancement of Aquatic Habitats in Alaska. Project Inventory,

Case Study Selection and Bibliography," by Betsy L Parry. Celia M. Rozen and
Glenn A. Seaman, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Technical Report No. 93-
8. July 1993. Juneau, AK.

2! "Restoration and Enhancement of Aquatic Habitats in Alaska: Case Study Reports,
Policy Guidance and Recommendations," Technical Report No, 94-3, by Betsy L.
Parry and Glen A. Seaman, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, July 1994.
Juneau, AK.

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: See below

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Local conditions vary too much to come up with
statewide B list Proposals.

g! Is Proj ect of Nationab5'tat~al Importance: All three.



lit~i' AK�! North Slope Gravel Pit Performance Standards Project, WF,
F Y92--$59,000

99 9"9 Id P 3* I d*"*I PI 9 d d
recognize site-specific engineering and environmental constraints for gravel mine sites in
the North Slope oil fields. This project involves several components.' �! adding standard
conditions for siting and post-mining reclamation to the "B-List" in the Classification of
Agency Approvals under 6 AAC 50.050; �! adding guidelines on reclamation techniques
to the "B-List" during annual ABC List revisions; and �! model enforceable policies for
coastal districts.

I 9 [ I I I . 92993- I * 39. 19931

FY92
1! Data Collection/Literature Review/Project Work

~ complete literature review; report on case histories/projects; agency review
2! Develop Draft Performance Standards/Evaluation Criteria/ Draft Guidelines/Model

District Policies

~ draft guidelines/policies/reg. revisions; public/agency review; Final report
3! td. Restoration Projects/Develop Blist Proposals/Workshop

~ B-List project proposals; workshop and conference; Final Report

FY93/94  not with $309 funds!
4! State review of B-List Project Proposals

~ public review, CAC approval; OCRM approval

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished, but expect to be accomplished.
Revised B-list proposals to be submitted by September 30, 1994. Should be completed
by Spring of 1995.

1! Adding standard conditions for siting and post-mining reclamation to the "B-List"
in the Classification of Agency Approvals under 6 AAC 50.050.- in progress  RR!

2! Adding guidelines on reclamation techniques to the "B-List" during annual ABC
List revisions in progress  PG!

3! Regulatory revisions to the ACMP Habitat Standard � AAC 80.130!; �!
incorporation of the Standard as an enforceable policy in North Slope Borough's
coastal program.- dropped  RR!

b! Summary of ResulufEnhancement: None Yet.

Forrnal standards, when adopted, will recognize site-specific engineering and
environmental constraints for gravel mine sites on the North Slope Coastal Plain.

12



c! Proj ect Products
1! "ADF 8c G Flooded Gravel Mine Studies Since 1986 and a Arctic Grayling

Experimental Transplant into a SmaH Tundra Drainage: A Synthesis," Technical
Report No. 93-6, by S. M. Roach, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, April
1993, Juneau, AK.

2! "North Slope Gravel Pit Performance Guidelines," Technical Report No, 93-9, by
Robert F. McLean, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, July 1994, Juneau, AK.

3! "Decision Matrices to Guide Gravel Pit Siting, Operation and Reclamation
Planning."

4! "Conceptual Model North Slope Borough Coastal District Policies"
5! "Proposed General Concurrence  B-list! ACMP."

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Proj ect of NationaI/State!Local Importance: State

13



Xjtl<' AK�! Wetlands Mitigation Project: Site Selection and Design
Guidelines, WF, FY92--$55,000

P o' D ' i The purpose of this project is to develop sites and designs for
off-site compensatory mitigation projects and guidelines for on-site mitigation to be used to
implement the enforceable mitigation policies of the Juneau Wetlands Management
 JVRVP!, approved by the Alaska Coastal Policy Council in 1991 and OCRM in 1992,
The project results will serve as a basis for compensatory mitigation projects initiated by the
City and Borough of Juneau  CBJ! through a Mitigation Bank. as well as mitigation
projects required by wetland developers under conditions of their project approvals. This
project involves: �! development of wetland mitigation sites, designs and guidelines; �!
adoption by the CB J as an implementation tool of the AVIVP; �! approval by CPC and
OCRM as routine program implementation change to the JWlvtP; and �! summary of
project methodology and results for technology transfer to other communities.

3D. 1993!
FY92-No Cost Grant Extension Approved through December 1993

F Y92
~ Literature review/Meetings on Wetlands Mitigation
~ Public Workshop w/ Juneau Wetlands Review Board/Agencies/Public to set wetlands

mitigation goals; prioritize off-site wetland mitigation sites/projects; compile on-site
mitigation guidelines; prepare preliminary project designs/cost estimates

~ complete project designs/costs est cdraft/final report/public review
~ City and Borough of Juneau  CBJ! staff prepare report summarizing

process/methodshesults/final report

FY93  Using $306 funds!
~ City and Borough of Juneau  CBJ! approve final report
~ CPC approval; OCRM approval as RPI; Lt. Gov. filing

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Partially Accomplislml

City and Borough of Juneau  CBJ! Wetlands Plan was approved by OCRM in
November 1993. CBJ is still negotiating with the US Army Corp of Engineers on the
General Permit to implement the Plan.  P!

b! Sununary of ResrrltsKnhancemenr: The City and Borough of Juneau  CBJ! identified
sites and designs for off-site compensatory wetlands mitigation projects and developed
guidelines and procedures for designing appropriate on-site mitigation  including
restoration!. The project results serve as the basis for compensatory mitigation projects
initiated by the CB J through a Mitigation Bank as well as mitigation projects required of
wetland developers under conditions of their project approvais.

14



c! Project Products: "Recommendations for a Juneau Wetlands Strategy," Technical
Report No. 93-7, by Janet HaH-Schempf. Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
August l993, Juneau, AK.

d! Other Benefits. Na

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Proj ect of NationaL5tateJLocal Importance: Local and State.



~T' lg, AK�! ACMP Regulations to Identif'y and Protect High Value
Wetlands, WF, FY93--25,000

i ~ The purpose of this project is to improve protection of high value
wetlands through a revision and addition to Alaska's CMP Regulation 6 AAC 85.050
Resource Inventory. The new section will provide a definition of high value coastal
wetlands  including saltwater wetlands!. It wiH require Coastal Districts to identify high
value wetlands in the resource inventory section of district management plans. Districts will
be encouraged to adopt enforceable policies and the definition of high value wetlands in
their coastal plans. Model policies will be developed to assist districts, When coastal
districts revise their management plans to include enforceable policies to protect high value
wetlands, these enforceable policies will be used by districts during the consistency review
process for wetlands permits. Districts will be able to justify excluding high value wetlands
from proposed general permits and stipulate appropriate measures in individual permit
reviews. This project involves:  I! development of draft revisions to 6 AAC 85.050; �!
literature search and sumiriary report; �! draft model policies for wetlands protection; and
�! regulation change to 6 AAC 85.050, model wetland protection policies, and
revised district coastal plans.

1 Y  I 1 1. 1993 - 3D. i9 ' >

FY93
~ literature search, examine exiting criteria for id Jprotect. significant functionslvalues

of wetlands
~ draft of regulation change to 6 AAC 85.050
~ model enforceable pohcies
~ public workshops, meetings, conferences
~ revised regulation package, release draft regulation, public hearings
~ Coastal Policy Council adoption of final regulation package

FY94/95

~ follow up work with $306 funds

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

Coastal Policy Council did not adopt regulation changes to 6 AAC 85.050. Program
change expected to be accomplished as Districts develop wetland plans or revise their
basic programs.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Fnhancemear: The final report provides guidance on how state
should proceed to addressing wetlands within existing ACMP guidelines, Bibliography
and synthesis of literature on wetlands of use to coastal district use.

16



c! Project Prachcts:
I! "Program To Identify and Protect High Value Wetlands in Alaska Coastal

Districts," by Three Parameters+, Natural Resource Consulting, June 1994,
Wasiila, AK.

d! Other Bene!9s: No

e! Unexpected Results: Results of research indicate there is not a need for a new state
standard. The need is for guidance/help on wetlands classification/identification and
planning.

f! Impediments ro Project Success:

The project concluded that coastal districts do not have sufficient staff resources or data to
implement a wetlands protection standard in the ACMP. Rather, districts need a method of
inventory/classification/categorization. Districts need access to and training in the use of
scientific data and support from state and federal agencies. Ethno-botanical and subsistence
uses of wetlands in Alaska should be further reseatched. Many high value wetlands in
Alaska occur outside the coastal zone.

g! Is Project of NationaL5tate/Local Importance: State



AK�! Analysis of Existing State Authorities Regarding Cumulative
and Secondary Impacts  CSI! of Development, WF, FY92--$25,000

Thpg fN pugh
District programs to address cumulative/secondary impacts of development. This project
involves several components: �! examine current Alaska statutes and regulations in order
ro identify the extent to which the State has enforceable provisions addressing
cumulative/secondary impacts of development activities; and �! develop and revise ACMP
regulations 6 AAC 85.060 to strengthen the Guidance for District Coastal Management
Programs to address cumulative & secondary impacts for Coastal Policy Council adoption
and OCRM approval as a routine program implementation change.

l Y tC h . 992. p . 993!

F Y92

~ Analysis of Alaska's Statutes/Regulations/Agency Questionnaire%>raft Report
~ ACMP working group review draft/revise/Final Report
~ Analysis of ACMP Regulations/Literature Review/Other State Programs/jDraft

Regulatory Language
~ Review Draft Regulatory Language/Conference
~ Revise Regulatians/ CPC Approval to proceed with rule making

FY93

~ Public hearings/CPC approval/OCRM approval/Lt. Gov. filing

Pr ' m t'

FY92 Work - Completed

b! Summary of Resulu/Enhancement: The final report recommended revisions to the
ACMP Guidelines for Resource Inventory � AAC 85.050!, Resource Analysis �
AAC 85.060! and Policies � AAC 85,090! and to the project consistency regulations
� AAC 50!, along with several research recommendations. Regulatory changes will
be pursued through other projects in future years.

c! Proj ect Products
l! "Regulation of Cumulative and Secondary Impacts in Alaska," by Glenn Gray,

Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination, July l993, Juneau, AK.

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: Report indicated additional need for research, which resulted in
revision to Alaska $309 Strategy and new projects for FY94/95.

This project stimulated discussions about cumulative impacts in Alaska, and outlined
research needs and suggestions for management tools. These suggestions were

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished. Regulatory changes to strengthen
CSI Guidance for District Coastal Management Program not yet adopted by CPC.  RR!



� incorporated into the 1993 revised Strategy. Regulatory changes are tnore likely to be
pursued after 1994 CSI projects are completed.

fJ lmpedimenrs to Project Success: Lack of research data to substantiate regulatory
changes.

g! 1s Project of NationaI/Statal 1mportance.' State/ National
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I~ti: AK�! Assessment and Control of Cumulative and Secondary
Impacts of Coastal Vses on Fish Habitat along the Kenai River,
PS M, F Y92 � $95,060, FY93--$114,000, F Y94 � 122,500

pe �'pi i p il ff
control cumulative/secondary impacts of development on the Kenia River, one of Alaska's
largest salmon producing river systems. It is also intended to provide useful too}s for
state and federal agencies and coasts districts to use in assessing and controlling
cumulative impacts on other river systems and aquatic habitat. This project involves
several components:  I! develop and field test a cumulative assessment methodology; �!
quantify and describe cumulative/secondary impacts; �! develop enforceable guidelines
and policies, B-List projects, and regulatory/non-regulatory strategies to control the
cumulative impacts of shoreland/instream development on fisheries habitat; �! add bank
stabilization, floating dock and other shoreland/instream development projects to the B-List
in the Classification of Agency Approvals � AAC 50,050! for CPC and QCRM approval,
and incorporation in the KPB coastal program.

~hP '3Y  I y . 992-1 *30.

F Y92

~ Literature search/identify study area/develop methodology/draft report
~ Conduct research/map results/field verification/ report on preliminary results
~ Research/evaluate non-regulatory mechanisms/ final report
~ Map land ownership, probable areas of future impact/report

F Y93

~ Draft assessment report/public review/final report
~ Develop guideline for B-List projects/public review/strategy

FY94
~ State review of guideiines/public review/CPC approval/OCRM approval

FY95  Using $306 funds!
~ Revised district coastal management programs

FY92 Work - Completed

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accompiished. Change scheduled for completion in
1995.

l! B-list Proposals should be submitted in 9/94.  PG!
2! Enforceable Guidelines and Policies for CSI.  PG!
3! Add bank stabilization, floatine pack and other shoreland/instream development

projects to B-list in Classification of Agency Approvals Regulation 6AAC 50.050,
 RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: project not completed yet.
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c! . Proj ect Products
1! "A Socioeconomic Assessment of Kenai River Fish Productiou on the Regional

Economy," by E3 consulting for the Kenai Peninsula Borough, June 1994,
Soldotna, AK.

2! "Kenia River Fish Habitat Cumulative Impacts ProjecL' A Report to the Policy
Working Group and the Kenai Peninsula Borough," June 1994, by John Iasaacs
and Associates, et al. Anchorage, AK.

3! "The Assessment and Control of Cumulative Impacts of Coastal Uses on Fish
Habitat of the Kenai River, Alaska," by Gary S. Liepitz and Gay Muhlberg, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game, January 1993, Anchorage, AK.

4! "Non-Regulatory Mechanisms for Habitat Protection," by Mark Fink, Celia Rozen,
and Glenn Seaman, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, April 1993, Juneau,
AK,

d! Other Benefits: This project has elicited public support and involvement from all
sectors within the Kenai Peninsula Borough.

e! Unexpected Results: High local/public intetest- diverse groups working together.

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of VationaIlState/Local Importance: All three.
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T~itl ~ AK�! Regulations to Consider Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
During Project Renewals and Modifications, WF, FY93-$20,000

~p" 'Thpv fU" vs'v"'p
create and predictable review process for previously approved projects where
modifications are proposed or permits need to be renewed; and incorporating cumulative
impact guidance in the review process. This project wiH involve development of changes to
the ACMP Project Consistency regulations � AAC 50! for adoption by the Coastal Policy
Council. Changes will require consideration and control of project impacts during permit
renewals and modifications. The program changes will include procedural standards for
considering the significance of proposed project modifications, which will provide an
opportunity to consider cumulative impacts.

Len th of Pro' t. 1 Year  July 1, 1993- June 30, 1994!

FY93
~ summary of information from other states on renewal/assess process, consideration

of CSl, threshold question of "significance", and development regulation procedures
~ draft regulatory changes to 6 ACC 50, and CPC approval to proceed with rule

making
FY94  Using $306 funds!

~ CPC adoption of final regulatory changes to 6 AAC 50
~ Dept, of Law final review
~ OCRM approval as Rpl
~ filing w/ Lt. Governor's Office

FY93 Work - Completed

FY94 Work - On Schedule with $306 funds

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished. Scheduled for completion in 1995
Amendments to ACMP Project Consistency Regulations 6AAC 50.  RR!

b! Sununary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products: None

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: Detertninof it was necessary to complete other 5309 CSI projects
before this $309 project could fully tackle CSI issues.

f! Impediments to Project Success: See Above. Also. program changes. especially
regulatory, take a lot more time to accomplish and require much agency, district and
public involvement.

g! Is Project of NationaVState/Local Importance: State and possibly NationaL
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T~it: AKI8I Assessment and Control of Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
of Coastal Growth and Development at Selected Areas of the Kenia
Peninsula, WF, FY93-$63,000

. The purpose of this project is to assess and improve the
effectiveness of land use controls  permit stipulations! required by state agencies and
coastal districts during the ACMP consistency review process. Based upon information
gained through this study, the ACMP ABC List will be expanded to include additional
activities as general concurrence with standard stipulations, i.e.,; certain routine activities
which do not have adverse CSIs. Model enforceable policies will be proposed.

This project will identify five permitted sites on Kenai Peninsula as case studies. The
project will �! determine actual cumulative/secondary impacts  CSI! of selected past
developrnerit activities, and document and map the occurrences of these impacts. Potential
sites include activities such as animal grazing, utility and transmission lines, sand and
gravel extraction, timber haul roads, and tideland or shoreland docks. Based on aerial
photos and file data, anticipated impacts of each site will be identified. Using a
methodology developed in FY92 CSI projects, each site will be assessed for CSI in the
field. Impacts such as erosion, vegetation loss or change, drainage obstructions, stream
diversions, and topographic changes will be documented. This project will provide a
field-oriented test of how CSI's can be practically considered during ACMP consistency
reviews. This project will also �! determine which land use controls used in the past are
effective for achieving resource protection and which are compatible with current land and
resource protection standards. stipulations and model district enforceable policies for
selected routine activities. The project will �! add to the ABC List certain general
concurrence activities which could be considered consistent with the ACMP by adding
reliable, effective standard stipulations which address csi, as well as other impacts. The
project will also �! develop a methodology on how to consider cumulative and secondary
impacts during the ACMP consistency review, �! monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of
controls on future land use authorization. and �! develop model district enforceable
policies to improve assessment and control of CSI's,

L~ 1 Years  July 1, 1993- June 30, 1994!

FY93
~ develop preliminary methodologies to use in case studies/list of sites/anticipated

impacts
~ analyze field and file/map data/workshop/draft report
~ finalize methodologies, report, monitoring schemettDraft B List proposals/ Draft

model district enforceable policies/comments on CSI amendments to ACMP
regulations

~ Final report on study results, implementation strategy/complete B List proposals/ final
model district enforceable policies/ comments on CSI amendments to ACMP
regulations

FY94
~ B List changes through ABC List revision process established in 6 AAC 50.50,

ACMP rule making incorporating changes into program.



p 0

FY93 Work - Completed- Report completed, but unsatisfactory. No specific program
changes proposed.

a! Proposed Program Change; Not Accomplished
1! Adopt B-list Proposals as Procedural Guidance  PG!
2! Adopt Model District Enfrceable Policies as Procedural Guidance  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: None

c! Proj ect Products:
i! Final Report

d! Other Benefits. No

e! Unexpected Results: See below

f! Impediments to Project Success: The project resulted in a single-agency perspective of
problems with land management and monitoring and enforcement in general. No clear
links to the ACMP or cumulative impacts were made.

g! Is Proj ect of NationalfStatelLoeal I nportance: No



Title: AK 9! Review of State and Federal Authorities Relating to OCS Oil
and Gas Lease Sales, PSM, FY92-$78,000

:Thpw*ft 3*99 f
consistency reviews of OCS leasing sales and clarify state jurisdiction in off-shore leasing
activities through extensive legal, legislative and administrative procedures analysis relating
to OCS oil and gas lease sales and federal consistency provisions of the CZMA. This
project involves: �! deveIoprnent of improved procedures for State consistency reviews of
OCS lease sales and revisions to the energy facilities standards; �! clarification of State
jurisdiction in offshore leasing activities such as oil spill contingency planning, compliance
monitoring, and ACMP appeals of lease sales and �! regulation revisions addressing
consistency reviews arid OCS lease sales � AAC 50 and 80! for CPC approval and
incorporation into the ACMP.

' I 9* [I ly I. I993-92 39. I%33

~mark
FY92

~ legal research, other state legislation, literature review, bibliography, report
~ Review report, report summary
~ working group to review interim products/draft regulations

FY93/94  $306 funds used!
~ draft regulations. public hearings, CPC/inept. of Law approval
~ OCRM approval and filing w/ Lt. Governor

FY92 Work � Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: PartiaHy Accomplished and in progress.
1! Regulatory REvisions - approved  RR!
2! MOU on OCS Lease Sales  MOU!

b! Summary of Resuluf&hancement: Regulation revisions addressing consistency
reviews and OCS lease sales � AAC 50.025! were proposed and approval given by
the Coastai Policy Council to proceed with fomal rule making in April 1994. These
regulation revisions. when approved, wiH codify early state agency involvement in
OCS lease sales with the Mineral Management Service and estabhshes a Pre-
Consistency Review Process for OCS lease sale activities. Final regulations and
submittal to OCRM as a routine program improvement are expected by late 1994 or
early 1995,

An MOU between State of Alaska and the Mineral Management Service of the US
Department of the Interior is near completion. This MOU will clarify and better mesh
state/federal procedures, time lines, phases of review, and provisions for extended
reviews to fit within the State CiBHP appeal process for exploration and OCS lease
sales.
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c! Project Products
1! "Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Lease Sale Review and Coastal Zone

Management," by Beth Kerttula, Alaska Department of Law and Gabriel
LaRoche, DGC, June 1993.

2! MOU Between MMS and State of Alaska  draft!

d! Other Benefits: MOU between MMS and Alaska

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Rulernaking takes a long time.

g! Is Proj ect of JVationaN'tate/Local Importance: National and State
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AK�0! Special Area Management Planning Regulations and Manual,
WF, FY93--$35,000, FY94---$42,000

'Th*p"w'* I'I p'i '"' 'p '" p"d
Coastal Management Program  ACMP! special area management planning process and
products. This project, as revised in November 1993 as part of the state's revised $309
Strategy, involves several components: �! an assessment of current ACMP specia1 area
planning; �! an assessment of the use of special area plans in consistency review process;
�! a review of other coastal states' special area planning efforts; �! a summary report of
problems with SAMPs and solutions through a planning manual or regulations; �!
preparation and distribution of a draft manual which clarifies criteria for ACMP funding of
special area planning, the ACMP planning process, state verses district program revisions,
enforceable policies, plan implementation in State consistency reviews, and local
iinplementation; �! preparation of final manual; and �! regulatory revisions of ACMP
regulations governing current special area planning process under 6 AAC 80.160-170 and
6 ACC 85.

* ' t' 'y'.' -' '0.' 95>
Third year to be funded with $306 funds

F Y93
~ assessment of current ACMP special area planning
~ assessment of special area plans in consistency review process
~ review of other coastal states' special area planning efforts

summary report

F Y94
~ draft and final manual
~ draft regulations for ACMP district/special area planning
~ Coastal Policy Council endorsement to proceed with formal regulatory changes

FY95  with $306 funds!
~ CPC adoption of revised regulations
~ federal OCCAM approval
~ filing w/ Lt. Gov. Office for incorporation. into the ACMP.

FY93 Work - Completed

FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- not scheduled for completion until
1995.

1! Manual on ACMP criteria.  PG!
2! Regulation Revisions to 6 AAC 80.160-170.  RR!

b! Summary of Resu1tslEnhancemenr. Project not complete yet.
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c! project products.
l! "Special Area Management Under the Alaska Coastal Management Program, " by

Sara L. Hunt, Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination, July 1994,
Juneau, AK.

d! Other Benefits; Not yet.

e! Unexpected Res~its.' Not yet.

f!  mpediments to Project Success: Not yet.

g! Is Project of National/State/Local Importance: State, Local.
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AiHERICAN SAMOA

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by Ainerican Samoa cover
four issues:

~ Hazards
~ Marine Debris
~ Wetlands
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts  no 5309 funding requested due to limited

ability io affect program change as defined by OCRM and scarce resources!

The probleins identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issue areas are
sutnrnarized as follows:

Ha'~~d
Risks from coastal hazards are acute in American Samoa including landslides,

hurricanes, flooding and storm surge, erosion, tsunamis, and earthquakes. Since land
outside hazard areas is extremely limited, the presence and extension of residential,
government and commercial building into more vulnerable coastaL areas underscores the
need for coastal hazards reduction. Hurricane "Vai" ravaged American Samao in 1991
causing up to $100 milliori in damages. Twelve land slides occurred on Tutuila in 1990.

Marine debris has been a recognized problem in American Samoa for many years
due to an inadequate municipal solid waste management system and a traditional "throw-
away" mentality. Litter control legislation, a public education program, and regular
cleanup efforts are not sufficient to ameliorate the marine debris problem.

Wi ~
American Samoa's few remaixiing wetlands are being threatened by filling for

residential and commercial development due to an acute shortage of non-sloping dry land
suitable for development. American Samoa's wetlands are small, mostly disturbed
wetland areas which remain significant to the local ecology. Identified weaknesses in
Samoa management over submerged and tidal lands include overlapping jurisdiction or
conflicts in authorities, as well as exclusions and exception in the definition, review and
enforcement of wetland laws.

List of American Samoa $3lN Projects for FY92 and FY93

AS�! Coastal Hazards Assessment and Mitigation Project, WF, FY92- $54,800, FY93-
$54.800

AS�! Marine Debris Project, WF, FY92 � $10,000, FY93 � $10,000

Wi i~<+
AS�! Community -Based Wetlands Management Project, PSM, FY92- $121,000  This

PSM did not receive follow up $309 funding in FY93. However, ASCMP used $306
funds and EPA funds to continue the work. Follow up $309 funds expected for FY94!

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

29



Contacts

State Contact: American Samoa CZMP
Development Planning Office
Government of American Samoa
Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799
0 l. 1-684-633-5155  Phone!
Ol 1-684-633-4195  Fax!
Genevieve Brighouse-Failauga  Hazards!
Karla Kluge  Wetlands!
Pauline Filemoni  Marine Debris!
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Title: AS �! Coastal Hazards Assessment and Mitigation Project, WF,
F Y92--$54,800, F Y93--$54,800

Th* W f ' i i d' * dk
and private development away from hazardous areas and to preserve/restore the protective
functions of natural shoreline features. This project involves two components; �! the
development of new regulations governing construction in high hazard areas that include
specific criteria for hazards assessment and project approvals as part of a Project
Notification and Review System  PNRS!; and �! development of a village-based
participatory planning and management process aimed at developing viiiage hazard
mitigation plans, village regulations and village-based enforcement procedures to reduce
coastal hazards.

' 3Y tC I 1.1992-5 p I 30. 99!i

F Y92
~ recruitment of project staff and creation of community task force
~ analysis of existing hazard plans, policies and procedures
~ identification of villages for participation in hazards mitigation planning effort
~ development of planning workshop materials
~ deve1opment of territorial-level regulations and procedures

final report and recommendations

F Y93
~ participatory planning workshops at viUage level and state-level task force
~ development of participatory planning and management system at the village 1evel

including village-level hazard mitigation plans, regulations and enforcement
procedures.

F Y94

~ Approval of final village plans, regulations and enforcement procedures

FY92 Work - Completed

FY93 Work - Completed or On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished. Final
adoption and approval of new territorial regulations and village-level plans and
regulations are not expected until completion of FY94 grant work September 30, of
1995.  RR, LP!

b! Summary of Resul&Knltancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Pnxtucts To Date:
1! Community Tasks Force Group Meetings, Review and Comment on Progrun

Activities. This group reviewed all island disaster
management/preparedness/emergency management/ survival management plans,
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ASCMP re~lations on coastal hazards, shoreline deveioprnent and soil eros~on.
arid the draft Parental Guide on Coastal Hazards for Kids.

2! Village Mitigatiori MOU, This MOU defined responsibilities for five agencies.'
Territorial Emergency Management Coordinating Office  TEMCQ!, National
Weather Service, Dept. of Public Works, Soil Conservation Service. and American
Samoa Coastal Management Program  ASCMP!. It established the Village
Mitigation Task Force, where each agency director designated a staff person to
work with the ASCNIP on developing village mitigation activities for the Territory.

3! Draft Territory-wide Hazards Ordinance to implement American Samoa's statutory
coastal hazard management responsibiTities under Chapter 5, Section 24.0504. The
draft ordinance outlines vulnerable areas where development is discouraged and
defines village mayor responsibilities to monitor and report on activities in these
hazard areas.

4! Draft Village Preparedness Plans - which defines the responsibilities of the
Territorial Emergency Management Coordinating Office  TEMCO!, the National
Weather Service and provides guidelines for villages in the evetit of an emergency.

5! Draft Village Mitigation Plan - which provides the village community information
on how to prevent slope erosion or landslides, how to construct houses and
respond to natural disasters, and ASCMP advice/regulations on where to build.

6! Parental Guide on Coastal Hazards for Kids; Coastal Hazard Game for Kids; three
T.V. presentations on coastal hazards awareness; programs on coastal hazards;
territory-wide presentations on the Parent Guide to church, youth councils, school,
etc.

d! Other Benefits: There has been increased public awareness and support for hazard
management efforts, The village-level workshops and employment of participatory
planning facilitators has been vital to the understanding, cooperation and participation
of the village mayors in the coastal hazards ptoject

e! Unexpected Results: See below

I! Impediments to Project Success; I! limited funding for travel to village islands for
workshops/ meetings; 2! lack of funds to print draft plans and brochures for village
review; 3! time consuming nature of village-level participatory planning and
inanagement; and 4! lack of funds for training of local village mayors in implementing
village ordinances, once adopted.

g! Is Project of NationaVState/Local Importance: Territory
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Title: AS �! ~Iarine Debris Project, WF, FY92--$10,000, FY93 � $10,000

Tt i ti i" f ' / ' *d
marine debris in the coastal zone of American Samoa. The project includes two
components: �! development of new marine debris legislation to establish advanced
disposal fees and/or restrictions on selected imports. an increase in fines for "accumulated
solid waste" and an enterprise fund to support municipal solid waste management; and �!
development of a village-based litter and marine debris reduction planning and management
program aimed at developing village-based management, regulation and enforcement.
Public awareness and public education to change public attitudes and build public support
for new legislation and village planning efforts is also part of this project.

4ggth g P~gjg~t 4 Years  October 1, 1992- September 30, 1996!

I KL luaItlli
FY92

~ develop MOU between ASCMP and ASEPA
~ develop draft marine debris legislative package
~ develop public awareness and education program and community task force

F Y93

~ implement public awareness and education program
~ finalize marine debris Executive Order and legislation
~ develop regulations, policies and procedures for advanced disposal fee and fund

FY94 & FY95
~ participatory planning and management system development at Village-level leading

to approval of Village plans, regulations and enforcement procedures through village-
based solid waste management program to implement legislation at village level.

Petti IURIUIII NN
FY92 Work � Completed

FY93 Work - Public AwarenessfEducation - On Schedule, Development of Regulations,
Policies, and Procedures for Advanced Disposal Fee and Fund - On Schedule Due Sept. 94
by ASEPA. Marine Debris Executive Order, Legislation, and Regulations Delayed and
only 50 percent chance of adoption.

Ex!! jL<A Lcsx1t5

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomphshed.
1! It was expected that new legislation would be passed in FY93, but this did not

occur.  L!
2! Regulations, policies and procedure for advanced disposal fill and fund,  RR,

PG!
3! Village plant mgmt. program.  P!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

It is expected that draf't regulations and procedures for advanced disposal fee and fund
will be completed in FY93 and that adoption of an executive order, legislation and
implementing regulations will be pursued in FY94 and FY95.
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c! Prog ram Products
1! MOU between ASCMP and ASEPA to allow ASEPA to proceed with development of

Legislation and regulations
2! Draft Legislation for increased fines, for advanced disposal fees and marine debris

fund.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: Failure of Executive Order and Legislation to be adopted.

f! ImPediments to Proj ect Success: 1! low level of funding in FY92 and 93; 2! traditional
"throw-away' tnentality among villagers and resistance to change

Tt p J* I '*df HC ' .i p
lack of funding. Without more funds and more high-level cotnmitment, this project is
unlikely to succeed. However, ASCMP will reach out to the villages for support,
through workshops in FY94, to build local support for territory-wide legislation,

g! Is this Proj ect of National/State/Local Importance: Temtoty-wide
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Title: AS �! Community-Based Wetlands iWianagement Project PS<bi,
F Y92--$121,000

~P' Q ~~~: The objectives of this project are to protect and preserve existing
levels of wetlands through improved regulations, increased levels of wetlands sustainable
acreage and functions in degraded wetlands, and establishment of innovative techniques to
provide wetlands protection and restoration. The project include �! development of model
village ordinances for wetland areas on Tutuila and in the Manu'a Islands; �! special
management area designations for two wetland areas on Tutuila, and delineation of four
wetland areas in the Manu'a Islands as a foundation for special management area
designation in the second year; �! development of Geographic Information System  GIS!
wetlands management capacity within ASCMP to support the village-based wetlands
managetnent effort; and �! development of village-based tnanagement and regulatory
systems for these special management areas.

Qg~gb gf ~~ 1 Year  October 1, 1992 - September 30, 1993!
6 months no cost grant extension approved through March 1994

IKf ~
FY92

~ recruit wetlands management project staff and convene Community Task Force
~ identify villages for participation in village ordinance development and special

managetnent areas
~ participatory planning for wetlands management and village ordinance development
~ detailed wetlands characterization and analysis of options for traditional and economic

uses

~ participatory planning of special management area designation and management
~ wetland delineation, characteril~mon, and management options study for Manu'a.

RlalCi aulllllM 8~
FY92 Work - Completed
 note; work in FY93 continued with non-$309 funds!

P~mk Rosalia
a! ProposcdPrograrn Chcmge: Partially Accomplished

1! Adoption of Administrative Rule on Wetlands and incorporation into ASCMP, with
OCRM approval, as a formal program change.  August 1994!  RR!

2! Incorporate ViHage Wetland Ordinance for Leone and Qnalize and incorporate
ordinance for Nu'uuli. into ASCMP.  LP!

Part of Project Accomplished;
1! Incorporation of Comprehensive Wetlands Management Plans for Manu'a and

Tutila into ASCMP as a fornMi program change.  LP!

Not Accomplished:
1! The ASCMP has developed dry executive order on "no net loss" of wetlands

policy which has yet to be reviewed by the Attorney General's office,  EYO!
2! Two special management areas nominated. Aunu'u and Malaeloa, were not

designated,  P!

b! Summary of Results/EnJumcement: The ASCMP has developed and adopted
comprehensive wetland management plans for Manu'a and Tutila which, when
implemented, will result in improved wetlands management on in these two areas.
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e!

g!

36

c!

d!

The ASCMP has developed an Administrative Rule on Wetlands which will create
buffer areas, define wetland functions and values, provide for protection of unique
areas, addresses cumulative impacts in special management areas, and establish a no
net-loss wetland policy. The Administrative Rule on Wetlands has proceeded through
the public hearing and review process and is expected to be adopted in August l994.

The ASCMP has developed a village wetlands ordinance for Leone which the village
has accepted and has a draft ordinance for Nu'uuli which it expects the village to adopt
in FY94. These will provide model wetland village ordinances for other villages to
follow.

Project Products
FY92
1! Comprehensive Wetlands Management Plans for Manu'a Islands and Tutila Island.
2! American Satnoa's Wetlands: A concise reference to the swamps and marshes of

Tutuila and Aunu'u.
3! Jurisdictional Delineation and Functional Assessment of Wetlands in American

Samoa.
4! Administrative Rules for wetlands and draft executive order on wetlands.
5! Village wetland ordinance for Leone and draft ordinance for Nu'uuli.
6! Nomination of 2 new Special Management Areas  Aunu'u and Malaeloa!

Other Benefits: The ASCMP has and will continue to conduct training with village
chiefs in developing the island-wide wetlands review and management plan for the
territory.  Also see below!

Unexpected Results: Despite lack of 5309 funding, ASCMP has continued the
wetlands project with 306 and EPA funds. $309 funding has been requested for FY94.
The employment of a village liaison and facilitator has been of critical value in working
with the village chiefs and community members in American Samoa's highly traditional
village setting.

Irnpedirnents to Project Success: l! work load of AG's office impeding adoption of
executive order on wetlands; 2! lack of $309 funding aNer FY92; 3! village attitude
toward wetland uses and need for long-term education outreach program; 4! need for
funding for travel to islands and to print plans. The program is awaiting funding to
distribute and implement tbe plans through village participatory managetnent.

Is this Project of National/StateJZocal Importanc: Temtory-wide and Local



CALIFORNIA

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by California cover six
issues:

Wetlands

Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Hazards
~ Public Access  no $309 funds requested!

Ocean Resources  no $309 funds requested!
~ Marine Debris  no $309 funds requested!

The problems identified in the 5309 priority erihancement areas are
summarized as follows:

.~Auh
Over 75 percent of California's historic coastal wetlands have been lost due to

agricultural and urban development. California's wetlands program has slowed the pace of
coastal wetland loss, but restoration and enhancement have been impeded by high coastal
property prices, unclear state and federal agency mandates and a lack of state and federal
agency coordination. State wetland decisions are inconsistent and not always sufficiently
supported by scientific expertise. Existing regulatory procedures such as NEPA and CEQA
are not being utihzed because of inadequate state coastal regulatory procedures and
enforceable policies. The state lacks a comprehensive wetlands resource information base.
Information gathering and planning activities aimed at addressing cumulative impacts to
wetlands are insufficient.

ve

The difficulty of the California coastal program to assess, predict, and avoid
negative impacts from the cumulative effects of thousands of single coastal deveiopment
permits is a major concern, California's coastal program is affected by limited ability to
review cumulative impacts in individual project reviews and the cumulative impact of
individual coastal act violations. It lacks the comprehensive data base necessary for
understanding, tracking, and effectively managing cumulative coastal resource impacts,
The statewide oversight of local coastal program  LCP! implementation is not functioning
as originally envisioned by the Coastal Act. The program's ability to conduct long-range
planning, and thus more effectively manage the cumulative impacts of growth, has been
undermined by the lack of funding.

Eum@
Risks from coastal hazards in California include erosion and bluff retreat.

landslides, coastal storms and flooding, sea level rise, earthquakes and seismic
disturbances, and wildfires, California's policies and data concerning hazard avoidance are
not as comprehensive as they should be. Policies concerning shoreline protective devices
and setback requirements are too general and inconsistent among LCP jurisdictions, leading
to significant alteration of the natural protective functions of the shoreline. Current
implementation of the coastal program hazards policies fail to discourage excessive grading
and neglect other significant coastal hazards, such as wildfires.
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List of California $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

CA�! Coastal Hazards Landform Alteration Policy Guidance, PSM, FY92 � $62,000

W~et ~
CA�! Wetlands Procedural Guidance Document, PSM, FY92-$77,000
CA�! Wetlands Performance Guidelines, PMS, FY93 � $87,000
CA�! Port Mitigation Study, PSM, FY92--$50,000

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

Caiifornia Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219
415-904-5200  Phone!
415-904-5400  Fax!
Gabriela Goldfarb 415-904-5285

State Contact:
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CA�! Regional Cumulative Impacts Assessment  ReCAP!, WF, FY92 � $273,600, FY93-
-$273,600

CA�! Interim Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Progrun Procedural Guidance
Document, PSM, FY93 � $114,000



litle: CA�! Regional Cumulative Impacts Assessment  ReCAP!, WF,
F Y92--$273,600, F Y93--$? 73,600

~P' ' ':Tt P P jd' 9 3 I dd 0 I ~ 2
California Coastal Management Program  CCMP! related to management of cumulative
impacts, wetlands, and coastal hazards through development of a new regional impact
review process for the California coastal zone. The regional review process will allow the
California Coastal Commission, with the participation of local governruents, to identify,
evaluate and address cumulative impacts on a regional basis. It is anticipated that the
regional reviews will lead to regulatory, policy and procedural changes at both the state and
Iocal levels. This project involves �! a demonstration cumulative impact review of key
coastal resources for a selected region from which will follow specific program changes to
implement the results of the CI review; and �! development of a new regional periodic
review process which will become part of the CCMP and improve upon the current single-
LCP periodic review process through new legislation, regulations, procedural guidance
documents, and/or memoranda of agreement. As a by-product, regional and resource-
specific policies and programs will be implemented through the new legislation, LCP
amendments, procedures and/or MOA.

49 IP« I 3.1992-9 9 I 30. 8943

F Y92
~ research, evaluation and training related to regional review process and summary

report
~ develop data base program design. refine regional methodology, select region for

demonstration cumulative impact review and sumrmiry reports
~ process of issue scoping, data refinement, deGaition for regional demonstration

review, issue papers, data base design, draf't work plan. and process reports

F Y99  as revised 6/94!
~ completion of data collection and preliminary data

summary report on current status of priority resoonm and documented changes
over time

~ final draft report detailing factors contributing to cumulative impacts, conflicts in
Coastal Act and LCP policies in inaiuiging cumulative impacts, projection of trends
and possible alternative scenarios, and recommended changes to programs, policies
or procedures to address regional cumulative impact management.

~ draft recommendations of pilot regional review

FY94/95
~ develop and irnplerrientation of proN~ changes including modification to speci6c

LCP policies and procedures in the pilot region, legislative changes to the Coastal
Act or specific changes to Coastal Commission policies or procedi3ires, and
statewide guidance demaient for impleamntation of regional cumulative reviews
and expansion of regional database to other districts

p FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work-On Track
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a! Proposed Program Change: Not accomplished-- project not scheduled for completion
until 1996.

1! Modification to specific LCP policies/procedures  PG!
2! Legislation  L!

3! Statewide guidance  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project is not completed yet.

c! Project Products:
FY92

1! Four Working Papers:
~ Working Paper No. 1: Developing a Regional Cumulative Assessment Process

far the California Coastal Zone: Issues and Concerns Feb. 1, 1993.
~ Working Paper No.2: Regional Designation and Preliminary Data Base Design

April 28, 1993.
~ Working Paper No. 3: Regional Issue Scoping: Cumulative Impact Analysis and

Program Evaluation in the Monterey Bay Region July 2, 1993
~ Working Paper No. 4: Cumulative Impacts Assessment Conceptual Framework

and Analysis Matrix Sept. 1993,
2! Data Base Design and Progratn
3! Final Work Plan for Pilot Project FY93

FY93
1! Work Plan Revised June, 1994
2! Preliminary Report on Resource Status and Change March 31, 1994
3! Other benchmarks to be completed as part of the Final Draft Report projected for

completion December, 1994.

d! Other Benefits: Development of a model for a regional data base to facilitate morc
effective consideration of cumulative actions as part of ongoing Commis~ion permit
reviews; enhanced intergovernmental coordination, especially regarding exchange of
information; and potential for increasing Commission assistance to local governments
and the public through easier access to information sharing.

ej Unexpected Results: Until we complete the project, this is difficult to assess.

f! Impediments to Project Success: The project is proceeding as intended but full
conclusions in some issue areas may be affected by data gaps. In addition, staff is
hampered by a lack of technical support for computer hardware and software
management.

gj Is Proj ect ol'NattimxMtatc/Local Importance: Yes, all thee. This is developing and
testing a different model for doing policy and program evaluation based on a regional
resource framework rather than a single jurisdictional framework. It also may be
helpful to further integrate the state and local partnership in new areas of electronic
information sharing.
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: CA�! Interim Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program
Procedural Guidance Document, PSM, FY93--$114,000

:Tl pw fI i i 6* h
from nonpoint source pollution  NPS! in the Elkhorn Slough watershed, and develop an
Interim Coastal Noiipoint Pollution Control Program  Section 6217! Procedural Guidance
Document. This project includes technical and pubhc policy evaluations of NPS in the
Etkhorn Slough watershed study area, evaluation of CCMP implementation processes
relative to NPS pollution and recommended programmatic changes, and GIS database on
land use and water quality causal relationships. An Interim Coastal NPS Control Program
Procedural Guidance Document will be developed and include specific interpretations of
enforceable CCMP policies that address NPS pollution. Potential use of periodic regional
review framework  under CA�!ReCAP effort! wiB be explored to implement new 6217
CNPC program. This project will also facilitate the California Coastal Commission's
participation in "Coastal Aquatic and Marine Projects Information Transfer System"
 CAMPITS! water quality database.

L~ o'e: 1 Year  October 1, 1993- December 31, 1994!

FY93

1! Preliminary Research, Scoping, Program Coordination
~ data and literature review on land use, nps poUution, and cumulative impacts
~ project scope and coordination with ReCAP staff to define project goals, approach,

products
~ existing data review on land use, population, water quality, and other related data
~ identif'y method to geocode permit and related data
~ select CCMP permit sample for regional review for cumulative impact assessment.

2! Continued Database and Information System Design and Development
~ database module design and data collection protocols for assessment of nsp-related

projects and variables and coding variables
~ identification of relevant geographical permit information from CCMP-approved

permits
3! Data and Policy Evaluation

~ data base development by continued coding of variables for cumulative impacts
analysis

~ initiate progriimmatic review of coastal p~psrn by selecting land use types, related
projects, and matrix comparison with agency policies, programs, and applications.

~ field check and continued policy impletnentation analysis using field visits to
sample land use sites and compare with agency permits, conditions, monitoring.

4! Continued Data and Policy Evaluation
~ complete coding geographical location of permit samples
~ test and evaluate ReCAP regional methodology

5! Refine Methodologies, Complete Evaluations, and Prepare Initial Recominendations
~ reapply refined methodology to historical data

consider application of refined methodology to future scenarios
~ prepare final report on preliminary recommendations for program change relative to

the content of the Coastal Act or LCP policies or their procedural implementation,
or both regarding nps impact management.

6! Preliminary Research of Relevant NPS Policies and CNPS Program Requirements
~ review Coastal Act and LCP policies
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~ explain new CNPC program requireraents
7! Provide Technical and Procedural Operations for Improving BPS Related Reviews

~ review past actions as samples to include as models w/in guidance document
~ search for additional; illustrative examples from other agencies/states

~ examine initial ReCAP efforts for identif'ying potential improvements in reviewing
NPS projects

8! Draft Guidance Document and Supplemental Information Preparation
~ prepare and review draft document
~ research and draft CNPS and NPDES issue paper

9! Final Guidance Document
~ prepare and review final document

orieatation workshop and distribution

FY93 Work - On Track

a! Proposed Program Change.' Not Accomplished: Project not scheduled for completion
until December 1994.

Guidance Document  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project is not completed yet,

c! Project Products: None yet.

d! Other Benefits: None yet.

e! Unexpected Results: None yet,

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None yet.

g! Is Proj ect of Nationa&tateZocal Importance: National, State and Local.
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T~l: CA�! Coastal Hazards Landform Alteration Policy Guidance, PSM,
F Y92--$62,000

:H pw fU' p i* i d *lp d&p L dk
Alteration Policy Guidance Document which will provide interpretations of the California
Coastal Commission's enforceable coastal hazards policies to Commission staff,
applicants, local governments, and other coastal hazard management authorities, to address
the problems of excessive grading. Excessive grading results in negative impacts such as
instability, erosion and bluff retreat. This project involves four components: �! review and
evaluation of existing scientific and technical information related to landform alterations; �!
review and evaluation of Commission's land alteration policies and programs; �!
development of draft landform alteration policy guidance document, workshops and
recommended program changes; and �! preparation of final policy guidance document.
public hearings and Cainmission adoption.

� . 99 - h3.»!

FY92

~ SurrUriary Report on Priority Land Form Alteration Policy Concerns
~ Summary Report on CCMP Coastal Hazards Regulatory Process
~ Draft Landform Alteration Policy Guidance Document
~ Final Landform Alteration Policy Guidance Document

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished: CommissionadoptedLandforrnAlteration
Policy Guidance Document  PG!

b! Summary of ResultstFMancetnent: Coinpletion of report  Landform Alteration Policy
Guidance Document! and workshops for planning staff on how to deal with grading
effects from subdivision decisions to lot layout and building design. Report
a~hments provided details on the possible impacts from gteding, a review of policy
and regulatory approaches to minimize land form alteration and some technical options
available as alternatives to conventional site grading.

c! Proj ect Products: Reports listed in "Project Benchmarks" above, Staf'f Workshops and
Public Hearing on Project.

d! Other Benefits: Enhanced relations with other state agencies involved with landform
alteration.

e! Unexpected Results: None

I! Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Is Project of NationaL5tate/Local Importance: Yes
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QQg: CA�! Wetlands Procedural Guidance Document, PSM, FY92--
$'7'7,000

P~l: Yb FW fd 9 I* I I p d Ip W*f d
Procedural Guidance Document which wiU provide interpretations of the California Coastal
Commission's enforceable wetlands policies and associated pmcedures for the
Commission staff, applicants, local governments and other wetlands management
authorities. This project involves 5 tasks:   l! review of scientific and technical information
concerning wetlands management and resource concerns; �! review of Commission
wetlands regulatory programs and other regulatory programs and processes; �!
development of draft procedural guidance document; �! public hearings and preparation of
final procedural guidance document; and �! development of interagency network to
facilitate regional wetlands regulatory procedures.

I 9 IF 9 19, 1993-F*b 9 I*. 19941

F Y92
~ Summary of Priority Wetland Concerns
~ Summary of Wetland Regulatory Process
~ Draft Procedural Guidance Document
~ Final Procedural Guidance Document

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished: Wetlands Pmmiural Guidance  report
entitled Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects in California's Coastal
Zone! was adopted by Executive Director of California Coastal Commission as
procedural guidance.  PG!

b! Summary of Result!Enittancement:

The new procedural guidance do~nt significantly improves the quality and
comprehensiveness of the California Coastal Comtussion staff s analysis and of the
recommendations upon which the Commission bases it decisions on wetlands
development projects. The procedural document provides staff with relevant
background inftxnaation and an analytic framework for drafting proposed findings and
recommendations.

g,~ Compilation of technical, procedural and agency information relating to the
regulation of California's coastal wetlands. Development of an interagency network
dealing with wetlands regulation.

ldpb I 'f I d
used in the preparation and review of coastal development permit applications
proposing wetland development projects. This information base provides a consistent
framework for the regulation of development in coastal wetlands. Additionally, the
review approach takes more advantage of the CEQA process and fosters early proactive
involvement of regulatory agencies.



project products
I e' W uc

l! Wetland Resource Concerns for California: A Review of Relevant Technical
Information;

2! Protection and Management of Wetlands in the California Coastal Zone: A Review
of Relevant Agencies, Policies, and Processes;

3! Wetlands Resource Din.ctory;
4! Procedural Guidatice for the Review of Wetland Projects in California's Coastal

Zone  final draft!

c!

l! Procedural Memo ¹26: Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland
Development Projects in California's Coastal Zone;

2! Wetlands Resource and Regulatory Agency Contact List.

d! Other Benefits; The Coastal Commission hired a biologist to complete and to work as
part of the Commission's team completing the Regional Cumulative Assessment
project. This project allowed the biologist to receive extensive on-the-job training
relating to the management and regulation of coastal wetlands. The biologist is now
able to serve as a point of contact regarding wetland issues in the coastal zone, and
provide technical assistance to other Commission staff and other governmental
agencies.

e! Unexpected Results: This project received considerable attention during the public
review process. The Commission received 200 requests for copies of the draft
procedural memo. Numerous written and verbal comments on the dry were received,
most of which were supportive of the document and the Conmiission's wetlands
policies. The relatively high degree of support was somewhat unexpected, given the
contentious nature of wetland issues in California

Impediments to Project Success: OCRM has stipulated strict guidelines for what
constitutes "success"  i.e., a program change.! Most of the options available for
achieving success  e.g.,: change the Coastal Act through new legislation, develop new
guidelines for Commission adoption, etc.! could not be achieved within the time frame,
funding level and scope of this project. Additionally, the highly contentious nature of
this project increased the level of scrutiny and ae~saty response time during aH stages
of the project. Therefore, Cahfornia developed and implemented a project which would
meet OCRM's criteria, project duration constraints, and California law requirements.
These factors together restrict the types of projects California, or for that matter any
coastal state, can undertake with $309 funds.

Much more time and funds would have been necessary for California to adopt the
"wetlands procedural guidance" as formal Commission rule ameridments. So, instead,
the guidance was ia~exl by the Executive Director as staff guidance. Although the
sources of information  e.g., scientific research results or precedential Cominission
actions! contained in this @~ment can and will be referenced when developing a staff
report, this procedural guidance document itself cannot be cited, quoted or relied upon
as the basis for recommendations or findings contained in any staff report.

Is Proj ect of NationaL5tat~al Importance: Yes, all three. Wetland issues are
receiving much attention at the national, state and local levels.
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Qtjl'.: CA�! Wetlands Performance Guidelines, PMS, FY93-$87,000

99 1' 'P'1*""' "'P 94
guidehnes" which can be tailored to characteristics of specific regions for use in evaluating
the effectiveness of wetland restoration plans and projects, tnanaging existing wetlands,
and eventually linking land use decisions to water quality and biological impacts in
wetlands  i.e., cumulative impacts of non-point source pollutioa!. The objective of this
project is to develop scientifically-based wetlands performance guidelines that can be used
to improve the predictability, consistency, and accountability of the CCMP wetlands
regulatory policies. This approach wiLL provide a process for evaluating the critical
functions and attributes of a natural wetland, and measuring the ability of the restored area
to perform those functions. Based on the results, remedial measures can be crafted to
improve restored wetland's functions. This project has three components: �! identification
of critical wetlands processes and evaluation of approaches for setting performance
standards; �! development of guidelines for setting wetlands performance standards; and
�! completion and adoption of wetlands performance guidance document.

~: 92 9* [P*P 15, 1994- 9*9 14. 19951

FY93
~ Draft wetlands performance guidelines
~ Final wetlands perfonnance guidelines

FY93 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Progrun Change: Not Accomplished: Project on schedule and adoption of
Final Wetlands Performance Guidelines expected to be completed February 1995.
 PG!

b! Summary of ResultslEnibancement: Project not completed yeL

c! Project Pmducts: Wetlands Perfortnance Guidelines: Procedures for Evaluating the
Effectiveness of wetland Mitigation.

d! Other Benefits: The development of wetland performance guidelines is receiving a lot
of attention. The Literature base is quite extensive. In addition, a number of state and
federal agencies have developed or are developing wetland monitoring guidelines.
These guidelines include elements for evaluatmg the performInce of wetland mitigation
prOject. Futiding for this project has allowed the Comatission to allocate staff time for
a detailed review of the avaihble Literature. In addition, Commission staff have been
able to work with other state agencies in the prcmm of developing monitoring
guidelines, resulting in incma~ec} coordination and compatibility.

e! Unexpected Results: None identified at this time,

Impediments to Project Success. Although California wiLL utilize the "wetlands
performance guidelines," the project does not provide for California Coastal
Commission adoption of guidance as a rule amendment. This would be a much more
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costly and time consutning activity than is provided for with the $309 funds and time
restraints.

g! Is Proj ecr Of National/State/Local Importance: Yes. As mentioned above, a number of
state and federal agencies are developing guidelines related to the topic of this project.
Although it appears the Commission is on the leading edge with respect to the
development and use of wetland performance guidelines, it is expected that other
agencies will develop similar guidelines in the near future.



: CA�! Port Mitigation Study, PSM, FY92-$50,000

: The purpose of this project is to recommend measures for facilitating the
planned expansion and development projects of several of California's major ports while
providing appropriate mitigation.. This project involves: �! the identification of fish and
wildlife mitigation needs and potential mitigation sites; �! an analysis of existing regulatory
mechanisms and �! recommendations, including legislative changes where necessary, on
improving the current fish and wildlife mitigation process for California ports.

L~:   I . l992- 8 30. 993>

F Y92
~ Assessment of port mitigation needs
~ Identification of possible port mitigation sites for Ports of San Diego, Long Beach, and

Los Angeles
~ Review of regulatory process governing the port mitigation process w/special attention to

how ageiicies evaluate the need for landfill expansion, define how impacts/mitigation
credits assigned, success of process, and review experience of other states

~ Formulate recommendations, as mandated by AB2356, for facilitating the completion of
allowable port development projects and for improving existing system for assigning port
mitigation credits.

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change. Not Accomplished � study resulted in recommendations only.

The study recommendations propose a variety of actions to be undertaken by the ports, the
resource and regulatory agencies and the Legislature. No change in state or federal
environmental policies or regulations are recommended.  NPC!

b! Sunima~ of Results/Enhancement: This project has addressed the chronic problems of
uncertainty  regarding port landfill expansion and habitat valuation inethodologies!, political
pressure, and legal issues that the ports face in attempting to develop suitable mitigation
projects. It will be at least a couple of years before the results are clear. New port projects
are only now being proposed. Key legislators are considering introducing biHs based upon
the study.

c! Project Products: Port Mitigation Study

d! Other Bene~Os: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

Impediments to Project Success. Misunderstanding about some of the recommendations;
difficulty focusing attention of all key parties on recommended actions.

g! Is Proj ect of NationaIlState/Local Importance: National, State. Since most of the fish and
wildlife mitigation problems faced by the Califorrua ports are shared by ports in other states,
the study may have nationwide importance.
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CONNECTICUT

The $309 priority enhancement needs identiAed by Connecticut cover five issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Public Access

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Special Area Management Planning
~ Coastal Hazards

The problems identified in the $309 priority enhaiicement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

~W Connecticut's core tida1 wetlands regulatory and planning programs are in place and
functioning effectively. However, existing programs should be enhanced to improve
their overall effectiveness in several key areas. The state has a high degree of pre-
regulation wetland loss and degradation, as well as an unusually high potential for
restoration of degraded tidal wetlands where tidal flushing has been impacted by man-
inade, pre-regulation constrictions.

In Connecticut, coastal public access is a high priority for improvements because of the
highly developed nature of the state's shoreline, a relatively dense coastal and statewide
population, and a paucity of available lands capable of supporting the most sought after
recreational uses including beaches, boat launches, and fishing access.

V n Im
Connecticut's coastal management program and coastal permit programs function in a
well-coordinated fashion and effectively protect coastal resources. However, some
decisions which ultimately affect Long Island Sound are made on a case-by-case basis
without a formal cuinulative impact assessment process. Due to Long Island Sound's vast
watershed area, Connecticut's relatively dense population, existing industrial base, and
the number of known and suspected water quality problems associated with highly
developed coastal states, enhanced cumulative and secondary impact planning to achieve
water quality improvements is warranted.

Connecticut has ongoing special area management efforts within the broad context of
specific resources {such as wetlands!, speci6c reremce areas {such as the lower
Connecticut River wetlands! and "generic" special areas  such as harbors, coves, and
embayments!. Geographical Areas of Particular Concern  APCs! identified in
Connecticut's federally approved coastal management program  P II-249! include both
specific resources - tidal wetlands and shellfish concentration areas - and generic
geographical areas - federal navigation channels and dredged materials disposal sites.
Enhancements which are both area-specific and which will allow the state to more
effectively manage Connecticut's complex harbors as special areas are needed.

Connecticut's shoreline and Long Island Sound are somewhat better protected than other
direct ocean-fronting coastal states. Nonetheless, historic, pre-coastaI management and



pre-federal flood insurance era development of the coastline has served to heavily
populate the coastline and is therefore a serious concern. Also, current federal flood
insurance requirements may, in some cases, serve to encourage development in
unsuitable areas, particularly high velocity wave or "V" zones.

CT �! Comprehensive Tidal Wetlands Restoration and Compensation Program, WF, FY 92�
$25,000, FY 93--$25,000

CT �! General Permit for Minor Non-Impacting Tidal Wetlands Activities, WF, FY 92�
$25,000, FY 93--$15,000

CT �! Long Is/and Sound License Plate Revenue Program, WF, FY 92-$17,000, FY 93-
-$10,000

No Public Access Projects were funded for FY 92 or 93.

V

CT �! Develop New Regulations to Implement the Structures, Dredging and Fill Program, WF,
FY92-$13,000, FY93 � $31,000

CT �! Evaluate the Adequacy of Connecticut's Coastal Boundary for the Management of Uses
Subject to the Coastal Management Program for Section 6217 Coastal Nonpoint Control
Purposes, PSM, FY92-$150,000, FY93 � $140,000, continues in FY94

CT �! Municipal Implementation Guidance for Coastal Nonpoint Pollution, WF,
FY93-$15,000, continues in FY94

No SAMP Projects were funded for FY92 or 93.

All Coastal Hazards projects are for FY94 and 95

A summary evaluation of eacb 5309 project follow.

State Contact: Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Long Island Sound
Program

Contacts: Charles Evans, Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs
Department of Protection
79 Eltn Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127
203-566-7404  Phone!
203-566-5488  Fax!

50



. CT �! Comprehensive Tidal Wetlands Restoration and Compensation
Program, WF, FY 92-425,000, FY 93-425,000

Pl*Sf ll  L I I dS dP 2  OLISPI  lid I 9
comprehensive wetland restoration program including: a mechanism to allow for
compensation for unavoidable losses associated with public projects such as Department
of Transportation road and bridge maintenance and construction; an inventory of
degraded wetlands wIth a general characterization and prioritization; identification of
funding sources; identification of restoratioii techniques; and development of procedures
for long-term monitoring.

L~f': 2 *  I I  992-I *l99 I

F Y92
~ criteria re compensation developed/published
~ formal agreement with DOT finalized
~ initial degraded wetland lists reviewed

FY93

~ restoration techniques identified
~ funding sources identified
~ final report

Pr ' I

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on track but expected to be accomplished � The
Department of Environmental Protection  DEP! has put into place a comprehensive
wetlands restoration and compensation strategy and has a formal
restoration/compensation program. "Formal" agreement with DOT will be
forthcoming once technical issues re: wetlands banking have fully evolved and been
resolved.  P!

b! Summary o/Results/Enhancement
~ Comprehensive tidal wetland restoration program in place and being implemented,

DEP/DOT agreement in practice with regard to individual compensation projects
for unavoidable losses associated with permitted activities Agreement to articulate
principles re: wetlands banking - "formal" agreement likely in future.

~ Annual acreage restored exceeds permitted losses!
~ Unexpected establishment of Wetlands Restoration Unit within department has

aHowed for significant progress in restoring wetlands.
~ See "Restoration of Degraded Tidal Wetlands," July 1994, submitted with July '94

Performance Report.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Reports submitted to OCRM
2! Iriventory
3! DEP Compensation Policy and Practice Document

d! Other Benefits: Creation of a Wetlands Protection Unit in the DEP which was not
predicted when the project started out. When the project started out there was a
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mosquito control unit in the Department of Health Service. That unit's funding was
discontinued but a spin-off/unexpected result of the �09 project was that because of
the project they were able to write a proposal to fund the transfer of the mosquito
control unit staff to the DEP to form a Wetlands Restoration Unit. The mosquito
control people have expertise in wetland restoration because mosquitoes can be
controlled by restoring wetlands. This creation of the new unit was a direct result of
the 5309 project.

e! Unexpected Results: See above,

f! Impediments to Project Success: Getting that last 5 percent finished. Getting
everyone involved comfortable with the MOU. Getting through the final political
stage.

g! Was the project nationaVstate/local in importance? Somewhat national. The results
of this could be transferable elsewhere. It is not unique to Connecticut.
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~t. CT �! General Permit for Minor Non-Impacting Tidal Wetlands Activities,
WF, FY 92-$25,000, FY 93-$15,000

~P' ' ': tlg gd ff g ill ll ' lP l "f
generaL permits for minor activities that either pose no environmental risk to the wetland
or are clearly beneficial and the updating of the existing tidal wetlands regulations to
reflect this change as weil as other recent amendments to the Tidal Wetlands Act  TWA!.

Len th of Pro'ect: 2 years  July 1992 - June 1994!
«No-cost extension January 1995

FY92
~ iegislative authority for general permit
~ list of appropriate activities for general permit
~ draft tidal wetlands regulations

FY93 draft tidal wetlands regulation amendments
develop general permit and initiate adoption

~ tidal wetland regulation amendments adopted
~ general permit adopted, instructions, etc. developed

FY94

~ hope that regulations and permits will be adopted by January 1995, although new
administration and general assembly will impact priorities and final adoption.

P FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Not on Schedule but Still Likely to be Completed by January 1995.

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished by January
1995. Once regulations and permits are adopted OLISP will have incorporated new
legal authorities into Connecticut's coastal management program.  L, RR!

b! Summary of ResukrfEnhancetnent
~ New legal authority to adopt general permits in place.

General permits drafted and in varying stages of adoption process.
Tidal wetland regulation amendment drafted and in review process.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Draf't gener31 permits
2! Draft regulations

d! Other Benefits; None

e! Unexpected Results: Originally intended to have just one general permit to cover
several subject areas, but ended up with six to address specific areas; others possible.

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Ever present "impediment" or unknown of public
and political response to new regulations or modifications to regulatory programs.
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With specific regard to regulations, in Connecticut the Legislature must approve
regulations and changes thereto.

g! Was the proj ecr narionallsrare/local in importance? State/local.
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T~itl ' CT �! Long Island Sound License Plate Revenue Program, WF, FY 92-
$17,000, FY 93-$10,000

:0 *I f I*U U i fp ilL g
Island Sound commemorative license plates. Proceeds from the sale of the plates
 estimated to be $5-$10 million within first few years! would be placed in a special fund
dedicated to several coastal management functions with direct benefit to Long Island
Sound  e.g. restoration, public access, public education!.

h f ':'-  J L992 J *99>

FY92
legislation authorizing issuance of plate submitted to 1egislature

FY93

~ establish criteria for activities eligible for funding

ct om ietion ta
FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work � Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished � Institution of new Long Mand Sound
License P1ate Revenue Program.  L, PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
~ more than 40,000 plates sold
~ $2.1 million in sales
~ $780,000 allocated for 54 projects

c! Proj ect Products to Date
1! License plates are being sold.
2! Revenue is coming in and being put into Long Island Sound Fund
3! Fund is being used for grants for a number of projects  examples: public access,

public education!

d! Other Benefits: Public awareness of Long Island Sound heightened.

e! Unexpected Results: Sale expands to commercial plates and trailers.

j! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None.

gJ Was the project nationaVstate4rcal in importance? A number of states had similar
programs before Connecticut, and since Connecticut's program started several other
states have instituted programs, Connecticut was not the pioneer � the state took the
idea from the other states � but Connecticut's program is applicable to other states.
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T~it: CT �! Develop New Regulations to 1rnplement the Structures, Dredging and
Fdl Program, WF, FY92--$13,000, FY93-$31,000

P~Th I* I * f 0 h* " *I
criteria upon which coastal permit applications are evaluated. The Office of Long Island
Sound Programs  OLISP! will draft the regulations in consultation with the applicable
divisions of DEP and outside advisors, as we}l as with input from affected user groups
such as the state and regional marine trades organizations, environmental groups, the
regulated community, and the general public.

L~E' y  »y - * t99 j
*No-cost extension

F Y92
~ preliminary discussions with agencies and organizations complete
~ first draft of comprehensive regulations complete

FY93
~ formal DEP review
~ informal review by interest groups

public hearing
~ all necessary approvals obtained
~ regulations incorporated into program

FY94
~ hope to have regulations adopted by July 1995.

P m
FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Not on Schedule but Still Likely to be Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Off track but still expected to be accomplished�
Develop new regulations to implement the structures, dredging and fill program.
Regulations have been developed but OLISP is bogged down in the implementation
process. They are facing opposition from the regulated community. If OUSP is not
successful in getting the regulations adopted, they may fall back to modifying the
drafts for use as guidelines. They are retlunking their strategy but intend to try to
continue and have the drafted regulations adopted. They have not given up on getting
the regulations adopted.  RR!

b! Summary of RcsulcaKnhancetnent
~ Draft regulations have been useful in revamping coastal permit applications and

instructions for department's permit "rewngineering" process.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Draft Regulations

d! Other Benefits: See summary of results.

e! Unexpected Results: None.
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f! /mpediments to Project Success: l! Political considerations � the regulated
community is concerned about the regulations as they stand. The regulated
community would like changes in the drafted regulations and would like to see things
done differently. 2! Given the extensive nature of the regulations-how sweeping and
comprehensive they are--OLISP was over ambitious to think that two years would be
enough for this project.

g! Was the proj ect nationaVstatellocal in importance? State/local.
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~i: CT �! Evaluate the Adequacy of Connecticut's Coastal Boundary for the
Management of Uses Subject to the Coastal Management Program for
Section 6217 Coastal Nonpoint Control Purposes, PSM, FY92--$150,000,
FY93--$140,000, continues in FY94

: Ib OLISPp I ~
growth and development patterns in the Long Island Sound watershed, and nonpoint
source contributions in order to determine whether coastal boundary changes are, in fact,
warranted to expand management to a watershed-type basis.

f ':3y  Jly 99- 995!

FY92
~ identification of sub-watershed basins
~ prioritization of sub-watershed basins based upon Iand use and proximity to Long

Island Sound

~ review of existing authorities and controls for non-point source pollution control

FY93

~ complete data gathering
~ link/coordinate boundary analysis to cumulative and secondary impact analysis
~ public comment sought on management area alternatives

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed
FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On Track and Expected To Be Accomplished�
Determine whether coastal boundary changes are warranted to expand management to
a watershed-type basis in the Long Island Sound watershed.

Bene hmarks;
12/94: finalize boundary/management area recommendations
6/95: develop any legislative proposals necessary to implement enforceable
authorities and coordinate with af'fected state agencies; final mapping.  P, L!

b! Summary of Results/Kebancenient
Funding has supported a technical analysis of management area designation in
context with sophisticated land use and water quality data generated primarily
through the Long Island Sound Study.

c! Proj ect Product's to Date
I! Analysis and information gathering

d! Other Benefits: None yet.

e! Unexpected Results: None yet.

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None yet,
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-g! Was the project national/statelloctd in importance? State and local. Some of the
analysis may be uansferable to other states.
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T~itl t CT �! Municipal Implementation Guidance for Coastal Nonpoint Pollution,
WF, FY93-$15,000, continues in FY94

S i "*"* p
familiarize professional staff and elected and appointed municipal land use officials with
recent statutory amendments that require coastal municipalities to consider the
environmental impact on Long Island Sound of any proposal for development, and
consider nonpoint source pollution control when adopting new and revised land use
regulations.

L~ ' ct: 2 years  July 1993 - June 1995!

FY93

~ research local-based water quality standards and prepare draft criteria, model
regulations, etc. for municipal training program

~ hold preliminary workshops to solicit public and municipal input on draft criteria

FY94

~ draft education and outreach materials, finalize materials, publish and distribute
them and develop a concise training program

~ hold a series of workshops for coastal municipal officials, regional planners and the
public;
prepare and submit formal water quality criteria for program change review and
approval as appropriate

Pro'

FY93 Work - Completed
FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
~ research yielded relatively few municipal regulations and standards for water

quality protection.
discussions with local officials indicate a strong need for technical assistance and
training on a fairly basic, introductory levei.

~ local officials want program to be an "add-on" rather than a new mandated program.

c! Project Products to Date
I! Background Analysis

d! Other Benefits: None yet.

e! Unexpected Results: None yet

I! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None yet.

g! Was the proj ect nationaL/state/local in importance? All three � training materials can
be used on other states to enhance local land use/water quality protection efforts.



-DELA WARE

The 53l8 priority enhancement needs by Delaware cover three issues:

~ Wetlands

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Coastal Hazards  No funds requested during FY92 and 93!

The problems identified in the Delaware $309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

~We ~
Threats to Delaware's tidal wetlands are distinctly different in each of the three

counties. In Wilrnington, wetlands losses resulted from drainage for urbanization dating
back to the early Dutch settlers. In Kent County, wetlands were altered for mosquito
ditching efforts. During the 1930's over 75 percent of Delaware's tidal wetlands were
parallel-grid-ditched for saltmarsh mosquito control resulting in undesirable dewatering
of valuabie fish and wildlife habitat. In Sussex county, the wetlands are impacted by
recent, fast conversion of adjacent upland from forest and farmlands to recreational
suburban sprawl, including docks and walkways directly into the wetlands.

Besides deleterious impacts to wetlands attributed to man, natural processes have
also degraded Delaware's wetlands. Several hundred acres have been negatively impacted
by erosion, accretion and natural deposition processes. The average net loss of palustrine
vegetated wetlands per year is at least 1,500 acres.

Delaware passed the Wetlands Protection Act in 1973. This Act implements
regulatory control over activities which would potentially degrade tidal wetlands. The
current tidal wetlands regulatory program has been very effective in disallowing new
major impacts such as filling, however, one major weakness recognized within
Delaware's regulatory pro~ is the inability to address cumulative impacts. Other
problems relate to the existing accuracy of Delaware's wetlands mapping, unapproved
shoreline stabilization projects, and the inappropriate operation of power boats  propeller
damage to wetland vegetation!. Tidal wetlands violations primarily result from
unpermitted filling activities.

Freshwater wetlands were regulated in Delaware through 401 Water Quality
Certification and DCMPs Federal Consistency Program there is no separate. Federal
jurisdiction regulates the deposition of fill, but not other human activities such as
excavation, expanding farming operations, and vegetation removal.

v

Environmental quality in coastal watershed areas is declining steadily. The
problems include: stormwater and agricultural runoff; failing septic systems and loss of
habitat to development. The visible signs of growth pressures existing within the
watersheds include beach closings, declining fish populations and loss of wetlands. The
cumulative effect has been that the decline in coastal water quality threatens public
health, the health and survival of living resources and recreational assets of coastal areas
and resources Growth in the coastal area has resulted in urbanization and tourism. The
Inland Bays as well as the Atlantic coast have seen the greatest amount of development,
coupled with increasing levels of tourism. Cumulative and secondary impacts are of the
greatest concern to smaller coastal communities, which, because of their size, lack
sufficient infrastructure to accommodate uncontrolled, unplanned growth pressures.
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List of the Delaware $309 Projects for FY 1992 and FY 1993:

DE �! "Christina/Delaware Rivers Urban Wetland Corridor Rehabilitation" WF, FY92-
$64,000

u 've and at

DE �! "A Watershed Protection Strategy for the Dover/Silver Lake/St. Jones" PSM,
FY92 - $200,000, FY93 - $109,000

A sutmnary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Sara Cooksey, Delaware Department of Natural Resources
and Environmental Control
89 Kings Highway
Dover, DE l9903
302-739-3451  Phone!
302-739-6242  Fax!

62

Specific g~~~ raised include the present inadequacy of existing sewer systems  if they
exist!, road infrastructure, and related community facilities.

Moreover, smaller communities lack zoning and subdivision regulations � land
use controls critical to addressing some of the concerns raised by cumulative impacts and
rapid growth. Unplanned growth sited adjacent to sensitive coastal areas such as
spawning and habitat areas, is also a major concern.

In addition to potentially negative impact concerns relating to infrastructure and
natural resources, the loss of communities' historical character is also an issue. These
smaller unique communities, by virtue of their size, lack the resources and of course
infrastructure to accommodate the cumulative impacts associated with Delaware's rapid
coastal growth.



Title: DE �! Christina/Delaware Rivers Urban Wetland Corridor Rehabilitation,
WF, FY92 � $64,000.

io: Wetland rehabilitation of wetlands focusing on the highly
degraded urban wetland corridor in New Castle County. A regional wetland management
approach addressing the rehabilitation needs of various wetland sites will be utilized.
Rehabi1itation will be carried out by a multi-agency team on a site-by-site, acre-by-acre
basis to proactively address wetland degradation problems.

The project will provide a mechanism for substantial ecosystem recovery in the
state's northern tidal rnarshes. The project will also provide a coastal management
strategy for regional improvements In the qualitative value of wetlands. The new
approach will complement the existing tidal wetlands regulatory program by providing an
independent mechanism for pro-active wetland rehabilitation.

~:2*  C I l.l992 S I 30.199!
'No-cost extension for 1 year

F Y92 Draft management plan for five wetlands

F Y93 Begin implementation

r t pm ' ta

Not on schedule, still likely to be completed.

a! Program Changes: �! Establishment of resource management agreements  some
mandatory! among various governments and landowners; �! Development of a
wetlands rehabilitation policy based on federal consistency review; and �! Provision
to DNREC of a systematic process to rehabilitate wetlands.

b! Summary of ResultsIKnhancetnent: Management Plan for 5 wetlands finished, some
implementation begun

c! Project Products to Date: Tax Ditch Referendum Passed

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

Impediments to Project Success  if any!: Difficult building consensus between
landowners and government.

g! Was the proj ect national or state/local in importance? State and Regional
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DE �! "Watershed Protection Strategy for the Dover/Silverlake/St. Jones
Watershed, PSM, FY92 � $109+56, FY93 � $200,000

:39 DCMD llld *19 D M M I * M
t SW> M!, specifically, a predictive computer model which will evaluate different land-
use scenarios and stormwater management practices and predict their effect on water
quality. The model will be adaptable to other coastal watersheds in Delaware, Using the
computer model. the DCMP will develop a Watershed Protection Strategy for the
restoration of degraded areas, such as wetlands through improvements to stormwater
management practices.

A comprehensive sediment and stormwater watershed management plan and
regulations will be developed. The project will also result in the creation of a stormwater
utility and levy stormwater utility fees on property owners for stormwater-related
activities such as pond retention basins to the creation of artificial wetlands. The project
will also establish new operating agreements between land use regulatory authorities.

3 ID« I ~ .1992 9*9 I 39.39933
~Request for 1 year

FY92
~ Regulatory changes for watershed

FY93
~ SWMM inodel running
~ Development of draft watershed plan

Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

 a! Program Changes
l! Amendments to Section 9 of the Sediment and Stormwater Regulations to include

the Dover/Silver Lake/St. Jones watershed as a designated watershed, thereby
making it subject to additional sediment and stormwater regulations.

2! Establishment of a "stormwater utility" empowered to levy fees on property
owners for stormwater management activities.

3! New operating agreements among the various jurisdictions with land use
regularity authority in the watershed.

b! Sumtnary of Results/Enhancement: None

c! Proj ect Products: Watershed plan with funding source for improvements

d! Other Benefits: Worked out the "kinks" in doing watershed plans

e! Unexpected Results: Slow process

f! Impediments to Project Success. Site specific data

g! Is the project national or state/local in importance? State.



FLORIDA

The >309 priority enhancement needs identified by Florida cover three
issues:

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Hazards

~ Public Access

The problems identified in the $309 enhancement issue areas as summarized
as follows:

ul t'v

Cumulative impacts of on-site sewage disposal systems is a major problem in
Florida. It involves vested rights of private property owners, subdivision regulations,
growth management, environmental quality and public health issues. There is a need to
develop effective environmental management tools and technical alternatives to septic tanks
which will significantly reduce nutrient enrichment of nearshore waters along with surface
water and groundwater contamination caused by coastal development that requires dense
concentration of on-site sewage disposal systems. At present, current state laws limit the
state's ability to restrict use of on-site sewage disposal.

Hmx<h
Florida's coastline is extremely vulnerable to such natural hazards as hurricanes,

storm-induced erosion, long-term erosion, and flooding from tropical storms and severe
rainfall events. Population concentrations and development along Florida's coast has
created tremendous problems in hazards management. Florida's undeveloped and
unbridged coastal islands have seen increased development pressures in recent years.

Florida has extensive coasthne and sandy beaches are the most popular attrncdon
for outdoor recreation, Florida's coastal areas are also the most popular place to live. Rapid
urbanization has limited public access, especially to coastal beaches. Florida's Beach
Erosion Control Program under Chapter 161 lacks adequate public access criteria for state-
funded restoration projects as a means of ensuring public beach access.

List of Florida $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93:

v

FL l! On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems in SuMivisions with Vested Development
Rights, WF, FY92 � $134,385, FY93-$134,385  FY94 $134,985 proposed!

FL�! Access as a Condition for State Funding of Beach Restoration Projects. WF.
FY92-$138,615, FY93 � $138,615-CANCELED

 Florida received no funding for PSM in FY92 4 FY93!

A summary of each $309 project is attached.
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Contacts

State Contact: Florida Coastal Management Program
Rhyne Building
2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100
904-922-5438  Phone!
904-487-2899  Fax!
Chris McCay  Grants!
Joy Dorst  Public Information!
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~te; FL �! On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems in Subdivisions with
Vested Development Rights, WF, FY92--$134,385, FY93-$134,385

p I * I'I I' I I 3*33
management tools and technical alternatives to septic tanks which wN significantly reduce
contamination, particularly nutrient enrichment, of surface water and groundwater
resources from dense concentrations of on-site sewage disposal systems within the coastal
zone, This project involves three components: �! Routine Program Implementation Report
adding Rule 10D-6  public health rule! to Florida Coastal Management Program; �! new
Legislation requiring DHRS to address environmental concerns, particularly nutrient
contamination of coastal waters; and �! adoption of amendments to Rule 10D-6 to
implement new legislation and treatment techniques for nutrient contamination control.

3 3* [3« I I. IPP3-3 p I 33. 33333

F Y92
MOU between DCA and DHRS to address nutrient enrichment on a joint basis

~ Amend FCMP by incorporating section 381.0065 and 381.0066 and Chapter 10D-6,
F.A.C. into the program which deals with on-site disposal systems

~ establish a technical R citizens advisory committee
~ prepare a report for the 1993 Legislative session addressing issues of septics on lots

platted before 1972 and exempt from septic tank acre limits
~ develop and analyze different land use regulations to address nutrient contamination

from septic tanks including mirumurn lot sizes and shoreline setbacks
~ evaluate alternative nutrient-reducing technologies for on-site sewage disposal for

coastal areas

F Y93
~ draft legislation, review draft legislation by citizens advisory committee
~ amend draf't legislation, prepare economic impact study of proposed legislation

track and prepare amendments to draft legislation through 1994 Legislative session
~ adopt legislation
~ prepare draf't amendments to rule 10D-6 based on workshops
~ develop and test alternative onsite sewage treatment and disposal technologies with

potential to reduce nutrient contamination of groundwater/surfacewater resources in
the Florida Keys

F Y94
~ adopt rules amendments incorporating preferred alternative treatment techniques to

reduce nutrient contamination.

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed
FY94 Work - Expect time delays

67



P~
a! Proposed Program Changes; Accomplished

1! Incorporate public health statutes   Sec. 381.0065 8c 381.0066! and Chapter 10D-
6, F.A.C. rule into FCMP - Accomplished  RR!

2! Amend public health statute to include environmental concerns- Accomplished  a
year ahead of schedule!  L!

3! Amend Chapter 10D-6, F.A.C. to incorporate preferred treatment techniques to
reduce nutrient contamination- Not Accomplished- not schedule for completion
until June 1995; expect time delays with completion by Dec. 1996.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Two project objective were accomplished and
done ahead of the three-year work plan. The public health statute has been added to the
FCMP and the statute and accompanying regulations have been amended to reflect
environmental concerns.

Florida will control the widespread and high-density use of on-site sewage disposal
systems in subdivisions that have been "vested" under Florida law. The state' s
expanded regulatory authority over septic systems will now address concerns about the
environmental quality of coastal waters and the public health consequences of degraded
waters.

Once alternative treatment techniques have been developed and tested  rnid 1996!,
Florida expects to amend Rule 10D-6, FAC to adopt best techniques to reduce nutrient
contamination from septic systems.  Dec. 1966!

c! Proj ect Products include
1! Report to the Governor and Legislature Concerning On-Site Sewage Disposal

System on Lots Platted Prior to 1972.
2! Routine Program Improvement Adding Chapter 381.065-066 and Rule 10D-6 to

FCMP.
3! Chapter 38L06S~ Statute Amendments 1993.

d! Other Benefi ts. None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: None in FY92. In FY93, contract delays staUed
completion of research, development and testing of alternative septic system tnmtment
techniques and therefore has delayed date of adoption of rule amendments to add
preferred treatment techniques until 1996.

g! Is Project of Nationab5tate/Local Importance: State and Local
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T~it; FL �! Access as a Condition for State Funding of Beach Restoration
Projects, WF, FY92 � $138,615, FY93-$138,615 - CANCELED

: Th*p"w f'I p' I ' ' p dp""i
opportunities to Florida's sandy beaches through public access requirements for public
funded beach restoration projects. This project focuses on efforts to revise the rules for the
State Beach Management Program to ensure, as a condition of state funding for beach
restoration, the provision of public access sites and adequate parking at specified intervals;
and to assist local governments in developing support facilities through modification of the
state's coastal construction permitting program, The program changes proposed by this
project include: l! revised state beach inanagement program rules governing public access
criteria for beach restoration projects; and 2! modification of the state coastal constructIon
permit ting program.

Len th f Pro'ect: 3 Years  October l, 1992- September 30, l995!
FY92 - 6 months No Cost Grant Extension Requested and received
FY93 � project CANCELED, moneys not reprogrammed and to revert to NOAA
FY94 - Canceled

F Y92
public beach access inventory

~ beach access adequacy survey and report

F Y93
~ conduct beach use survey of residents and tourists
~ develop a standard beach access signage
~ develop guidelines for facility development of beach access sites

F Y94

~ draft amendments to Rule Chapter 168-36 and 16B-33
~ economic impact assessment of proI.'Osed rule amendments, public hearings,
~ revise and adopt final rule amendments.

t

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Not Completed, AbandonediP~uested Termination/Canceled project
FY94 Work - State plans to seek rule amendments with state funds

a! Proposed Progrmn Change: Not Accomplished.
I! Revised state beach management program rule  RR!
2! Modification of state coastal construction permitting program  RR!

b! Surnrnary of Results/Enhancement: None

c! Project Products
l! Inventory of Access Site Locations and Maps for Coastal Counties
2! Public Access Adequacy Report

d! Other Benefits: None
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e! Unexpected Results. See Below

f! Impediments ro Project Success: The State's Department of Environmental Protection,
Division of Beaches and Shores encountered problems obtaining work products under
the tight contractual time constraints. The department, therefore, proposed that the
interim products not be pursued further. They stiH propose to do the original program
change requiring the provision of public beach access as a component of beach
restoration projects using state funds.

g! 1s Project of NationaVState/Local  mportance; State
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GUAM

The $309 priority enharrcement needs identiTied by Guam cover three issues:

~ Public access
~ Wetlands
~ Hazards  No �09 funding requested due to limited funding; alternative

funding through FEMA!

The problems identified irr the 5309 priority needs enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

Guam has legislation and a history of public rights for access to the shoreline, but
not clearly defined rights of access to inland sites, important viewplanes, historic sites
and other less traditional addressed areas and access for the physically disabled. This
shortcoming has become evident with development of large tracts of southern and central
island properties. Publicity, public awareness, and organized disabled persons lobby has
prompted the need to address shortcomings of the regulatory system and issues
surrounding access to inland water sites, historic sites, aesthetic sites, wetland sites, forest
sites, etc.

W~~
Guam's wetlands are confined almost entirely to the southern half of the island.

Historically, there has been significant loss of wetlands in Guam through filling and
aquaculture projects. In the late 1970. Guam adopted wetland regulations which achieved
some success in protecting wetlands and development pressures were low. Development
beginning in the late 1980s in the southern area, coupled with increased wetland
violations and the major violation and fine against the U.S. Navy and Air Force, have
made their state and developers a~are of the need to improve Guam's wetlands
regulatory and enforcement program. Guam lacks the ability to assess wetlands' values,
track wetland health, or monitor impacts from surrounding activities.

List of Guam $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

GUAM �! WF, FY92-$43,200, FY93-$43,200

Wip~p  Note here only!
GUAM - Analyzing and Prioritizing Guam's Wetlands Acquisition Techniques, WF,

FY94-$43,200.  This project is noted here because it was identified in Guam's 5309
Strategy for FY94.!

 Guam did not request any $309 funding for Projects of Special Merit in FY92 and
FY93,!

A summary evaluation of Guam's FY92 and FY93 $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Mike Ham
Coastal Program Manager
P.O. Box 2950
Agana, GU 96910



~Ti: GUAM �! Ittiproving Nontraditional Access and Access for Qisabled

P~ ; The purpose of this project is to improve nontraditional, primarily
inland access and access for people with disabilities through increased public awareness
and recreational opportunities. The project involves actions to: {1! identify, analyze and
recomtnend improvements to existing and potential nontraditional access sites  such as
historic sites, Inland sites, viewplanes, natural areas! to increase public access, including
access for disabled; and �! improve such access through plans, executive orders,
legislation, rules and regulatory amendments. Program changes expected include new
legislation, rule, regulations, or legal mechanisms which comprehensively address public
access and access for the physically disabled.

: 2y  C I,»-S p O.

FY92
~ Identify, map and analyze existing and potential nonshoreline access sites

Investigate other states access programs
~ Conduct public hearings and instigate media coverage
~ Develop a comprehensive plan for improving access priority sites

FY93
~ MOU between GCMP and DPR
~ Draft and final access plans to OCRM
~ Draft legislation for management of priority access sites to non-shore resources and

access for the physically disabled
~ Adoption of legislation/regulatory regime

FY92 Work - Completed in FY93
FY93 Work - Completed or On Track - except legislation which is expected to be

introduced in fall of 1994

a! Proposed Program Changes: Not Accomplished � but expect legislation will pass by
1995.

1! Legislation  L!
2! Regulations  RR!

b! Summary of Resets/Znhancemenr. Project not completed yet. The project will result
iti a Management Plan for five specific sites on Guam to be set aside for conservation
and recreation to meet nontraditional access and access for people with disabilities.
The plan will include proposed legislation and funding needed to implement the plan
including park areas, bathrooms, and on-site personnel to manage the fragile site
resources  e.g., prehistoric sites!. Passage of legislation will constitute a program
change for Guam's coastal program.

c! Project Products
1! Public Access Management Plan for Guam  Due Sept. 94!

d! Other Benefits: Heightened public visibility of public lands issues.
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e! Une.zpected Results: None yet,

f! Impediments to Project Success
l! OCRM reduced by I l0.000 the funding for this project. Could have produced a

better product with additional tnonies;
2! Election year could be an opportunity or impeditnent to passage of access site

legislation;
3! Proposed legislation will include funds for implementation which could make

passage difficult;
4! Poor media attention to CZMP and public lands issues.

g! Is this Project of Nation/State/Local Importance: State
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HAWAII

The $3G9 priority enhancement needs identified by Hawaii cover six issues:

~ Wetlands - $309 funds requested, covered under hazards
~ Hazards

Public Access
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts � no $309 funds requested
~ Ocean Resources

~ Special Area Management Plans  SAMP! � no $309 funds requested

The problems identified in the $3G9 enhancement issue areas are summarized as
follows:

Hawaii's coastlitie is threatened by coastal erosion, tsunamis, hurricanes, sea level rise,
flooding, subsidence, earthquakes and lava fiows. Almost half of Hawaii's land area is within
five miles of the ocean and developed and vulnerable to coastal hazards. Hawaii needs a
comprehensive shoreline management plan with widened shoreline setback areas to buffer coastal
hazards, The public is unaware of the linkages between natural wave/beach processes, rtuuunade
structures and coastal hazards. Information to justify and support program changes is needed

The demand for public access to and along Hawaii's shoreline is greater that the current
availability of such accesses. Further, higher densities of uses has led to safety concerns, use
confiicts and environmental degradation. High land costs and competing budget needs have
stalled recent public land acquisition. New development and changing land ownership patterns
are blocking traditional access to beaches/tecreation areas across private property. Development
of a coastal acquisition program is needed which includes alternative mechanisms for coastal land
acquisition.

Ocean resources are an integral part of the people's lives and of f'undamental economic,
social and environmental importance to Hawaii. Fragmentation of planning, management, and
regulatory responsibilities among various agencies is a major impediment to effective ocean
resource management. Regulatory and other mechanisms to resolve user conflicts, particularly
involving fisheries and ocean recreation, are inadequate. Controversies over the use of public
resources for private purposes or economic gain, with adverse cumulative impacts on natural
resources, has lead to public concern and demand for resolution. A Hawaii Ocean Resources
management Plan  HORMP! was coinpleted in 1991 and needs to be implemented.

List of Hawaii $309 Projects For FY92 and FY93:

HA  1! Coastal Hazards Project; Beach Management Objectives and Policies and Expanded
Shoreline Setbacks, WF, FY92-$20,000, FY93 � $50,000

HA�! Coastal Hazards Mitigation Planning Project, WF, FY92-$60,000

HA�! Coastal Land Acquisition Program: Public Access, Hazards, and Wetlands Acquisition
Program, WF, FY92 � $0, FY93 � $30,000, FY94 � $60,000
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HA Development of a Regional Ocean Resource Management Planning Program, WF, FY92,
CANCELED. Funds reprograrnmed-See HA�! Coastal Hazards Mitigation Planning
Project,  Note: Ocean Management Project funded with $306 funds in FY93 at $75,000!

 Hawaii requested but received no $309 funding for PSM in FY92 and FY93!

A summary evaluation of each 5309 project is attached.

State Contact: Hawaii CZM Program
Office of State Planning
P.O. Box 3540
Honolulu, HI 968 l l-3540
808-587-2875  Phone!
808-587-2899  Fax!

Contacts: Carolyn Stewart
Tom Eisen
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Iittl,: HA�! Coastal Hazards Project: Beach Management Objectives and
Policies and Expanded Shoreline Setbacks, WF, FY92-$20,000, FY93-
$50,000
 pius $306 funds used: FY92--$55,000, FY93--$12,800!

: The purpose of this project is to reduce hazards risks through improved
coastai hazards and beach management policies and setback requirements. This project involves
three components: I! compilation of scientific and historical information; 2! an educational
campaign; and 3! amendments to Chapter 205A, HRS, to incorporate changes to the objectives
and policies related to coastai hazards and beach management, and shoreline setback provisions.

 J I, l992- I 30. 1995!

F Y92

~ literature search, bibliography, fieid research, digitized mapping of four Main Hawaiian
Islands

FY93
~ digitized mapping of Moiokai 8c Lanai
~ develop plan for education campaign
~ develop and complete a video and PSAs

F Y94
~ draft legislation to amend Chapter 205A, HRS
~ public meetings
~ draft legislation to Legislature and testimony for presentation to legislature
~ action alerts throughout legislative session
~ adoption of program change

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished. Passage of Legislation and program
amendment not scheduled until 1995. g.!

b! SummarY of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Produce
1! An Atlas of Natural Hazards in the Hawaiian Coastal Zone
2! Coastal Hazards Video and PSAs

d! Other Benefits: Narrated, indexed and catalogued aerial videos of entire coastline of Hawaii.

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success; No

g! Is Proj ect of NationaVState/Local Importance. Yes, to all three.
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~l: HA�! Coastal Hazards Mitigation Planning Project, WF, FY92-$60,000
Plus �06 funds used: FY92 � $60,000!

' ~*P W ' ~'+'O'J'"< '* "1" !"' "" P
natural disaster prevention and mitigation options to reduce the risks of life and property from
major storm events such as Hurricane Iniki in 1992. This project involves: �! hurricane and
tropical storm risk analysis; �! analysis of storm damage; �! focus group to develop
assumptions about frequency and severity of storms to hit Hawaii over next 50 years; �! review
of past mitigation efforts; �! develop alternative natural disaster prevention and mitigation
options; �! participatory planning workshops; �! develop coastal hazards tnitigation plan
including enforceable natural disaster mitigation policies to reduce the vulnerability of structures
and infrastructure to future storms and hurricanes;  8! County Council and State Legislative
consideration during 1994 session; and  9! strategy to implement recommended hazard mitigation
measures and draft appropriate regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms to itnplement the
measures resulting in a long-term action plan for coastal hazards mitigation  added as Phase 2
FY94 project!.

~L ' c: 1 Year  July 1, 1992 - June 30, 1993!
No Cost Grant Extension for FY92 approved through December 1993
NOTE: This is turning into a multi-year project with mixed 309/306 $

FY92  Phase 1!
~ background study report on hurricane and txopical storm risk analysis
~ background study report on analysis of storm damage
~ focus group meetings
~ review of past mitigation efforts
~ draft report on findings from background studies and alternative mitigation options

participatory planning workshops
~ coastal hazards mitigation plan
~ County council and Legislative consideration

F Y93 - No work with $309 funds

F Y94  Phase 2! - expected with combination of 1|306/$309 funds
~ hire consultant to develop strategy to implement hazard mitigation plan
~ adoption of long-term action plan
~ support passage of legislation in 1996

Pro'e

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomphshed

Coastal Hazards BiU introduced but State Legislature failed to passed the Bill or a Concurrent
Resolution which replaced the Bill during the 1994 Session.  L!

b! Summary of Results/EnItancernent: No Results Yet. Project is turning into a multi-year
project with passage of coastal hazards legislation now expected in 1996.

c! Project Products
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1! Hawaii Coastal Hazard Mitigation Planning Project Report

d! Other Benefits: High visibility of coastal hazard issues from wide distribution of Project
Report

e! Unexpected Results: See note below.

f! Impediments ro Project Success: See note below .

g! Is Project of hfariona&'tate/Local Importance: State and Local

Note: Because Legislation failed to pass, this one-year $309 project has turned into a multi-year
mixed $306/�09 funded project. The timelines have been extended. Instead of legislation
passing in 1994, legislation now expected to pass in 1996.
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: HA�! Coastal Land Acquisition Program: Public Access, Hazards, and
Wetlands Acquisition Program, WF, FY92--$0, FY93-$30,000, FY94-
$60,000

: The purpose of this project is to develop a new coastal acquisition
pro grarrl

for access rights, easements and rights-of-way perpendicular and parallel to the shoreline, as well
as for coastal parks and open space lands. The tools developed by this program will also be
applicable to the acquisition of wetland areas and sma11 shoreline parcels threatened by erosion
and other coastal hazards. The project involves several components: 1! review and evaiuatiori of
innovative acquisition methods and recommendations for applicability to Hawaii; 2! listing of
priority lands for acquisition and authorizatiori of administrative action; and 3! legislative or
administrative action to authorize an acquisition program,

L~P' . *  J y . 993- i 30. 1996!

F Y93
~ final report on acquisition methods

F Y94
~ compile inventories of acquisition needs
~ prepare report supporting acquisition of priority areas 8c recommended acquisition

mechanisms

F Y95
~ draft legislation or administrative authorization mechanisms, circulate, revise
~ adoption of legislation or administrative authorization mechanism

FY93 Work - Completed
FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomphshed. Passage of legislation or adoption of
administrative authorization not scheduled until l996.  L!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products
1! Methods and Strategies for Acquiring Coastal Lands

d! Other Bencfie: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Project of National/State/Local Importance: Yes. to all.
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LOUISIANA

The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs identified by Louisiana cover three issues:

~ Wetlands

Coastal Hazards
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The problems identified in the 4309 priority enhancemeiit issues areas are
summarized as follows:

Wi~aig
The Corps of Engineers annually dredges about ninety million cubic yards of

material in Louisiana coastal areas. This material could be used to create about 9,000
acres of wetlands. However, ongoing problems with disposal of dredged materials from
federal navigation projects continues to cause wetlands loss. Consistency review by CMD
has not always resulted in modifying the Corps' project design or construction practices.
The Corps is constrained with using the least expensive disposal technique and often does
not have sufficient funding to carry out CMD recommendations. Thus, spoil is being
moved in the most efficient manner, but not located where it can provide the most
benefits to the system by either creating wetlands or preventing saltwater intrusion. The
CMD has targeted this as the tnajor preventable cause of wetland loss and as a major
method to create wetlands in the Coastal Zone.

Humcancs. storm surge, floods, unstable soils aad coastal erosion are the types of
coastal hazards most commonly affectin thc Louisiana coast. Hurricane rains and high
winds usually affect the entire state of Louisiana when they make 1andfall in the north
central Gulf of Mexico. General destruction of the physical, biological and cultural
elements foDows the path of a hurricane. Eroded barrier islands and beaches may retreat
100 feet under the pounding of storm waves. Rising water and high winds destroy
wetlands, levees, highways, bridges and infrastructure  sewer and power lines!. The
aftermath of a hurricane means the despoilment of the natural systems and cost billions of
dollars in property damage of residential aad commercial darriaIgc.

Storm surges and flooding are also serious coastal hazard problems ia Louisiana.
Flooding can be the result of not only hurricanes, but also, storms, onshore winds, or
heavy precipitation either in thc wetlands or adjacent uplands. Storm surge occur other
times of the year and directly affect the low intcrdistributary wetlands aad more
populated natural lcvees of the Mississippi River.

Thc Coastal Management Division  CMD! of the State is not primarily
responsible for dealing with the hazards issue. This is handled by FEAR with local
governments. Because the expertise of the Permit section of CMD does not include the
identification of high hazard area, the main prograxnmatic need of the LCRP is the
identification and mapping of high hazard areas and the trainiag of CMD personnel ia
hazards review and evaluation.

v
The Louisiana coastal zone is characterized by a myriad of uses ranging from

conservation projects, such as wildlife management areas, to intensive development, such
as offshore platform building yards or industrial complexes. In St. Tammany Parish, one
of the fastest growing parishes in the country, sources of pollutants impacting the
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Tchefuncte River include: industry, animal holding/management areas, land
development, on-site sewage disposal systems, urban run-off. unsewered areas and land
disposal. Navigation and fiood control projects result in the most severe cumulative and
secondary impacts on the wetlands. These activities include: navigation and flood control
projects; hydrocarbon extraction; interaction of two or more unrelated activities; and
single family residences and camps.

The Louisiana Coastal Resource Program  LCRP! is limited in how it can address
cumulative/secondary impacts due to a number of factors. The major problem is that
many of the continuing impacts are caused by existing activities that are not subject to
coastal use permitting. Further, many activities that cause impacts are in fastlands or
uplands, and unless it is demonstrated that they will adversely affect coastal warers, they
are exempted from Coastal Use Permitting, Finally, because the LCRF is a permitting
rather than a zoning process, CMD must react to proposed activities rather than
establishing land use goals for areas.

List of Louisiana $309 Projects for FY 1993

LA �! Hazards Protocol for the Coastal Use Permit  CUP! Process, WF, FY93 -$70,000

v

LA �! Adverse Impact Study, WF, FY93 -$45,000

A summary evaluation of each 5309 project is attached.

State Contact: Jim Rives
Department of Natural Resources
Assistant Director
LA Coastal Management Division
Phone 504-342-7591
Fax 504-342-9439
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T~tl LA �! Hazards Database and Protocol for the Coastal Use Permit  CUP!
Process, WF, FY93 - $70,000

39*9~ I I ' 3* I 19 9 9 9
which will. contain information on riverine flooding. coastal flooding, storm surge, and
subsidence. A final report will include a list of hazard-prone communities and especially
hazard-prone undeveloped areas, The CMD will also adopt a coastal use permits hazards
protocol which will establish the means by which CMD will implement its hazards
review and analysis of each CUP application.

3~9' ' y Il ly I. 993 I * 9. 19991
~6-month extension requested

FY93
~ Gather information on flood insurance and prepare report.
~ Prepare list of hazard-prone communities.
~ Identify coastal uses which potentially have high hazard impacts.
~ Prepare draft report and maps.
~ Develop hazards protocol.
~ Review hazard regulations of other states and determine applicability to Louisiana.

On schedule and likely to be completed per approved 6-tnonth extension.

FY93
N/A

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed. A
protocol will be developed which will change the permit application review process
to include hazard review as a routine portion of the review process.  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Enhanced permit review process. Building
expertise in hazard mitigation

c! Project Products To Date: Database on effects of hurricanes. Extensive base maps
of hurricane storm surge areas, soil maps, tornado and hurricane landings.

d! Other Benefits: Information will be disseminated to local governments.

e! Unexpected Results: N/A

fJ Impediments to Proj ect Success: $309 process has been cumbersome, federal NOAA
OCRM "nit-picked" everything.

g! Is the Proj ect of NationallState/Local Importance? State
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I~it: LA �! Adverse impact Study, WF, FY93 - $45,N}0

Th*pW f ! i id ify d
and/or areas that are curretitly regulated. as well as those activities that are presently
exempted from coastai use permitting. Further. a coastal use impact methodology will be
will be developed to identify and evaluate exempted activities which have impacts on
coastal waters, A final report produced recommending the need to regulate specific
identified uses,

EP: :3
6-month extension requested

F Y93
~ Literature search and report to be completed.
~ Methodology developed which will identify and evaluate coastaL uses to determine

whether they have impacts on coastal waters and whether or not they should be
regulated.

~ Identify and evaluate exempted and regulated uses and areas � produce report on
results.

~ Develop final recommendations.

t H
Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

FY93 Work - N/A

aj Proposed Program Change: Definitions of exemptions for rules and procedures
for coastal permits will be changed. Specifically, the definition for direct impact.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: None

c! Project Products To Date: None

d! Other Benejits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

ImPediments to Proj ect Success: None

g! Is the Project of Nationa&tatc/Rural Importance? State
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wiAliNE

The $309 priority enhancement needs ideati5ed by Maine cover 4 issues:

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
Wetlands

Coastal Hazards
~ PUblic Access

The problems identi5ed in the !AS priority enhancement areas are summarized as
follows:

Maine Lacks the technicaL information, structural capacity, and coordination among towns
and between towns and the state necessary to measure, address, and prevent adverse
cumulative effects of development. Natural. social and economic values are threatened
by incremental decisions made in the absence of adequate information on cumulative
etfects. Approximately 30 percent of Maine's shellfish flats are closed because of point
and nonpoint source pollution. Decisions on coastal islands are made without carrying
capacity information. Marine and estuarine habitats at risk from cumulative impacts are
not covered in Coastal Program core laws.

~W~da
Wetlands are not fully protected from cumulative impacts under shoreland zoning and
wetland regulations, Wetlands under 10 acres in size are not regulated by state law. Tidal
flow to salt water wetlands has been restricted by roadway and tide gate construction.
Wetland inventory data and information on wetland alterations are incomplete, out-of-
date, and scattered among state agencies. Inappropriate shoreland development can
prevent the natural long-term landward migration of fringing marshes and other coastal
habitats as the sea level rises, causing a loss of coastal wetlands. Federal, State and local
roles in wetlands protection are not clear.

Cumulative impacts of continued development along eroding shorelands threaten the
natural protective featutes of beaches and risk loss of public and private property. The
problem is exacerbated by continuing sea level rise. Existing state regulations in some
circumstances allow reconstruction of structures damaged by coastal storms. Storm
damage can cause exposure and washing away of septic fields. which contaminate
estuarine and marine waters and may force closure of productive clara flats and sheHfish
beds. Property owners, developers, and the public do not appreciate the severity of
coastal hazards, which results in inadequate regulations and a lack of support for
enforcement at both local and state levels.

Public beaches and beach parking in southern and midwoast Maine are seasonally
overcrowded. In some areas, there is intense competition for mooring space, service
facilities and shore frontage between maritime interests, recreational and other users.
Maine Landowners traditionally have allowed informal public access to the shoreline.
Because this system worked so well in the past. public access was not a state priority and
legal public access rights became obscure. But since the 1980's, new owners less tolerant
of open access have reduced the amount of accessible private property. Access to the
shore is limited by private ownership rights that extend to the low tide mark. The public
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right to access intertidal areas under the Public Trust Doctrine has been interpreted to
exclude access for recreation purposes.

List of Mairte �09 Projects for FY92 and FY93

ME I 1! Section 309 Strategy Revision, WF, FY92-$12,688

V
ME �! Maine Estuary Program: Project Coordination and Public Participation,%F,

FY92-$84,111
ME �! Coastal Islands Policy, Phase I, PSM, FY92-$35,000
ME �! Coastal Islands Deve!opment & Conservation Strategy, Phase II, FY93--$32,529

ME �! Shoreline Erosion Management: Phase II, PSM, FY93 � $95,000

A sumtnary evaluation of each II309 project is attached.

State Contact: David Keeley
Maine State Planning Office
State House Station ¹98
184 State Street
Augusta, ME 04333
207-287-3261, Phone!
207-287-6489  Fax!
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Iitjc: MK�! Section 309 Strategy Revision, FY92-412,68$, WF.

2"33 IM'*'I* "3M 920I .923
undertaken and merited an increase in the weighing factor,

3M I � I l. I992-0 I 3.1992!

FY92: 12/3/92 Submitted 309 Strategy Revision to OCRM

FY92 Work - Completed, On Schedule

~ Maine revised their original $309 strategy to obtain a higher ranking. Maine was
successful and OCRM approved the revision.
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MK �! Maine Estuary Progratn: Project Coordination and Public
Participation, WF, FY92-$84,111, FY $40,000

29 g I IMM ' 9 99 g
importance, function and value of selected coastal resources, tidal and sub-tidal  e.g.
wetlands!; �! examine the constellation of resources, and threats to those resources in a
representative estuary, the Damariscotta; �! establish for the Damariscotta River estuary
a co11aborative watershed-wide planning and regulatory scheme; and �! systematically
replicate the Program's efforts in the Damariscotta Estuary to other estuaries aiong the
Maine coast.

! n 1.992-1993, the Maine Coastal Program initiated a pilot estuary project in the
Damariscotta River watershed in the mid-coast area. The Program envisions this pilot
project as an opportunity to focus resources on a manageable area of the coast and to
develop new mechanisms at both the state and local levels to control the cumulative and
secondary impacts of growth and development in a settled. but relatively pristine area.

: 3Y ll I 11,1992 I *39.19991

FY92
~ Selection of project area 8/31/92
~ Local steering committee selected 9/30/92
~ Hiring of project staff 4/92

FY93
~ Development of Preliminary GIS data base I 1/93
~ Completion of economic valuation, part I 12/93

FY94/95
~ Completion of characterization phase Fall 1994
~ Draft management plan 12/94

FY92 Work - Completed, On Schedule
FY93 Work - Not On Schedule But Still Likely To Be Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished by June,
1995. Establishment of a new approach to estuary management in Maine building on
local comprehensive plans. Changes to state environmental laws to incorporate
consideration of cumulative impacts. Specific changes that address those impacts of
MOA concern.  P, L!

b! Summary af Results/~tancemenr: Previously there was very little regional planning
on coastal areas. This initiative demonstrates an approach to coastal watershed
management and serves as an example to other coastal areas.

c! Proj ect Products to Date: Report "The Damariscotta River Estuary; What is it
Worth?" An estimate of the economic value of Marine-Related Activity. GIS
Database: DamariscottaRiverWatershed Database, Surveys: Intertidal
characterization at the Damariscotta River. Survey of Smelt Runs.

d! Other Benefits/Spin-off None



e! Unexpected Results. none

f! Impedi ments to Proj ecr Success: Difficult working with independent nature of Maine
c omtn unities.

g! 8'as the proj ecr national, state or localin importance? State
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ME �! Coastal Islands Policy, Phase I: Responding to Priority Issues, PSM
F Y92-$35,000.

:99 If 9 d f»gd«f 9 d
special needs of islands; heightening awareness of particular threats to island resources
and determining how state laws and policies might be changed to develop a more
coordinated approach to island issues.

992 . 9933
No-cost extension

FY92

~ 2~93 Establish Interagency Island working Groups; Island Land Use Work Group and
Island Water and Sewer Work Group.

~ 9/92 Preliminary Work Plan

Not on schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished by 1994.
Phase I of the project was to lay the groundwork for program changes to be achieved
the following year, in Phase II.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Island management needs explicitly considered
by local and state government

c! Project Products to Date: Workshops: Carrying capacity as a tool for Island
Planning. 6l93 Harpswell Island Management Plan "Islands of Harpswell Video" and
brochure "Draft Supplement to the Comprehensive Planning Manual on Islands."

d! Other Benefits/Spin-off. Issue of island carrying capacity considered by regulatory
agency.

e! Unexpected Results: None

Impediments to Proj ect Success: Isolated nature of islands and Yankee independence.

g! Was Ae project narional, state or local in importance? Local and state. Maine
Islands are unique.
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ME �! Coastal Islands Development and Conservation Strategy, Phase H,
FY93 � $324?9, WF

: Phase II of the Coastal Islands Policy Project focused on pursuing
changes to laws and policies affecting the use and development of Maine's islands.

tf L 1993 l 30.

FY93

~ 4/94 draft recommendations by project work groups
intern report on I.ouds Island Management Plan

~ 1/94 Louds Island Natural Resource Inventory Completed

: Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Improved local management of island resources.
Successfully introduced revision to state's subsurface wastewater disposal roles of the
plumbing code.  RR!

b! Summary of Result/Enitancement: Revisions to land use regulation, commission
guidance document and development of model island ordinance.

c! Project Products to Date: "Resource Guide to Island Inventories"; 9/93 "Recent
~ 0* Ip T d ' M': P I' '~S dy':48

Making Decisions about the Use and Development of Maine's Islands"

ti! Other Benefirs/Spin-og Major improvement in education of island communities and
state resource managers.

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Irnpeditnents to Project Success: None

g! Was the pr oject ntttt'anal, state or local in itnponance? State
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%1K �! Shoreline Erosion Management, Phase H, PSM, FY93-$95,000

f j*« *« I g-
shoreiine change and applied the technique to three pilot areas. During Phase II, this
work was extended to beaches in York and Cumberland county.

: 2 years 4,July 1, 1992 to June 30, 1994!

F Y92

~ Complete shoreline change database and analysis 5/94
~ Complete coastal hazard maps for 30 representational beach systems 6/94
~ Complete draft changes to Sand Dune Rules, NRPA, and shoreland zoning

guidelines 6/1/94

FY93

: Completed, On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On track. Changes to the rules of the Sand Dune Law,
Natural Resource Protection Act and Mandatory state guidehnes for shoreland zoning
to reflect standards for designated erosion areas and setback based on erosion rates.
 RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Ongoing changes to local ordinances.

c! Project Products to Date: Coastal Hazard Maps and Paper. Dickson, SM 8r, J.T.
Keiiey. l993. "Shoreline Change of Maine's Beaches Using a Highly Praise
Measurement Technique from Historic Air Photograph," Geological Soc. of Am.
Bull VoL 25:6 A-444.

d! Other Benefit/Spin-og New innovative and cost-effective approach to documenting
shoreline change,

e! Unexpected Results: None

Impediments to Project Success; None

g! Was tIIe project national, state or local in importance? NationaL The techniques
employed in measuring shoreline retreat provide more accurate results than those
used by others in the United States.
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The >309 priority enhancement needs identified by Maryland cover four
issues:

~ Wetlands

Hazards
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Special Area management Plans  SAMP!

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized below:

Wetlands
Maryland has lost about 73 percent of its original wetlands through urbanization,

agriculture and other activities since the 1780s. State tidal and tion-tidal wetlands
permitting programs now offer significant protection of the state's remaining wetlands.
However, increasing population and land development will result in increased pressures for
construction activities in wetlands. Even when mitigation projects are undertaken,
duplicating pre-existing wetland functions is difficult. In their 1992 Assessment. Maryland
identified the need for more detailed mapping of nontidal wetlands to enhance
implementation of the perttiitting and mitigation provisions of the state wetlands law.
Identification of potential mitigation sites was needed to attain no-net-loss/resource gain
goals, as well as viable mitigation/restoration sites which can replicate wetland functions
lost in mitigation. There was also a need to determine the long-term impacts of shore
erosion control measures on hving aquatic resources increased pubhc education was also
needed to support wetlands regulation and enforcement.

E~dk
Maryland's coastline is at risk from shore erosion, flooding, hurricanes,

northeasters, storm surge, inundation aad subsidcncc. A aced was identifie to investigate
setback standards along the shorelines of the Ches peake Bay aad its tidal tributaries to
more effectively implement a coastal hazards management program. Sea level rise
scenarios are needed to help the state evaluate the adequacy of its existing programs.
Public education to make thc public aware of the threat of coastal hazard and build support
for measures to reduce the problems is also needed.

V

The impacts of growth aad development in Maryland have been significant over the
past twenty years and are expected to continue to adversely affect water quality, sensitive
coastal areas, and fish and wildlife. Such adverse impacts led to the Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area Program Law, state sediment control, stormwatcr management and
agricultural non-point pollution control prognims, and state pmgrams to protect areas of
natural resource value. There is a aced to coatinue to rcfiae aad enhance these existing
programs to analyze, address and mitigate cumulative and secondary impacts from
anticipated development. Focus areas include nonpoint pollution control, growth
management, aad local forest conservation initiatives.

ci Are

Maryland's Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Program has been sited as the most
comprehensive example of SAM planning. This area has been subject to significant
development pressures resulting in cumulative and secondary impacts on significant coastal
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resour;es. The Severn Rrier 4 essei .'vfanagement Plm is mother exarr.pie >t ~ SAW P,
developed to address conflicts between uses on the rtver and reduce adverse environmental
impacts, Based on these successful experiences, Maryland planned to pursue additional
vessel management plans, watershed plans, greenway plans, plans for areas of special
ecological value, and local special area management plans.

u ' Vl and R 'vd

FY92 WF-$181,600 FY93 WF--$226,000
 Maryland received no $309 funds for PSMs!

List of Maryland 5309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

W 1~A
MD l! St, Martin's River Wetlands Watershed Management Plan, WF, FY92--$45,000�

PROJECT CANCELED  see ME �!�!�! below!
MD�! Parker's Creek Wetlands Watershed Management Plan, WF, FY92 � $16,000+

$24,000, FY93-$23,000
MD�! Big Annemmessex River Wetlands Watershed Management Plan, WF, FY92�

$45,000 + $7,664, FY93 � $23,000
In FY93 Somerset County WITHDREW REQUEST/asked for ONE YEAR DELAY

V

MD�! Comprehensive Forest Conservation Programs, WF, FY92 � $75,000
MD�! Marine Sewage Pump-Out Program, WF, FY93-$38,000
MD�! Stormwater Management Pond Mitigation, WF, FY93-$46,000
MD�! Sensitive Areas Plan and Implementation Program for St. Mary's County, WF,

FY93-$25,898
MD 8! Protection of Sensitive Areas- Hartford County, WF, FY93-$20,000
MD 9! Kent County Comprehensive Plan: Natural Resource Inventory, Analysis, and

Draft Plan Element, WF, FY93-$10,000
MD�0! Habitat and Sensitive Area Protection for Charles County, WF, FY93 � $11,102
MD�1! Revision of Critical Area Water-Dependent Facilities Regulations, WF, FY93�

$29,000

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Maryland Coastal and Watershed Resources Division
Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Ofnce Building
500 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-974-2784  Phone!
410-9974-2833  Fax!

Contacts: Patrick Burton
Gywnne Schultz
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Title: MD�! St. Martin's River Wetlands Watershed Management Plan,
WF, FY92--$45,000--PROJECT CANCELED

project funding reprogrmmed to three projects.' See MD �!, MD �!, and MD �! Below.

:22* 9 *tl'93 I I
mitigation through the development and adoption of a wetlands watershed management
plan for the St. Martin's River watershed in Worcester County, Maryland. Once certified
by the State's Water Resources Administration, DNR, the watershed managetnent plan will
be the basis of state nontidal wetlands permitting decisions and mitigation site approval in
the watershed. This project involves two components:   l! development of the wetlands
watershed management plan; and �! review and certification of the final plan by the state.

LLL ': I 9 IL«I .t992-9*9 I ~ .
 Project canceled and funds reprograrnmed!

Pr e ch k
F Y92

~ Drafted watershed management plan

FY93

~ Revised plan, public hearings, approval, certification

FY92 - FY93 - project canceled.



~i: %1D�! Parker's Creek Wetlands Watershed Management Plan, WF,
F Y92--$16,000 + $24,000, F Y93--$23,000

' Th* ! ! ! ' !' ! ! ' ' ' ! '!'*' * '! P' '
mitigation through the development and adoption of a wetlands watershed management
plan for Parker's creek in Calvert County. Once certified by the State's Water Resources
Administration, DNR, the watershed management plan will be the basis of State nontidal
wetlands permitting decisions and mitigation site approval in the watershed. This project
involves two components: �! development of the wetlands watershed management plan;
atid  '! review and certification of the of the finaL plan by the State.

Len th of Pro'ect: 2 Years  October 1, 1992- September 30, 1994!
Vo Cost Grant Extensions Granted through April 30, 1994 for FY92 funds
Extension granted through March 31, 1995 for FY93 funds

FY92
~ formation of advisory task force
~ mapping of wetlands, land use, forest cover, flood management areas

documentation/assessment of wetlands functions
~ identification of potential mitigation sites
~ draft wetlands watershed management plan

FY93

~ revise draft plan
~ submit plan for approval, public hearings. certify plan

FY92 %'ork - Completed
FY93 Work - Not On Schedule Started 6/15/94 due to delays in finishing FY92 work

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished � But expected to be accomplished
around 3/95. Plan certification scheduled for 3/95.  P!

b! Summary of Results/Knhanrement: The Parker's Creek Wetlands Watershed
Management Plan, when adopted, will protnote a more comprehensive approach to
wetland protection in the watershed. The Plan wiH contain information on wetland
function, potential mitigation sites, and a plan for limiting cumulative impacts.

c! Proj ecr Pmdacrs
1! Mapping
2! Assessment Report
3! Parker's Creek Wetlands Watershed Management Plan

1! Other Benders. County was able to secure additional funding from the State's Water
Resources Administration for additional wetland assessments and from the US Army
Corps of Engineers for a flood study. These items will help produce a stronger plan.

e! Unexpected Results: No
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Impediments co Prospect Success.' 1! Project delayed due to protracted illness of a key
county staff member; 2! Delays in coordinating with other agencies on this project.

g J Is the Project of iVational/Srare/Loca! Importance: State and Local.
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Title: IIDi3! Big Annemmessex River Wetlands Watershed Management
Plan, WF, F Y92-$45,000 + $7,664, FY93--$23,000

NOTE: Somerset County did not request funds for FY93. Funds not reprogrammed; one
year extension will be requested for use of the funds in FY94.

iThpw f1p3pd
mitigation through the development of a wetlands watershed management plan for the Big
Annemmessex River in Somerset County. Once certified by the state, the watershed plan
~ ill guide nontidal wetlands permit decisions and approval of proposed mitigation sites in
the watershed. The information will be used in the County's subdivision and site plan
review process, and may be incorporated into the coinprehensive plan and zoning
ordinance. This project involves two components: �! development of the wetlands
watershed management plan; and �! revie~ and certification of the final plan by the state.

: 2 Years  October 1, 1992- September 30, 1994!
FY92 No Cost Grant Extensions Received through March 31, 1994
FY93 County asked to delay project funding until FY94

FY92

~ develop RFP for plan development, define program goal, undertake field work
~ complete identification of resources, evaluate existing and potential protection

measures

draft plan including watershed maps, functional assessment of nontidal wetlands, and
identification of potential mitigation sites

FY93
~ review and finalize plan
~ submit plan for approval, public hearings, certify plan.

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Delayed- County requested one year, without f'unds, to review FY92 efforts.
Wants $309 funds in FY94 to finalize plan.

aJ Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Certification of Wetlands Watershed Management Plan  P!

b! Summary of Results/Ealumcement: Project not cotnpleted yet.

c! Project Products
1! Draft Big Annetnrneaex River Wetlands Watershed Management Plan

d! Other Bends: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! ImPediments to Project Success: On year delay due to large work load of small county
staff.

g! Is the Proj ect of National/Stare/Local Importance: Local/State
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4'ote: Increase ot'$7,664 in project funds allowed Councy to select the consultant that it felt
was best qualified to assist in plan development.



~Tit: IID�! Comprehensive Forest Conservation Programs, WF, FY92--
$75,000 +$13,336

Ib pw * fl p i i dd l '* ~
secondary impacts of development through comprehensive coordinated State and local
forest conservation programs required under the State's new Forest Conservation Act. The
objective of the Act is to provide for the retention of existing forest cover on sites proposed
for development and only allow the clearing of forest cover essential to the development
project. Required forest conservation plans must include forest buffers adjacent to streams

d crttical habitat. This will minimize non-point source pollution from development. This
project involves two components: �! use of the forest inventory to complete development
of the comprehensive State Forest Conservation Program; and �! establishment of local
forest conservation programs for those jurisdictions that do not develop their own
programs.

I Y �« I I. I%2- S p h |0� iW3!
No Cost Grant Extension Received through March 31, 1994

FY92

1! Use Forest Inventory to Complete State Forest Conservation Plan
~ contract to develop and fie}d test methodologies to use forest inventory to meet

state's responsibilities under Act and to develop project tracking system
~ revised methodoiogiesl develop tracking system
~ develop enforceable policies and criteria to use in review and approval of forest

conservation plans
� ~ MOU with state agencies on integration of forest conversation plan review and

approval with other regulatory programs
2! Establish Local Forest Conservation Plans

~ hire contract staff to establish local forest conservation program
~ establish policies and procedures for plan review and approval and integration with

local development review process
~ develop computerized data base on land use, land ownership and pertinent features
~ establish tracking system
~ sign MOU with other government agencies

pr
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! Comprehensive State Forest Conservation Program established  P!, and �! Local

Forest Conservation Programs established.  LP!The Maryland Forest Service has
adopted enforceablc policies and procedures for the review and approval of the
local forest conservation programs. The Maryland CZMP expects to include the
Forest Conservation Act as part of a RPI package in 1995.

b J Summary of Results/Enhancement
1! The Comprehensive State Forest Conservation Program oversees implementation of

the Forest Conservation Act  review and approval of local programs!.
2! The Local forest conservation programs implement the forest conservation

requirements at the local level.
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3! l ocai Forest Conservation Programs adopted tor l3 ot ~ M land's ' l Counties.
Remaining eight other county programs under development and/or state review.

c! Proj ect Products
1! Maryland Forest Service: Forest Conservation Act Project Tracking System
2! Mylar overlays to the County topographic maps depicting Forest Inventory Data
3! Final Report for the Forest inventory Project
4! MQU with the State Department of General Services to ensure consideration of the

Forest Conservation Act requirements in undertaking State construction projects.
5! Local Forest Conservation Programs for 13 Maryland Counties.

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results; No

f! Impediments to Project Success; 1! delays occurred in testing the prototype tracking
system due to difficulties in achieving the upgrading of computer capabilities in the
State's regional offices and in the project's test center, Cecil County; 2! software
program to implement tracking system needed minor modifications to address project
objectives

g! Is the Project of Nanonal/State/Local Importance: State and Local.



Title: %ID�! Wfarine Sewage Pump-Out Program, WF, F793--$38,000

: !'!*

State's Marine Sewage Pump-Out Program whose goal is to prevent overboard disposal of
sewage from vessels and thereby reduce nutrient inputs into ten Chesapeake Bay uibutary
basis, as well as the entire Maryland portion of the Chesapeake Bay. This project involves:
I! develop legislation to eliminate overboard disposal of sewage from vessels and require
pump-out stations at most marinas; and �! work with EPA to designate "No Discharge
Zones",

~!! f ': ! IQ«. ! ! �. 96!
Vote: Boating Administration has withdrawn request for FY94 funding due to the receipt of
a large grant from the US Department of the Interior through the Clean Vessel Act, These
funds will be used to continue this effort,

F Y93 Draft and introduce legislation eliminating 2-mile exemption and require securing of
"Y" valve  which allow for the direct overboard discharge of raw sewage!

~ conduct marina visits
~ install pump-out stations at 10 locations

Upon passage of legislation, notify marinas that the two mile exemption has been
removed

FY94/95
~ Draft and introduce legislation requiring pump-out stations at most marinas
~ Work with EPA on designation of "No Discharge Zones"
~ Promote installation of pump-out stations

FY93 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change; Partially Accomplished

The following two bills passed the Maryland's General Assembly in the 1994 session:

SB 325 passed, requiring, on a phased-in basis, ail marinas with 50 or more slips and
capable of berthing vessels 22 feet or larger to obtain a p~ut statioa. This bill also
eliminates the "two mile exemption" to the pumpout requirements that exists for certaia
new and expanding marinas.  L!

HB 1489 passed, making federal maririe sanitation device requirements a part of State
law and thus allow State enforcement. This bill includes language requiring that "Y
valve" be secured to prevent overboard discharge of sewage.

The Maryland CZMP wiH add these new laws to its program, as part of a Program
Change package its submits to OCRM ia 1995.

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
The Legislation amended current regulations to remove an exemption which allowed
marinas  with over ten slips! to not install a pump-out station if they are within two
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miles ot a pump-out station. The legislanon also requires iha  Y' ~al~es. ~hsch allow
tor the direct overboard discharge ot raw sewage, always be secured iri accordance
v iih Coastal Guard uidelines.

These two pieces of legislation strengthen Maryland's ability to reduce the amount of
marine sewage released to the Bay and its Tributaries.

cJ Proj ect Producrs
l! SB 325 Legislation
2! HB 1489 Legislation

d! Other Benef its:,'io

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Proj ect of National/State/Local Importance: State



T~it e: MD�! Stortnwater Management Pond Mitigation, WF, F$'93--
$46,000

:ll q f'hi i i « «1 fl d
siphon as a technical solution to reduce the discharge temperature from stormwater
management ponds, Current stormwater management pond designs do not address thermal
impacts to temperature sensitive receiving watersheds such as Maryland's trout streams.
This demonstration project involves: �! construction of a groundwater siphon in one of
two stormwater management ponds at the University of Maryland Baltimore Campus to
test and compare water temperature discharges; �! develop design guidelines for use of
groundwater siphons in stormwater management designs for temperature sensitive areas;
�! amend regulations to adopt groundwater siphon design guidelines.

*P'
Expect l- Year Extension will be requested

F Y93
~ Hire water resources engineer to design and oversee construction of siphon
~ gather as-built information on ponds
~ perform general literature search and preliminary design of siphon
~ survey the site and monitor construction of siphon retrofit to ensure accuracy

begin equipment calibration and data collection
~ collect data from the site and rainfall data
~ research other potential temperature mitigation ideas and begin draft guidelines
~ collect data from site and analyze
~ finalize guidelines and prepare presentation on results. Recommend implementation

of groundwater siphon on all pond applicable to development criteria.

FY93 Work - Not On Schedule/Delayed - A one-year extension will be requested from
NOAA.

a! Proposed Program C/umgc; Not Accomplished- project delayed.
1! Design Guidelines  PG!
2! Amended Regulations  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Produas
1! Draft Design Guidelines  by 12/94!

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: Time delays

g! Is the Project of Nanonal/State/Local Imponance: State
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Title: MD�! Sensitive Areas Plan and implementation Program for St.
Mary's County, WF, FY93.-$25,898

r ' ct: The purpose of this project is to enable St. Mary's County to
develop and incorporate a Sensitive Areas Protection Element into their local
comprehensive piaa, in compliance with the requirements of the Economic Growth,
Resource Protection and Planning Act of l992, This project involves:  I! data collection,
analysis and development of draft comprehensive plan sensitive areas protectioa element;
�! evaluation of county's development regulations and updated development regulations
to implement plan element; and �! monitoring programs, reevaluate new plan and
regulations,

3 Years  October l, l993 - September 30, 1996!

F Y93
~ research, inventor, data entry
~ data analysis and policy preparation

plan preparation and public review
~ comprehensive plan amendment to adopt sensitive area plan element

F Y94 county developtnent regulations evaluated aad necessary changes adopted to
implement new plan eletnent

F Y95
~ monitoring programs established and new plan element and implementing regulations

reevaluated.

FY93 Work - Not Qn Schedule- A three-moath exteasioa will be requested

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished � program change  l! adoption of a
sensitive area plan element scheduled for aAer 9/94  LP!, aad �! implementing
regulations scheduled for approx. 9/95  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products. None

d! Other Benejits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Irnpedimcnts to Project Success: Time delays

g! Is the Proj ~ct of National'tate/Local Importance: Leal/State



T~itt: ifD 8! Protection of Sensitive Areas- Hartford County, WF, FY93--
$20.000

Th*p 'P '"' 'I
for the Hartford County Master Plan, focusing on the Winters Run Watershed as a test
watershed to help deve1op a watershed model that may be applied to other watersheds in
Hartford County. This project involves: �! development of a common GlS database; �!
development of a watershed model using Winter's Run Watershed as a test case to assess
cumulative NPS pollution impacts within the watershed; and �! development of a sensitive
areas protection eIement as an update to the Hartford County Master Plan.

31' t «.» - * . 9961

F Y93

~ obtain or develop best thetnatic digital data to delineate sensitive areas for use in NPS
pollution model

~ utilize Nonpoint Source Assessment and Accounting System  AAS! to examine and
evaluate current conditions contributing to NPS pollution in Winters Run Watershed.

~ inventory of sensitive areas within the watershed; steep slopes, 100-year floodplain,
nontidal wetlands. habitats for threatened/endangered species

~ develop growth scenarios and evaluate future conditions contributing to nps pollution
to target potential solutions to watershed issues

~ determine the effects of change in nutrient loads on water quality in Winters Run
streams and the impact of loading scenarios on existing SAV resources.

~ draft/final reports on Winters Run watershed study results and map of sensitive areas

F Y94/'F Y95

~ refinements to land use/watershed model
~ examine applicability of model to other watersheds in Harford county
~ review of Land Use Plan, existing programs, regulations and procedures
~ draft sensitive areas element for Hartford County Master Plan
~ adoption of plan element �996!
~ adoption of regulatory changes to implement plan element �997!

FY93 Work - Not on Schedule but expect to be completed- A -month extension will be
requested

a! Proposed Program Change; Not Accomplished
1! Adopt Sensitive Areas Protection Plan Element  LP!
2! Adopt regulatory changes to implement plan element  RR!

b! Summary of Resets/rKnhancetnent: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Producer Nooe

d! Other Benefits.' No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impedk'ments toProjectSuccess. Time delays
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Is rhe Prnj ecr of.4'an'onaL'Srare/Local Imporrancer Local/State,
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Title: %ID 9I Kent County Comprehensive Plan: Natural Resource
Inventory, A.nalysis, and Draft Plan Element, WF, FY93--$10,000

p p' d' 'O' ""' ' ' ' '6'' ""p'
sensitive areas plan element as part of its comprehensive plan, as required by the Maryland
Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Act of 1992. This project involves:
  1 ! development and adoption of a draft sensitive areas plan element; and �! development
and adoption of ordinance and regulation updates to implement new plan element.

F Y93

~ hire consultant and establish comprehensive plan committee
~ hold public meetings and set goals
~ draft sensitive areas plan elements
~ draft plan, committee review, hold informational meetings

F Y94
adopt sensitive areas plan element  no $309 funds for FY94 to be requested!

F Y95
~ draft ordinances and regulation updates to implement the new sensitive areas plan

element

'ct I ' t

FY93 Work - Not Qn Schedule- A three-month extension wiH be requested.

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! adoption of Kent County Comprehensive Plan Sensitive Areas Element scheduled

for 1995  LP!
2! adoption of ordinances and regulation updates scheduled for 1996

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project ttot completed yet

c! Project Products: Noae

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Vnexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: Time delays

g! Is the Project of hfationalfStataLocal Importance: Local/State
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Title: ~ID�0! Habitat and Sensitive Area Protection for Charles County,
iVF, F Y93--$11,102

Th «' i '« * *C
efforts to develop and incorporate a Habitat and Sensitive Areas Protection Element into
their local comprehensive plan, in compliance with the requirements of the Economic
Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act of 1992. This project involves: �!
resource identification and program analysis including mapping of threatened and
endangered species; �! habitat and sensitive area protection program and policy
development; and �! adoption of new plan element and new subdivision regulations.

9|- S b 30. 1995>

F Y93

~ collection and analysis of local policies, programs, regulations for protection of
sensitive areas

~ prepare draft Habitat and Sensitive Area program document; draft resource mapping
specifications; data collection

~ public meetings/presentations
~ pursue incorporation into County's subdivision regulations
~ draft Habitat and Sensitive Area Program policies and procedures for use in update of

comprehensive plan
~ prepare Habitat and Sensitive Area Program Atlas

F Y94/F Y95

~ completion of comprehensive plan update, public mmtings, adoption

c

FY93 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
Adoption of new plan element and new subdivision regulations  LP!

b! Summary of ResuitsJKnhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products: None

d! Other Benefits; No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Proj ect of Nationa&tate'Local Importance: Local/State
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Titie: ~1D�1! Revision of Critical .korea ~Vater-Dependent Facilities
Regulations, A F, F Y93--$29,000

p~i': p I I Ch p I
Critical Area program's ability to address adverse impacts from water-dependent facilities
not anticipated in the current law and regulations and improve control of water-dependent
facilities. This project will involve development and adoption of legislative revisions to the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Regulations  water-dependent facilities section! to include
defirutions of new uses, improved siting criteria and improved control of the intensity of
uses, Revised Legislation and a Guidance Document will be program change products for
this prospect.

~h': 9 � I h 993-99 I 3 ~ . 9«3

F Y93
~ Finaiize proposals for modifying Critical Area Reguiatians pertaining to water-

dependent facilities; meet with Joint Legislative Oversight Committee to obtain
approval of proposals; draft legislation and submit to General Assembly

~ Meet with groups; organize educational effort
~ Continue educational effort; track passage of Legislation by General Assembiy and

Governor's signature
~ Prepare and adopt Guidance Document

FY93 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: PartiaUy Accomplished
Legislation - Passed
Guidance Document - Not Completed Yet- Due 984

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet, but legislation passed.

Legislation refines regulations regarding community piers and calculation of number of
slips,

Guidance Document will explain water-dependent facility regulations and steps in the
permitting process for such facilities. Intended for local govertunent planners and
project applicants.

c! Project Produce
SB 332- Cbeapealce Bay Critical Area Program- Community Piers and Calculation of

Number of Slips �994!
Draft Guidance Khmummt for waterMpendent facility regulations within Critical Area

law.

d! Other Benefits: Na

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of NationaVStatefLocal Importance; StateJLocaL
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MASSACHUSETTS

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by IV4ssachusetts cover five issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Coastal Hazards

Ocean Resources
~ Public Access

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The probletns identified in the Massachusetts $309 priority enhancement issue areas
are summarized as follows:

Massachusetts has an exemplary system for protecting wetland resources. The
first part of the system is the state Wetlands Protection Act which requires local
conservation commission reviews of every project in or near a wetland and the
establishment of conditions to protect the resource areas. The second part of the system
is the Coastal Wetlands Restriction Act which identifies significant wetlands, deiineates
their boundaries, and estabLishes a Restriction Order defining what activities may and
may not take place within the wetland. Because of funding and staff limitations,
Massachusetts' wetlands protection system has not been fully exploited and consequently
incremental losses and degradation of coastal wetlands still occur in limited amounts.

The impacts of two significant coastal storms in l991, Hurricane Bob and the
Halloween Northeaster, reminded the people of Massachusetts of the hazards associated
with living on the coast. The storms also reminded local and state governments of the
threats to public health and safety of the citizens of the Commonwealth and the
significant economic exposure the state has fmm coastal hazards.

The aquaculture industry in Massachultts is relatively small, but makes
significant contributions to local economies, particularly on Cape Cod and in
southeastern Massachusetts. The revie~ and permitting procedures for aquaculture
activities need to be coordinated at the local and state levels; generally they are
confusing, overlapping and are applied inconsistently. At present time at least three
separate state agencies have jurisdiction over aquaculture, with additional local and
federal review. This results in a lengthy permitting procedure, with attendant costs, for
the aquaculturist. The L4machusetts Coastal Zone Management Plan does not include
the appropriate Program Policies to resolve coafHcts between aquacultural activities and
for example, traditional fisheries or recreational boating.

v

Massachusetts lacks a comprehensive, coherent marine water monitoring
program. Monitoring plans have developed for specific areas in response to special
projects and for different purposes but these plans are not comparable because they
measure different parameters or use differing methodologies for measuring similar
parameters. Moreover. resuitant data are handled in widely varying ways with varying
levels of quality assurance/quality control. Thus the Commonwealth has very Little idea
of the status of the quality of its waters or of trends in quality over time. This makes
many aspects of environmental review difficult, if not impossible.
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For Massachusetts, the goal of having a coast that is truly "open to the general
public" remains elusive and largely unfulfilled, Strong legal and political traditions in
favor of private property interests still beget extensive exclusion on the roughly 1000
miles of shoreline not under public control, In the case of public beaches, access is
considered less than adequate on almost 60fo of the total frontage  mainly due to
inadequate parking including substantial restrictions on non-resident use of municipal
facilities!. A telling indicator of the state's need for better coastal access is that a majority
of state residents do ~ visit the coast on a yearly basis, despite the fact that most of the
population  86 lo! lives in counties either entirely or substantially within 50 miles of the
sea.

List of Massachusetts $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

mdiv
MA�! Wetlands Protection Regulations Review, WF, FY92 � $64,192, FY93--

$77,155
MA�! Small Dock and Pier Environmental Impact Assessment, PSM, FY92 � $95,000
MA�! Title 5 Revisions to Protect Wetlands, PSM, FY92 � $68,500

MA�! Hazard Mitigation, WF, FY92 -- $100,308, FY93 � $105,845

MA�! Marine Fisheries, WF, FY92 � $20,000
MA�! Developing a Framework for an Ocean Management Program, PSM, FY93--

$71.000

A summary evaluation of eacb 5369 project is attached.

State Contact: Executive Office of Envirotunental Affairs
Division of Coastal Zone Maaagemeat
100 Cambridge Street
Boston MA 02202
617-727-9530  Phone!
617-727-2754  Fax!

Contacts: Peg Brady  Small Dock and Pier EIA, Marine Fisheries, Ocean
Managetaent!

Lois Bruinooge  Wetlands Regulations Review, Title 5 Revisions!
Jim O'ConneU  Hazaai Mitigation!
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. iVAA �! Wetlands Protection Regulations Review, WF, FY92-$64,192, FY93-
$77,155

9~ M C M 9 3MCZM3 93 9'
new senior wetlands policy staff person to revisit aspects of the coastal wetlands
protection regulations. This individual will work closely with the Wetlands staff of the
Department of Environmental Protection  DEP! in selecting the specific aspects to revisit,
setting a schedule for rewriting and compietion of the task. Revisions to the Wetlands
Protection Act Regulations include: l! estabiishment of performance standards for coastal
areas subject to flooding, 2! incorporation of emergency regulations into permanent
regulations, 3! review of history of DEP decisions and supporting materials regarding
coastal armoring and repair, as a means of framing policy and regulatory revision, 4!
review of the recommendations of the Barrier Beach Task Force and incorporation of
appropriate segments into the Coastal Wetlands Regulations, 5! development of general
instructions and outreach materials for the revisions described above.

y 9 y . 992- *30.
*Requested a nowost extension from NOAA,

F Y92
~ staff person hired

FY93
~ coastal wetlands specialist assisted the scientific Coastal Storm Flowage Task Force

in preparing its recommendations for inclusion into the Coastal Wetlands
Regulations draft regulations prepared

~ researched legal authorities and prepared draf't emergency regulations for inclusion
into the permanent set of Coastal Wetland Protection Regulations-thaft regulations
are circulating among DEP field staff

~ As part of the Storm Group and Coastal Section Chief policy discussions, MCZM
helped develop a coastai erosion policy-draft policy being circulated within DEP
Barrier Beach Task Force Guidelines issued, including two new policy documents
 one from the state's Natural Heritage Program describing the measures required
under the state and federal Endangered Species Act to protect piping plovers and
other endangered shorebirds on barrier bcachcs, thc other. &om DEP, describes the
activities that may or may not be permitted under the Coastal Wetlands Regulations
on barrier beaches.!

~ public education materials in process of being developed
~ promulgation of new wetland regulations governing agriculture, increased

protection for wetlands in Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, new limited
projects for public interest activities, and additional cmergcncy certification
provisions

FY93 Work - Completed and Ongoing

a! Program Change. Not on track, but expected to be accomplished. New regulations
for land subject to coastal flow and for emergency work and repair/rebuilds after
coastal storms.  L!
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Summary of Results/Enhancement: The Barrier Beach Guidelines have been issued
and two new policy statements have been issued  on Endangered Species Act and the

Wetlands Protection Act!. When promulgated, the new regulations will enable state
to better manage high-hazard coastal areas 8c better protect coastal wetlands,

Proj ecr Products to Date
1! Draft coastal wetlands regulations based on recornrnendations from Coastal Storm

Flowage Task Force
2! Draft emergency regulations for inclusion into the permanent set of Coastal

Wetland Protection Regulations
3! Draft Coastal Erosion Policy
4! Barrier Beach Task Force Guidelines, includes two new policy documents  one

from the state's Natural Heritage Program describing the measures required under
the state and federal Endangered Species Act to protect piping plovers and other
endangered shorebirds on barrier beaches. the other. from DEP. describes the
activities that may or may not be permitted under the Coastal Wetlands
Regulations on barrier beaches.!

5! Promulgation of new wetland regulations governing agriculture, increased
protection for wetlands in Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, new limited
projects for public interest activities, and additional emergency certification
provisions

d! Other Benefitsl Spin-off:
1! Better coordination with the Department of Environmental Protection and other

agencies.
2! Wetlands education � the additional staff person hired for this project has been a

resource to the public, staff and other agencies.

e! Unexpected Results: The amount of time it takes to get a regulatory change through.
A two year program under $309 is not that realistic, it takes time to build
consensus.

f! Impediments to Project Success:
1! Massachusetts works through a networking program, MCZM cannot do things by

itself, another agency has to publish the regulations, hold hearings. The
Department of Environmental Protection has been making its own changes to the
wetlands regulations and will be putting the coastal aspects on its agenda in the
fall �994!. MCZM does not have complete control of the process.

2! Political problems, it takes time to build consensus for regulatory change

g! Was the proj ect nationallstata%x'al in importance? National and state.
1! The Barrier Beach Guidelines could be a national model.
2! The coastal flowage regulations, when they go into effect, could be very useful to

other states with geography similar to Massachusetts.
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~T' MA �! Small Pock 4 Pier Environmental Impact Assessment, PSM, FY92-
$95,000

""'ss
the impact from small docks and piers, both direct and cumulative. The proposed
investigations will be conducted at the Waquoit Bay National Estuarine Research
Reserve. Specific activities proposed include: l ! Critical Depth Assessment � to
determine if a critical depth exists beyond which a vessel using a pier has no significant
effect on sediments. 2! Chronic Resuspension Experiment-to address the critical questiori
of whether cumulative impacts from vessel activity cause increases in ambient suspended
sediment concentrations in the water column, thereby lowing light penetration and
decreasing primary productivity; 3! Piers/Shellfish bed Interactions-an assessment will
be inade of whether there is any causative relationship between piers and adverse
impacts to shellfish resources in the vicinity of those piers and whether any data may be
developed through an investigation of existing, permitted structures in identified shellfish
beds.

'~Y   ~1

FY92 and FY93
~ Critical Depth Assessment
~ Chronic Resuspension Experiment
~ Piers/Shellfish Bed Interaction Assessment
~ Literature Review
~ General Overview of Small Dock and Pier Impacts

FY92 Work - Not on schedule, not likely to be completed.
FY93 Work - Not on schedule, not likely to be completed.

a Program Change; Off track but still expected to be accomplished. Preparation of a
generic Environmental Impact Report on the effects of small docks and piers in
coastal areas.  NPC!

b! Summa~ of ResrdtaKn!umcetnent: N/A

c! Project Products to Date: N/A

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og Better coordination and integration with the work of the
National Estuarine Research Reserve Office

e! UnexPected Results: N/A

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Short time frame. Difficulties in procuring
equipment and staff resources have delayed the project.

g! Was the project national, state or local in importance, and why  i,e. could it be a
national model or is it specific to Massachusetts!? N/A
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MA �! Title 5 Revisions to Protect Wetlands, PSM, FY92--$68/00

~D' % i p h b
on-site Individual wastewater treatment systems, and from discharge from marine and
recreational vehicle heads. MCZM proposes to fund a full-time staff person within the
division of Water Pollution Control  DEP! to: I! develop design specifications and
criteria for boat and recreational vehicle pump-out facilities, both mobile/marine and
fixed/land-based, to be incorporated into Title 5 of the state sanitary code, 2! draft
regulatory language for inclusion in Title 5 to incorporate these specifications, 3! draft
regulatory language for incorporation into Title 5 to establish testing, evaluation and
approval of innovative residential sewage treatment methodologies, 4! establish a process
for routine permitting of such technology, and 5! draft regulatory language to prohibit
usage of sub-standard systems including cesspools and failing systems in the coastal
region.

 S!
'No-cost extension requested.

F Y92
~ Staff person hired

FY93
~ management of boat and recreational vehicle waste � development of design criteria

and management procedures for pump-out stations
~ design criteria and management procedures incorporated into information packet

and provided to communities seeking federal funds for pumpout facilities
~ incorporation of provisions for the use of innovative, alternative septage treatment

systems into the state sanitary code for use near coastal wetlands
~ develop regulatory language supporting data which would serve to prohibit use of

cesspools in locations where they would have an adverse impact on coastal
wetlands

~ public information meetings
~ preparation and distribution of public information materials

draft legislation that would create the legal mechanism to enable small privately-
owned sewage treatment plants to be constructed in Massachusetts

~ FY92 Work, FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

a! Program Change: Accomplished. Revise aspects of the state regulations  Title 5-
Septic Code! regarding sanitary waste disposal as they affect wetlands in the coastal
zone.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: The purn~ut packet has enabled communities to
apply for federal funds to install new pump-out facilities. When promulgated. the
Title 5 regulations will be significantly improved over current �978! version.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Design criteria and management procedures for pump-out stations for

management of boat and recreational vehicle waste
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2! information packet incorporating design criteria and inanagement procedures for
communities seeking federal funds for pump-out facilities

3! Incorporation of provisions for the use of innovative, alternative septage treatment
systems into the state sanitary code for use near coastal wetlands

4! Regulatory language supporting data which serves to prohibit use of cesspools in
locations where they would have an adverse impact on coastal wetlands

5! Public information materials
6! Draft legislation that would create the legal mechanism to enable small privately-

owned sewage treatment plants to be constructed in Massachusetts

d! Other Benefitsl Spin-og Better cooperation with DEP

e! Unexpected Results: none

f! Impediments to Project Success:: Time frame. It takes longer than 2 years to
promulgate significant regulations, especially when changes are controversial & draw
considerable opposition. Regulations must be promulgated by another agency;
MCZM acts as an advisor, but cannot drive the process.

g! Was the project national, state or local in importance, and why  i.e. could this project
be national model or is it specific to Massachusetts!? Pump-out packet may be useful
to other states; Title 5 regulations may be useful, but technical aspects are quite
specific to Massachusetts soils and climate.
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T~itl: MA �! Hazard Mitigation, WF, FY92-$100~, FY93--$105,845

~P' ' ' Th I fU' p i** i ~ & **M h ' billow
prevent and mitigate the impacts of coastal storms. In the first year, MCZM will begin to
accurately define coastal high hazard areas by digitizing and ert ering into Mass GIS the
following: barrier beaches. FEMA-defiried velocity zones and overwash areas, and
shoreline change maps. In addition the following will be done: a recent shoreline will be
added to the historic shoreline data using aerial photography; statistical analysis of the
shoreline changes wIll be performed to define rapidly eroding areas: a recent dune and
eroding coastal bank line will be developed, digitized and entered into Mass GIS using
current aerial photography, and the costs to the public from one recent major coastal
storm wiii be analyzed. In the second year, MCZM will perform five tasks: 1! develop
and incorporate into Mass GIS additional historic coastal bank and dune positions and
analyze for erosion rates. 2! do analysis and quality control of data developed and entered
into Mass GIS in the first year; 3! prepare community maps of coastal high hazard areas
and a brochure advising communities on ways to utilize this information; 4! prepare an
informational article explaining costs to tax and rate payers of coastal storm damage and
analyze Land Use data layer for high hazard areas to define density of structures and
5!assign estimated value of structures and estimate total potential damages within high
hazard areas.

' 2Y PI I�l992-t 30 IW !
*No-cost extension requested.

FY92
~ all necessary service contracts issued

F Y93
~ FY92 data checked for quality control and analyzed to determine coastal high

hazard areas in each community
~ complete additional historic dune and coastal bank mapping and analyze for erosion

rates

~ community-specific maps showing high hazard areas produced
information brochure developed to aid communities in use of these maps at local
level

~ informational article explaining the cost of coastal storms to tax and rate payers of
the Coinmonwealth

Not On Schedule But Still Likely To Be Completed

a! Program Change; Off Track But Still Expected to Be Accomplished by FY95.
1! Establish a program to require disclosure of potential coastal hazards to coastal

property buyers.  AA!
2! Adoption of by-laws to prohibit placement of septic systems in coastal high-

hazard areas.  L!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement. Adoption of Executive Order limiting and/or
prohibiting state funds and/or state - administered federal funds for activities which
would encourage growth and development in identified and mapped coastai high
hazard areas.
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c! Project Products ro Date: The Cornrnonwealth's 681 state designated barrier
beaches, 96 Federal Coastal Barrier Resource Units, and FEMA-mapped Velocity and
AO zones have been digitized and entered onto the MA GIS,

d! Other Benefitsl Spin-off.' Coastal high hazard maps will be available to local
communities.

e! Unexpected Results: N/A

Impediments to Project Success: The coastal high hazard mapping project and other
309 initiatives required a great deal of time. It became necessary to hire another full
tiine coastal geologist. The delays in receiving approval and funding to begin the
project, as weil as the difficulty in MCZM locating a qualified coastal geologist to
assume many of the on-going commitments resulted in sigtuficant time delays in
beginning the project.
Further, there have been delays in getting the updated Ma coastline overflights for the
aerial photographs needed for the mapping. Unfortunately, because of these delays,
the project had to proceed with other available, but less accurate aerial photographs.
Because of these delays, the funds were eliminated or several curtailed. This resulted
in the necessity to eliminate elements of the comprehensive project.

g! Was the proj ecr narional/srarellocal in importance? State and local.



' i~iA �! Marine Fisheries, WF, FY92-$20,000

P~ '"'"' s ~' v
Massachusetts is unclear with possible jurisdiction under the Wetlands Protection Act,
Chapter 91, Marine Fisheries regulations, local harbormaster and shellflish officer
regulatory programs, and the Artny Corps of Engineers. MCZM will be working with
these groups to attempt to clarify and streamline the regulatory process. MCZM proposes
to; 1! identify the extent and type of existing and future aquaculture activities in
Massachusetts coastal and ocean waters. including the siting process, scale of project and
potential for conflicts with other marine uses, 2! review existing MCZM policies, other
state laws, regulations and policies for impacts to aquaculture and work with regulatory
agencies and interested parties to draft a state policy on aquaculture and suggest
appropriate regulatory changes.

~L ' I year  July 1, 1992 - June 30, 1993!

FY92

~ "White Paper" sununariiing the use of aquaculture in Massachusetts available for
distribution

~ analysis of the legal structure and suggestions for changes available for public
review

~ draft regulatory language and draft state policy on aquaculture submitted

F Y92 Work � Completed

FY93 Work - Not on schedule, ongoing, still likely to be cotnpleted.

a} Program Change: Off track but expected to be accomplished. Develop a
comprehensive state aquaculture policy, modify the state statutory and regulatory
structure to reflect this pohcy.  RR, SP!

b} Smnmary of Results?enhancement: Licensing statute just amended, process for
obtaining aquaculture license now more streamlined.

lf the program change has been accomplished, please describe how it is an
improvement over the previous system.

c! Proj ect Products to Date: Draft white paper and draft aquaculture policy, undergoing
state agency review.

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og. New licensing statute.

e} Unexpected Resets: None

Irnpedi clients to Proj ect Success: Short time frame, difficulty hiring staff.

g! Was the project national, state or local in importance? State
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T~i: MA �! Developing a Framework for an Ocean Management Program, PSlVl,
FY93-$71,000

i * i «* i i dg i I p i*
outer continental shelf, enforceable policies of the Massachusetts Coastal Zone
Management Program almost entirely concern themselves with land-based activities and
uniformly fail to directly address any of the other very significant issues involved in the
management of coastal ocean areas. ln order to provide the manpower and impetus for
the development of this comprehensive policy, MCZM will establish a position of Ocean
Policy Coordinator whose overall task is to develop and implement MCZM Program
Policies regarding activities conducted in the coastal ocean waters of the Commonwealth
and those outside the territorial waters which affect land or water uses or natural
resources of the Massachusetts Coastal Zone. [t will be the task of the Coordinator to
prepare a framework for the comprehensive policy, review existing state laws and
regulatio~s so as to include them in a new Program Policy framework, review the existing
Program Policies to develop recommendations as to how they should be modified so that
they might be relevant to activities in the coastal ocean areas off Massachusetts and
oversee the incorporation of the framework, any new ocean management policies which
might be developed, and any proposed revisions to existing program policies into the
MCZMP. It is the responsibility of the Coordinator to ensure that the public, interest
groups, and resource management community are given ample opportunity to help guide
the development of the comprehensive policy.

 i I i, IN3-I 3D.liiii
'No-cost extension requested.

FY93
~ draft ocean management policy framework developed
~ workshop held to solicit input regarding the draft ocean management policy

framework from the ocean management community and relevant agencies and
individuals

~ policy working groups will be assembled to guide the development of specific
policies related to marine tnining and living marine resources

~ draft framework for Comprehensive Ocean Management Policy released for public
comment.

~ at least one public information meeting'hming held
~ draft recommendations regarding how existing MCZM Program Policies will be

revised to be consistent with policy framework completed
Program Amendment submitted to OCRM detailing the proposed policy framework
and proposed revision to existing Program Policies telatmg to Ocean Management.

~ draf't policies on living marine resources and maritie mining will be completed

FY92 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

a! Program Change. Off track but still expected to be accomplished. New ocean
management policy.  SP!

bj Summa~ of Results/Enhancement: N/A
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cJ Project Pr oducts to Date: Draft ocean maMgement strategy undergoing internal
review.

i! Other Benefits!Spin-off None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success. Time frame too short, difficulty hiring staff.

g! Was the proj ect national, state or local in importance? State and local,



WIEC HIGA N

The �09 priority enhancement needs identified by Michigan cover three
issues:

Cumulative and Secondary Impact
~ Wetlands

Hazards  medium priority but �09 funds requested!

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized below:

iimu at'v

Cumulative impacts from permitted and unregulated smail coastal developments
have resulted in the loss of prime farmland, open space, wetlands, and sand dunes. These
impacts are most visible in rapid growth areas such as Northwest Michigan along the Great
Lakes. Water quality, wildlife habitat, biodiversity, traffic, public utilities, and community
services are all affected. Local communities need broader legislative authority to guide and
manage growth since, at present, communities cannot legally restrict certain developments
which may cause unwanted environmental impacts or require conditions for proposed
developments without expecting expensive law suits.

Despite strong regulatory authorities, permit denials based upon undefined terms
such as "cumulative impacts" and "watercraft carrying capacity" are difficult to uphold in
court and create inconsistencies in permit decisions. With a dramatic increase in marina
permit applications, overcrowding in coastal lakes and drowned rivermouths has resulted in
loss of fish and wildlife habitat, createi safety hazards and other adverse cumulative
impacts. Marina permit denials based on a water body's "carrying capacity" need to be
upheld, as do wetland permit denials based on adverse "cuinulative impacts". Michigan
state authority to deny long-term leasing of public trust Great Lakes bottomlands for
dockominiums is being challenged.

W~~
Michigan has comprehensive legislation for protection of coastal resources,

including wetlands. Although it is agreed that wetland destruction is very limited, the state
lacks a wetlands acreage gain/loss trend data base. Michigan needs to expand the
identification of its regulatory jurisdiction. Improved enforcement of Michigan's statutes
has become a major concern in recent years. Michigan needs to enhance its wetlands
regulatory authority and improve enforcement, as well as look pro-actively at restoration
and acquisition opportunities.

Hum'
Sections of Michigan's shoreline are subject to flooding, high risk erosion, and

level rise and decline. Michigan's Sand Dunes Protection and Management Act is up for
reauthorizatiott in 1995. Efforts are needed to reassure its reenactment. New
administrative rules under the Shorelands Pmtection and Management Act require that
erosion studies bc updated at least every tcn years and sets new setback distances in some
high risk erosion areas with property owner notification. The public has expressed concern
over the need to increase control of development in high risk areas of the Great Lakes
shoreline. Land acquisiuon priorities in Michigan focus on recreational lands and species
habitats. Adding high hazard properties to the land acquisition criteria would enhance the
state's efforts to prevent loss of life and damage to property in these areas.
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List of Michigan $309 Projects for FY93:

Wetland@
'GATI�! Coastal Wetlands, WF, FY93-$l07,000

Alt'3! Coastal Hazards Project: Sand Dunes Protection Legislation and Land Acquisition
Criteria, WF, FY93--$ l 7,000
 Note; No �09 Projects in FY92 since Michigan did not complete its $309 Strategy in
time for FY92 funding. Michigan also received no �09 funds for PSMs in FY92 or 93!

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact. Michigan Land and Water Management Division
Departtnent of Natural Resources
Lansing. MI 48909
517-373- l 950  Phone!
517-335-3451  FRx!
Cathie CunninghamContact

l23
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MI  l ! Cumulative and Secondary Impacts of Coastal Development, WF, FY93 � $109,000



MI�! Cumulative aad Secondary Irapacts of Coastal Development,
WF, F Y93--$109,000

PXRRELQL i: 7" p 6 5'I"' p i i I Id.: t I ~ d,
management legislation that will amend local zoning enabling acts to strengthen and
increase the number of techniques local communities caa legally use to manage and guide
growth and to protect sensitive and scarce resources; and �! to strengthen wetland and
marina permitting criteria through development of interpretive statements, case law, and
investigate the need for legislative amendments, as they relate to marina permitting-
watercraft carrying capacity and wetland permittiagcumulative impacts of wetland
development, and legality of dockominiums.

UUEZauld 3 Years  October 1, l993- September 30, 1996!

F Y93

1! Growth Management Legislation
~ Northwest Michigan Council of Governments  NWMCOG!- develop GIS system

contract for Fiscal Impact of Development Study
~ Peninsula Township Transfer of Development Rights  TDR! Demonstration Project
~ Growth Management Legislation � track and support legislation
~ Report on Impact of Development on Coastal Communities based on Case Studies
~ MCMP staff oversight and coordination

2! Marina and Wetlands Permitting
~ marina permitting criteria: contract for technical study to establish methodology for

detertaining "watercraft carrying capacity".
~ Dept. of Attorney General  DAG! develop interpretive statements aad case law

through legal research and defense of Dept. decisions related to dockominiums,
cumulative impacts and watercraf't carrying capacity- defend denial of dockominium
project on Grand Traverse Bay

FY94/95 /96
1! Growth Management Legislation

~ NWMCOG- distribute GIS maps, evaluate existing master plans, zoning maps,
ordinances, develop model watershed master plan, adopt changes to master plans,
zoning maps and ordinances, establish public/private watershed management
council,

~ Peninsula Township TDR Project- putchasoVDR assistance, completion of master
plan. residential development standards, public infrastructure plaa, neighborhood
cluster piaa, revised Township zoaiag ordinance.

~ MCMP staff oversight aad coordination- support passage of GM legislatioa and
incorporation of growth management technique in local plans/ordinances.

~ Manistee County Model Local Land Use Management System for Oil and Gas.
~ Develop ecosystem management plan for Region II forest truutagemeat and

watershed management.

2! Marina and Wetlands Permitting
~ develop marina design standards for permitting decisions
~ DAG continue to provide legal counsel, research on interpretive statements, marina

development standards, and related permit decisions
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Pro' c tio u
F Y93

1! Growth Management Legislation - Completed Ahead of Schedule
2! Marina and Wetlands Permitting - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished -not scheduled until 1996.  L!
1! Growth Management Legislation - expect passage in 1995, a year ahead of

schedule. However, Peninsula Township Transfer of Development Rights  TDR!
 LP! Demonstration Project has achieved program change results. Peninsula
Township passed Tax Referendum in August 1994 which increases taxes to
purchase TDRs for agricultural preservation of cherry orchards and vineyards.
Michigan is the first state in the mid-west to use TDRs for agricultural preservation.
The Town was on Good Morning America to debate the tax referendum. Peninsula
Township also revised its Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan to address TDRs.

2! Improved Marina and Wetlands Permitting Criteria- scheduled for adoption in 1996.
 PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enrichment: Project not completed yet, but see above.

c! Project Products
1! Proposed Growth Management Legislation
2! Peninsula Township Tax Referendum hitiative on TDRs  8/94! and Revised

Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan
3! Draft Report on Recreational Watercraft Carrying Capacity

d! Other Benefits. No

e! Unexpected Results: Growth Management Legislation moving faster than expected.
Other reports produced by other studies  EPA Relative Risk Assessment, American
Foundation Sponsored Symposium and Governor's Land Use Task Force Report! all
supported the findings and recommendations of the Michigan 5309 Assessment and
Strategy regarding the need for growth managetnent.

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of NationaL5amtaCacal Importance: All three.

Note: Expect to revise FY94J95 work gmgram for Growth Management Legislation portion
of this project to focus on public education and support of legislation which is on a fast
track.
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~ttte: MI�l Coastal Wetlands, WF, FY93-$107,000

Pro' t D ': The purpose of this project is to improve coastal wetiands
protection by enhancing regulatory authority and improving enforcement of existing
statutes. This project involves four components: �! development of statewide operational
guidance for considering cumulative impacts to wetlands in permit reviews; �! new
legislation to allow DNR to issue administrative fines for violations of wetland protection
statutes and added fees to support permit application review costs; �! new legislation to
improve regulatory authority over mechanical harvesting of aquatic plants and aquatic
herbicide use; and �! DNR adoption of methodology for developing a wetlands inventory
for the state.

I~ t: 2 Years  October 1, 1994- September 30, 1996 for �! �! 4 �!!
3 Years  October 1, 1994- September 30, 1997 for �!!

F Y93
1! Statewide Guidance - assessment of existing techniques to address cumulative

impacts in wetlands
2! New Adm. Fines Legisiation - track legislation
3! New Aquatic Herbicide Legislation - draf't revised aquatic herbicide legislation, hold

public meetings regarding revised regulations
4! Wetlands Inventory Methodology - digitized wetlands inventory pilot project and

evaluated methodology.

FY94

1! Statewide Guidance - development of operational guidance for incorporation in the
Land and Water Mgt Div. Operations Manual

2! New Adm. Fines Legislation - track/passage  Deleted/See Project Results below!
3! Contract to evaluate aquatic harvesting in Michigan wetlands and machine damage.
4! Wetlands Inventory Methodology - adopt method for developing statewide wetlands

inventory.

FY93 Work
FY93 �! Statewide Guidance - On Schedule
FY93 �! New Adm, Fines Legislation -DeleterL See Project Results Below
FY93 �! New Aquatic Herbicide Legislation - On Schedule
FY93 �! Wetlands Inventory Methodology- Delayed, may need no cost extension due to

delays in contracting process and contract review at state leveL

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished � no program changes scheduled until
FY95196. Regarding FY93 �! New Admiiustrative Fines Legislation, the 1994
Legislature passed new administrative fines for several coastai statutes but not for
Michigan's Wetlands Statutes. During the legislative process it was found that the state
wetlands program already had authority to assess a $25 fee for a wetlands permit
application. For both the above reasons, this project will no longer be pursued.

1! Statewide Guidance  PG!
2! Aquatic Herbicide Legisiation  L!
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b! Sumnulry of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products; None due until 9$4

d! Other Benefits. No

e! Unexpected Results: Yes for FY93 �} New Administrative Fines Legislation  see
Project Results above!

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success
FY93 �! New Adm. Fines Legislation - See Project Results above
FY93 �! Wetlands Inventory Methodology - contract process and review delays

g! Is Proj ect of NationaVState/Local Importance. State
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~Titl MI�! Coastal Hazards Project: Sand Dunes Protection Legislation
and Land Acquisition Criteria, WF, FY93-$17,000

*P W'* I'0'P' I"'"' ' O' "' I I*
This project involves three components: �! re-authorization of the Sand Dunes Protection
and Management Act; �! adding high risk erosion and Good hazard areas to the Natural
Resources Commission's criteria for prioritizing land acquisition; and �! legislation to
allow DNR to record disclosure statement on deeds for high hazard shoreline properties.

L~P': I 9 30« I «. 993- *I I 30. 9933

FY93
1! Sand Dunes Legislation

~ consultant to perform economic analysis of alternative construction methods
required by Sand Dunes Program  to be deleted and funds reprogrammed, since
Reauthorization Legislation passed!

2! Erosion/Flood Acquisition Criteria
~ statement far Natural Resources Commission to add high hazard coastal properties

to list of criteria for state land acquisition
~ Formal adoption of new criteria for state acquisition of land offered for sale.

3! Hazards Disclosure Legislation
~ no activities in FY93

F Y94
1! Sand Dunes Legislation

~ DNR staff update Critical Dunes Atlas and Implement Legislative Reauthorization
2! Erosion/Flood Acquisition Criteria

~ MOA with Real Estate Division  RED! ensuring that if hazard properties return to
state ownership through tax reversion or other means, they remain in state
ownership

3! Hazards Disclosure Legislation
~ redraft legislation, secure legislative sponsor, track legislation

0

FY93 Work - Completed or On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change
1! Sand Dunes Legislation - Accomplished. Legislation reauthorized with elimination

of 5-year sunset provision  L!
2!  a! Erosion/Flood Acquisition Criteria- Expect to Accomplish by end of September

1994  PG!
 b! MOA with RED- Not Accomplished/ not schedule for completion until FY95

 MOU!
3! Hazards Disclosure Legislation- Not Accomplished/not scheduled for completion

until FY95  L!
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b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
l ! Sand Dunes Legislation. The reauthorized Sand Dunes Protection and Management

Act regulates development in designated sand dune areas through site analysis and
slope requirements.

2!  a! Erosion/Flood Acquisition Criteria. When coastal properties become available
for purchase by the Department, erosion and flood prone coastal properties will be
given a high ranking for state acquisition, using this new criteria and policy
directive.

c! Proj ect Products
l ! Sand Dunes Protection and Management Act Reauthorization of l 994
2! Draft Acquisition Criteria

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results. No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of Narional/Stat~al Importance; State and Local



%MISSISSIPPI

The $309 Priority Eahancetaeat Needs identified by Mssissippi cover f'our issues:
~ Wetlands
~ Coastal Hazards
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Special Area Management Planning

The problems identified in the Mississippi 5309 priority enhancement issues areas
are summarized as foUows:

Without clear authority, it is difficult to effectivel and consistently manage state
coastal wetlands resources. As noted iii the $309 Assessment, it is unclear how many
acres of wetlands have been lost ta ports, navigation channels, dredge material disposal,
roads or industrial development, or have been degraded fram indirect impacts such as
sedimentatioii from construction, altered natural hydrology, urban stormwater runoff, and
related water quality problems.

Because there is na clear authority regulating iadirect impacts to wetlands, aad
because regulation is not comprehensive, no one really knows the effects of these impacts
on the water quality. The lack of consistency in decision-making is a problem. Without
clear jurisdiction, guidelines or rules, decisions are made on a case-by-case basis. Better
decision-making for wetlands protection is greatly needed.

Mississippi's coastal program does not have a comprehensive goal ar policy
ta deal with coastal hazards. Enforceable management policies are needed ta auaimize
the loss af life and property fram development ia high-hazard areas. There is a concern
that coastal redevelopment does not always meet consistent minimum standards for
hurricane and storm protection. While the Federal Emergency Management Agency
 FEMA! standards are adequate for new coastruction, there is ao consistent program ta
address reconstruction of existing development damaged by storms and floods.

v

Dockside gaming and related development have and wiU continue to displace a
number of existing and potential marina sites. The growing population of residents and
visitors is creating new slip demand for both pleasure craft aad commercial vessels. BMR
will thus see aa iacrease ia the number of requests to build new marina slips. New or
expanded marinas, if not properly planned and constructed, could have adverse effects on
shorehae access, wetlands aad water quality. Runoff from autrinas adversely affects
wetlands, sheUfish beds aad nearshore water quality. The state's marina development
policies aced to be reviewed and revised to ensure proper marina siting aad design and to
eacourage efficient use of existiag marinas. Guideliaes for construction are needed to
allow the State to develop consistent, eaforceabie policies on marina design and
construction.

Existing State and local requirements and enforcement capacity is insufficient to
stop inadequate septic tank sewage treatment from degrading water quality in several
coastal areas. Septic tank prablems such as improper siting, construction aad maintenance
must be identified, and enforceable policies must be dc,veioped.
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List of Mississippi $309 Projects for FY 1992 and FY 1993

v

MS �! "Modification of State Septic Tank Requirements" PSM, FY93 � $90,000

A surnrnary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Mississippi Coastal Management Division
Bureau of Marine Resources
,Departtnent of Wildlife Conservation
Biloxi, MS
Jerry Mitchell
601-385-5880  Phone!
601-385-5864  Fax!

Contact

131
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Development pressures precipitated by the legalization of dockside casino gaming
is causing tremendous strain on the man-made and natural environments in Harrison
County. Three dockside casinos are now open in Biloxi, and twelve more are scheduled
to open within the year. State and local regulatory and public service agencies are having
a difficult time in coping with the onslaught of impacts, Direct and indirect impacts
incl'ude the loss of public access, displacement of traditional water-dependent industries,
and development pressure from related secondary developments such as housing, hotels,
restaurants. marinas, and other public supportive services. Public improvements to
infrastructure is required to support the anticipated level of growth. All of these
secondary activities will add to the cumulative impacts on coastal wetlands, marine
resources and nearshore waters.



~Tie: MS �! "iVodification of State Septic Tmik Requirements" PSM, FY93--
$90,000

p W f I p I f p
management/enforcement capabilities oa critical pollution areas in the coastal zone. The
program change will consist of proposed enhanced and expanded development guidelines
for wetlands-regulated activities to address impacts from effluent discharges into coastal
wetlands and waters. A cooperative MOU for incorporating coastal water quality and
resource management considerations into existing permitting and monitoring activities
for septic systems will be approved by State and local regulatory management agencies.
The proposed change consists of a scientifically valid framework for assessing and
minimizing cumulative impacts of permissible activities in the Mississippi coastal area.

l~hf ' I 30 I . 993 9* I 3I.f993
3 month no cost extension

FY93

~ Identify septic tank problems � Iocation/soils, design/construction, seepage,
maintenance, enforcement

~ Develop new measures and requirements for improved management
Enter into a MOU with the State Health Department to revise and utilize guidance.

~ Develop and implement education program for local officials and contractors

FY93 Work
Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.
Develop an MOU between the State Department of Health and the Bureau of Marine
Resources to revise septic tank and health regulations,  MOU!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: hnprovement to nearshore water quality

c! Proj ect Products To Date: preliminary report on location of septic systems soils, etc.

d1 Other Benefits: None

ej Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: Lack of adequate Health Department staff in upland
counties to complete field inspections.

g! Is the Project of 1Vationali5tate/Local Importance? National, state and local
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W HAMPSHIRE

The �09 priority enhancement needs identified by New Hampshire covers two
issues:

~ Wetlands

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The problems identiried in the �09 priority enhancement issue areas are
sununarized as follows:

W~t'K
Given the limited number of tidal wetlands in the New Hampshire seacoast, each

system must be considered a valuable social, economic, and ecological resource.
Although dredging and filling of existing tidal wetlands is strictly regulated through state
and local laws, many systems are undergoing changes due to past impacts such as
mosquito ditching, and construction of barriers such as roads, tide gates and tide dams.
In some of these systems, the secondary and cumulative impacts from past development
are becoming increasingl.y apparent. Restricted tidal flows, invasion of non-native plant
species, and increased freshwater inflows are contributing to the slow degradation of
many tidal marsh systems in New Hampshire. Although several studies have been done
on the degraded systems, due to financial limitations and legaUpolicy questions, very
little actual restoration work has gone forward. Given projected population increases and
the resultant development within the watersheds of tidal wetlands, the situation could
very weil worsen.

v

Although there are many existing studies and programs which focus on pollution
threats and other impacts of development, there has been no comprehensive work done
from the overall perspective of cumulative and secondary impacts. Past impacts to salt
marshes, dunes and coastal waters are quite evident, however current impacts are more
complex and subtle, and not as easily characterized. Since most land use planning takes
place at the local level, development can take place in a piecemeal fashion without
consideration of the cumulative and secondary impacts to natural resources. Specific
cumulative and secondary impacts which affect  or have the potential to affect! the New
Hampshire coastal area include point sources of pollution such as municipal sewage plant
discharges. nonpoint source pollution  agricultural and road runoff!, sediment pollution,
leakage from underground storage tanks and septic systems. and incremental filling of
wetlands.

~wQgg+
NH �! Method for the Evaluation and Inventory of Vegetated Tidal Marshes in New

Hampshire  Coastal Method!, PSM, FY92-$40,000
NH �! Wetland Mitigation Issues and Regulations Analysis, WF, FY92-$30,000

v

NH �! Cumulative and Secondary Impacts Analysis and Recommendation for Local
Shoreland Protection Ordinances in the Seventeen Coastal Communities, WF, FY93
-$21,447
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!VH �! Assessment of Cumulative and Secondary Impacts, WF, FY93-$35,000
continues in FY94

A. summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Christine Rowinski
N.H. Coastal Program
N.H. Office of State Planning
2 I/2 Beacon Street
Concord, VH 0330 l-2361
603-271-2155  Phone!
603-271-1728  Fax!
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~i: NH  I! Method for the Evaluation and Inventory of Vegetated Tidal Marshes
in New Hampshire  Coastal Method!, PSM, FY92-440,000

: The Coastal Method provides coastai communities with a site-
specific method for inventorying and evaluating their vegetated tidal marshes for a
number of different functions. The Coastal Method also provides communities with site-
specific information and management options for tidal marsbes that may be used in future
land-use planning decisions. The Coastal Method is not for definitive site evaiuatioris,
bui is intended as a tool for planning, educating, and inventorying.

y . 992-I 3D. 993!

FY92
convening of steering committee

~ literature review
preiiminary field work in preparation for draft Coastal Method Manual
draft revisions

~ field testing of final draft
~ production of final Coastal Method Manual

FY92 Work-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished � Method was ~ adopted by the
Govertior's Council on Resource and Development  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: The Coastal Method has been developed and
incorporated into New Hampshire's Coastal Program. The New Hampshire Office of
State Planning  OSP! is providing money  not $309 funds! to train communities on
the Coastal Method to help them through the prime wetlands designation process, a
process in which wetlands of priority to be protected are identified.

Municipalities use criteria established by the Wetlands Board  WB! to inventory,
evaluate. and map their wetlands; select those wetlands worthy of the prime wetland
designation; and then submit their designation proposal to the WB for approvai.
Once approved by WB, prime wetlands receive additional level of protection

The Coastal Method inanual is basicaiiy a planning tool.

c! Project Products to Date: Coastal Method Manual for inventorying and evaluating
vegetated tidal marshes � a planning tool to evaluate dif'ferent functions that wetlands
perform and provide guidance for prioritizing. It is not a scientific method to be used
for evaluating wetland functions for wedands mitigation purposes.

d! Other Benefits: The steering committee created good discussion about how difficult
it is to understand the different functions of wetlands. The Coastal Method will
educate the coinmunities who use it about how impacted wetlands really are. many
are impacted by roads or other interference and no longer functions as one entity,

e! Unexpected Results: None
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- f! Impedimenrs ro Project Success: None

g! Was the project nationallstatellocal in imporrance? State and Local

This manual met the need for developing a method to evaluate NH's tidal wetlands for
conservation planning purposes. The manual takes a local approach to protecting
wetlands since it is designed to be used by local conservation commissions and the
public.
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Title: NH �! Wetland Mitigation Issues and Regulations Analysis, WF, FY92-
$30,030

0 ' ': 0 991.*1 ' . 91
surrounding wetlands mitigation. Discussions under the various sections of this report
are based on a review of relevant scientific literature, the observations/experiences of
New Hampshire Wetlands Bureau Coastal staff, and the analysis of existing New
Hampshire wetlands legislation, ru1es and procedures, Examples of regulatory
approaches taken by other states with respect io certain mitigation issues are also
included.

JJ 1 l. 1993- 1 30, 19931

FY92
~ background research
~ summary of background research and regulatory analysis
~ draft mitigatiori Regulations

p o' 1 t'

FY92 Work - A report which included recommendations was completed. To date. draft
mitigation regulations not developed by our office due to Wetlands Board's need to
reevaluate existing mitigation practices/standards, and the need to determine the
ecological status of mitigated sites. The WB is currently initiating such actions and the
309 Program's Mitigation report recommended that such actions be undertaken by the
WB. The WB Administrator has endorsed the report and it is being used by Wetlands
Bureau staff in their efforts to draf't proposed mitigation regulations.

a! Proposed Program Change: Off track but still expected to be accomplished in the
next couple of years--The project was intended to involve thc development of
standards to be incorporated into the Wetlands Board administrative regulations
 taken from pg, 21 of NH strategy!. A report was completed but regulations were not
drafted. The Wetlands Board is very interested in developing wetland mitigation
rules and the report produced from this project has played a role in the Board's efforts.
At this point, the Board needs scientific criteria and long-term analysis of existing
mitigation projects before it can develop the regulations. Thc Board will probably
come up with revised rules in the next couple of years.  NPC!

b! S~~ofResalta'Znlamcement: Thc Wetlands Board accepted thereport. The
Board has yet to develop mitigation regulation, they need to go out into the field and
look at actual mitigation sites and see what actually happened with them. This type
of on-site research was recommended in thc OSP report.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Wetland Mitigation Issues and Regulations Analysis Report given to each

member of the Wetlands Board, as well as to the NH DOT, other state agencies
arid the public.

d! Orher Benefits: This project revealed certain weaknesses in communication between
the $309 Program and Wetland Bureau staff. The benefit of this project is that it
opened up dialogue between OSP and the Wetlands Bureau. Another benefit is the
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educational aspect � before this project there was no one source which covered how
mitigation is handled in llew Hampshire.

e! Unexpected Results: Project brought to light the need to better inform the Wetlands
Bureau staff about the $309 Program. This need was addressed and good
communication and cooperation now exist.

f! Impediments to Project Success: The limited communication between the 5309
Program and the Wetlands Bureau led to initial misunderstanding concerning the
objectives of rhe Project.

g! Was the project nationa//state/local in importance and why? State. The issue of
mitigation is an important one for the state. The NH DOT is proposing developing a
Mitigation Banking Program, yet the issue of how successful approved mitigation
projects have been, or how future mitigation projects can be improved have not been
addressed.
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: NH �! Analysis and Recommendation for Local Shoreland Protection
Ordinances in the Seventeen Coastal Communities,%F, FY93--$21,447

~P : The 199 l Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act  CSPA!
requires OSP to develop arid provide the Department of Environmental Services  DES!
with a draft model shoreland protection ordinance for use by municipalities,
Municipalities may adopt the model ordinance or a more stringent version of such a
model. In this project, OSP will undertake a study of local shoreland protection
ordinances in the seventeen coastal communities and provide the Department of
Environmental Services  DES! with a report on the status of such ordinances and their
consistency with the model shoreland ordinance. There is some concern that the
Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act  CSPA!, as it currently stands, addresses
predominantly freshwater environments. Information gathered from this study will be
used to determine if revisions to the model ordinance and/or the CSPA itself should be
made to better differentiate between fresh and saltwater environments.

: 6 0  I m l. l99 4 30. 92994!

F Y93
~ local ordinance analysis
~ summary report with conclusions  reviews town ordinances and compares them to

minimum standards!

letio
FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: The report documents the current status of coastal
community shoreland protection ordinances and their consistency with the CSPA
minimum standards  and therefore with the tnodel ordinance!.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: OSP did not find anything in the review that
would warrant revisions to the model ordinance or to the Comprehensive Shoreland
Protection Act  CSPA! itself. OSP also did not see any need for changes to be made
in the CSPA to better differentiate between fresh and saltwater environments. The
report shows that currently none of the 17 coastal communities meet all of the
minimum standards of the Act.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Report which reviews 17 coastal town ordinances and compares them to CSPA

minimum standards.

d! Other Benefits. During this legislative session �994! an amendment was added to
the CSPA at the last minute which requires OSP to certify to the commissioner of the
Dept. of Environmental Services that the provisions of a local ordinance are at least as
stringent as similar provisions of the act This report has already done an analysis of
the status of shoreland ordinances in the 17 coastal communities and therefore,
provides much of the information needed to determine the "stringency" of current
coastai shoreland ordinances.
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e! Unexpected Results: While the project was being worked on, there were many
changes and amendments made to the CSPA. This situation made analysis of existing
ordinances more difficult since the CSPA minimum standards were in a state of flux.

Impediments ro Project Success: It was difficult to proceed with the project because
the CSPA was being revised and amended at the same time as OSP was working on
the project. The model ordinance also went through several revisions during the time
period that the report was being written. During the whole project OSP was not sure
what the Act would look like and the whole act did not go into effect until this year.
There was a lot of confusion about the law and unanswered questions. OSP really
had no idea where the law was going to go.

g! Was rhe Project National'rare/Local in Importance and Why? State and Local
The law is a state requiretnent, but it relies on local zoning.



~itl: NH �! Assessment of Cumulative and Secondary impacts; WF, FY93-
$35,000

ri ' n: This project is currently in a state of flux, since project
benchrnarks will be based on the $309 strategy revision that OSP is currently
undertaking. I can say that Phase l of this project basically involves conducting
background research on CSI's.

F Y93

Contingent on strategy revision

: Project Abandoned

a! Proposed Program Change: Abandoned

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: None

c! Proj ect Products to Dare: None

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: Plot enough time to complete projects. Timetable
too restrictive, recommend program changes too broaL No direction.
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iitEW JERSEY

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by New Jersey cover two issues:

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Coastal Hazards

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

V

New Jersey's coastal management system does not allow the state to apply its
coastal policies to a sufficient percentage of proposed development within the coastal
boundary. The existing coastal management program does not apply to development not
regulated under the existing state coastal permit process, thus, has minimum impacts on
the overall development panera of New Jersey's coastal area. Development below the
Coastal Area Facility Review Act  CAFRA! threshold, including small resideritial
development, commercial developments, roads of less than 1,200 linear feet and
sewerage lines of less than 1,200 linear feet are not subject to the resource protection plan
under the New Jersey Coastal Management Program, unless proposed within coastal
wetlands or water areas. Ia addition there are no state legal provisioas requlfiag the
coastal management program to be incorporated in municipal master plans aad zoaiag
ordinances in order to effectively manage cumulative impacts. In New Jersey, coastal
decisions, especially permit decisions, are presently made on a case by case basis with
minor consideration for cumulative aad secondary impacts.

New Jersey's coastal zone is at oa-goiag risk from coastal hazards including
episodic and chronic erosion, inlet channel migratioa, bar formation, cyclic
erosion/accretion trends and other effects of storms such as wind damage and flooding
from storm surges produced from hurricanes and northeast storms. These risks are
exacerbated by the density of development produced by the easy access and popularity of
the New Jersey shore as a recreational aad tourism destiaation for almost two centuries.
In 1981, the state adopted a Shore Protection Master Plan  SPMP! to provide a cohesive
and comprehensive approach to the problems of shore protection for use by the state and
local governments. The first of its kind in the nation. the SPMP was a shore protection
approach that relied principally upon engineering solutioas. with limited reliance on
natural processes. While viewed as a success in guiding the state in the spending of $60
million for engineeriag projects, it is aow time to evaluate the lessons drawn from the
implementation of projects funded uader the SPMP and subsequent programs.

NJ �! Characterization Study/Program Assessment, WF, FY92-$94,500, FY93 � $45,710
NJ �! Advisory Groups, WF, FY92-$21,000, FY93-$9,142
NJ �! Cumulative aad Secondary Impacts Education/Outreach Activities, WF, FY93--$9,142

NJ �! Public Participation and Education, WF, FY92-$84,000, FY93-$100,000
NJ �! Shore Protection Master Plan Revisions, FY93 � $64,006
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NJ Department of Environmental Protection and Energy,
Office of Regulatory Policy
CV029
Trenton NJ 08625-0029
609-292-1875  Phone!
609-984-2147  Fax!
Dorina Frizzerra  Cumulative Impacts!, 609-777-3251
Steven Whitney  Coastal Hazards!, 609-292-1875

State Contact:

Contacts.
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~T' NJ �! Characterization Study/Program Assessment, WF, FY92-$94/00, FY93-
$45,710

~D' ' 29* 9 * "' * Ep   E*  DEE!
will develop a Cumulative Impacts Characterization Study  CICS! which will
characterize and quantify the cumulative and secondary impacts in New Jersey's coastal
zone brought about from development that has occurred before and during
implementation of the coastal management program. This study will review the
cumuiative effects of air and water pollution ioadings, visual and physical water access,
habitat loss and diversity reduction, and a more amorphous quality, the character of the
Jersey shore that presently meets the recreational demands for the New
York-Philadelphia-New Jersey metropolitan area, The CICS will also examine the current
practice of cumulative impacts in New Jersey's coastal zone inciuding regulatory and
planning programs at all levels of government and other ongoing Departmental efforts in
nonpoint source pollution control and land use planning. Also included will be actively
involving coordination between state and local agencies responsible for land use, water
quality and habitat protection. The CICS will provide the basis and background for the
Department to move forward with drafting coastal zone management rule amendinents
and provide recominendations to the legislature.

'2  D I 31992-99 I 39. 99!
1 year no cost grant extension through September 30, 1995

F Y92  revised!
~ Identifying of critical coastal resources of concern
~ Identifying data layers to look at

F Y93
~ Converting trend information into data layers
~ Begin analysis

FY92 Work - Completed  in FY93!
FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed by September 30, 1995

a! Proposed Program Change; Off track but still expected to be accomplished by
Septetnber 30, 1995-Note: This program change is not specificaUy for NJ �!, it will
be the combined result of NJ �!, �! and �!! NJ has an established Coastal Zone
Management Program with specific permitting rules. The intent of the entire
Cumulative and Secondary Impacts project  NJ 1,2 and 3! is to look at a way to start
using secondary and cumulative impacts in reviewing the permits that are issued in
the coastal facility review area and make recommendations. Currently there is a
threshold level, only proposals with more than 24 units are reviewed by the state.
Proposals which fall under the threshold are reviewed locally. The intention of the
project was to make recommendations concerning when the state would review
proposals so that the state's Coastal Area Facility Review Act  COPRA! could be
amended. But before the project had been completed the legislature already met and
made changes to CAFRA eliminating the threshold and providing for state review of
every project . So the DEPE has altered the project and will still make
recommendations, such as whether the change is enough, whether it is too late or
whether it is too strict, depending on the results of the project.  NPC!
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b! Summary of Resulu/Enhancement; Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products to Date:
1! Land Use cover/Integrated Terrain Unit Map of coastal area
2! Land cover information on dunes and shoreline erosion
3! Atl data layers needed for project
4! Information regarding environmental stressors and permitted activities
5'i Water and air quality trends

d! Other Benefits: This information can be used for determining policy refinement and
regulatory changes that are not specifically part of this project.

e! Unexpected Results; Not yet.

f! Impediments to Project Success
I! Lack of staff
2! Lack of up to date technical information
3! Lack of hardware  computers!

g! Was the proj ect nationaVstatellocal in imponance? National, because it will give a
basis for actually calculating cumulative effects of development on resources. The
DEPE hopes to identify a way to incorporate impact into the permit review process
{ for instance, not only would impacts of an activity be monitored during the activity,
but also five years later!.
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Title: VJ �! Advisory Groups, WF, FY92--$21,000, FY93-$9,142

1' I I d j ' p
scientific, and public interests will advise, review and guide the Cumulative
impacts Characterization Study  CICS!  NJ  l!!. In this way the study will
be developed through a consensus building process.

~hfP ': '. tO b I. 992-S*p*
1 year no-cost grant extension through September 30, I995

F Y92 Decision on the composition of both the internal and External Advisory Committees
 DEPE used existing advisory groups!

~ Meeting of Internal Advisory Committee
First organizational meeting of the External Advisory Committee

/ Y93 Internal and External Advisory Groups will meet on a regular basis, from bimonthly
to quarterly basis throughout year

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - On schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On Track and Expected To Be Accomplished by
September 30, l995 � Part of entire cumulative and secondary impacts project, see NJ
  I!, Characterization Study/Program Assessment, for proposed program change.

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products to Date
l! Internal and External Advisory committees  used existing advisory groups, such

as the Land Use Advisory Committee, Watershed Regional Advisory
Committee, etc.!

2! Meeting agendas and related correspondence

d! Other Benefits: None.

e! Unexpected Results:
I! The new CAFRA  a function of the legislature's actions, not of the project

directly!-it has not stopped the project but it may color the way the department
looks at the data.

2! The interviewee did not set up this project. She found the advisory groups to
actually be hindrance rather than a help.

f! Impediments to Project Success: I! The data had to be structured in a way that the
advisory groups could comment on resources they thought were of critical concern,
on data layers they would like to see, but there was no flexibility to meet the advisory
groups' demands if information they wanted was not available. The department has
no resources for new data collection.

g! Was the project nationaUstate/local in importance? State.
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T~it NJ �! Cumulative and Secondary Impacts Education/Outreach Activities,
WF, FY93-$9,142

p * ilp d*i 6 ~ * p
information aad guidance about cumulative and secondary impacts of coastal growth aad
conduct workshops to assist in the understanding aad adoption of future enforceable
policies at all levels of government. This will include development of fact sheets which
may be used in DEPE newsletters aad other regional coastal newspapers, At the state,
ievei these enforceable policies will include consideration of amendments to coastal
regulations and cooperation with the legislature in efforts related to amending the Coastal
Area Facility Review Act to close the development loophole which allows a significant
amount of development to escape review under New Jersey's Coastal Management
Program.

IgaglhDf P : y  C I , 993 . 8 I 30. 199 !
1 year no-cost grant extension through September 30, 1995

FY93

~ Developed and distributed 1 fact sheet on cumulative and secondary impacts of
development affecting critical natural resources in the coastal area

~ Articles in DEPE newsletter and other regional newsletters and newspapers

o ta

FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Off Track But Still Expected to Be Accomplished by
September 30, 1995 � Part of eatite cumulative and secondary impacts project, see NJ
 I!, Characterization Study/Program Assessment, for proposed program change.

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products to Date:
1! Fact Sheet on cumulative and secondary impacts of development affecting critical

natural resources in the coastal area
2! Articles in DEPE newsletter and other regional newsletters and newspapers

d! Other Benefits: Noae.

e> Unexpected Results: None.

f! Impedinnnts to Project Success: Noae.

g! Was the project national'stata%xal in importance? LocaL
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-Title: 5 J �! Coastal Hazards Public Participation and Education, WF, FY92-
$84,000, FY93-$100,000

'>"i"'">"s '"'" "i"'
Protection Master Plan Revisions, For this part, New Jersey will prepare short reports,
fact sheets and articles on the physicai characterization of the New Jersey shoreline.
Educational materials wiii also include analyses of the shore protection projects
undertaken in New Jersey, their degree of success, and the lessons learned from them.
Suggestions for effective actions shorefront property owners aad shorefront
municipalities and counties can take to reduce the threat of shore erosion aad property
damage will also be included. In addition to the educationai materials, various public
workshops to discuss coastal geology, coastal engineering, economics, aad local
priorities, concerns and needs will be convened. Information gathered from these
workshops will form the basis for the scientific and technical development to the needs
assessment study and revisions to the Shore Protection Master Plan  NJ �!!.

: 2 years  October 1, 1992 - September 30, 1994!
1 year no cost grant extension through September 30, 1995

I Y93
~ Develop education materials oa coastal processes ia New Jersey  informational

series of articles, fact sheets and slide show preseatatioas for public workshops!
~ Convene public workshops to provide input in the development of the Integrated

Shore-Land Protection Program
~ Articles in DEPE newsletter
~ Press releases to area newspapers

FY93 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to bc completed.

a! Proposed Program Change': Off track but still expected to be accoraplished by
September 30, 1995. Note: NJ �! is part of aad entire Coastal Hazards project that
encompasses NJ �! and �!, the. following proposed program change is for both
projects. New Jersey's Shore Protection Marragement Plan is fourteen years old and
focused mainly on engiaeeriag solutions. Since it was produced there have beea
technological changes, policy changes and public perceptioa changes. New Jersey
has experienced an iacrease ia its urban year round resident coastal population. New
Jersey aeeds to look ar its existing coastal hazards master plaa to see whether the
recommeadations still provide the level of safety desired to coastal population and
coastal resources. The departmeat believes change is necessary. They want more
public input this time and to really assess the economic benefits of some of the
current share protection master plan techniques. Using the recommendation of this
project the DEPE plans to develop a Revised Shore Protection Master Plaa.  NPC!

b! Summary of Restdts/EnJrattcemertt Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products to Date:
1! Education raaterial
2! Six workshops held and a few more expected
3! Monthly steering committee meetings
4! Articles in DEPE newsletter
5! Press releases to area newspapers
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d! Other Benefits: Public is now involved in process � tx,nefit from open public process.

e! Unexpected Results; None yet,

f! Impediments to Project Success: l! Inability to process the contract  with Rutgers
University! through the state.

g! Was the proj ect nationaVstatellocal in importance? State/local.
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Title: 5J �! Shore Protection Master Plan Revisions, FY93--$64,006

'11 p'I 'i' '" i i i '8NI |-C
Hazards Public Participation and Education. The DEPE is proceeding to revise the New
Jersey Shore Protection Master Plan, a strategy developed in 1981 to guide state spending
for shore protection projects, An essential component of the revision process is the
convening of public workshops to begin to discuss the issues and provide direction in the
development of a new shore protection master plan. The project uses a consensus
building strategy. The strategy involves interested members of the public, interest
groups, government agencies and the academic community to facilitate a consensus about
what needs to be accomplished and provide direction in the development of the integrated
program. The DEPE will prepare documents for public review and comment and
incorporate a consensus into the final document. Based on the revisions, the DEPE will
prepare a legislative acquisition, disclosure and regulatory package which will be used to
brief legislators and as a basis for proposing amendments to New Jersey's Coastal
Program.

|C« I I� l993-Bp* I 30 l99 !
1 year no-cost grant extension through September 30, 1995

F Y94  revised!
~ Develop educational materials on coastal process ia New Jersey {information series

of articles, fact sheets and slide show preseatations for public workshops!
~ Complete final revisions to the Shore Protection Master Plan
~ Convene public meetings to present final document
~ Provide legislators with information for Shore Protection legislation
~ Draft legislation based upon final Shore Protectioa Master Plan
~ Prepare plan for acquiring coastal high hazard property based upon final Shore

Protection Master Plan

Pro' l

FY94 Work - Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Off Track But Still Expected to Bc Accomplished by
September 30, 1995. Project is part of cntirc Coastal Hazards project, see proposed
program change for NJ {4!.

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not coraplctcd yct.

c! Proj ect Products to Date
1! educational materials on coastal process in Ncw Jersey {information series of

articles, fact sheets and slide show presentations for public workshops!

d! Other Benefits: Noae.

e! Unexpected Results: They got sidetracked by the fact that the state's Coastal Area
Facility Review Act got revised. While unexpected, it dida't impede thc project, it
instituted some additional regulatory power ia an area that they intended to took at.

impediments to Project Success: 1! Inability to issue contracts to collect information-
- dealing with bureaucracy
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g! tVas the prospect nationaL'state!local in importance. !National, because it will set
policy for the way!Mew Jersey deals with coastal hazards and deals with development
in hazard areas and could provide a model for other states.
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NEW YORK

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by New York cover four issues:

~ Wetlands

~ Public Access

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Coastai Hazards

The problems identified in the 53<8 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

~Wi lani+
Tidal and freshwater wetland systems in the coastal area are subject to significant

development pressures that lead to the impairment of the resources and their ecological
values. Despite the enactment of wetland protection laws in the rnid-1970s, coastal
wetlands continue to be impaired. Today, about 25,000 acres of the state's vegetated tidal
wetlands arid approximately 50 percent of its freshwater wetlands remain.

Greater affluence and more leisure time have compelled more and more people to
seek out the state's coastai areas for recreation. Yet the large portion of the state' s
shoreline devoted to private development and uses blocks access to much of the shore.
While there are numerous state and local parks, many are not close to population centers.
In other cases facilities are stressed due to over use and competing recreational demands.
Private development has also effectively blocked or limited access to public trust lands
adjacent to and under coastal waters. Thus, viabie recreational and economic use of this
public coastal resource is limited

V

The pressure of use aad development on coastal resources is also resulting in
numerous cumulative aad secondary impacts. Faced with a lack of scientific data to
predict impacts, the reactive nature of the regulatory process and a lack of consensus
among goveraments on how best to respond to issues affecting coastal regions,
consideration of cumulative and secondary impacts is aot adequately addressed ia state
and local government decisions. Current planning ia the various state agencies focuses
on individual agency operations or programs not oa a system-wide view of coastal areas,
coastal resources. or coastal economics. Gaps in the geographical coverage of LWRPs
reduce the effectiveness of local government efforts to tmiaagc cumulative and secondary
impact Ia addition, county government, which undertakes many activities that can affect
the coastal area, is not included in the state's coastal maaagemeat efforts.

Within the last 30 years development has also begun to seriously encroach on the
state's coastal hazard areas without regard to natural processes, resulting in significant
loss of natural features like beaches, dunes, bluffs, and barrier islands. At the same time,
development of hazard areas has increased the risk to life and property and increased
governmental costs for disaster relief, reconstruction of public facilities, and maintenance
of protective structures which often have off-site negative impacts.
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W~r~l
NY �! Tidal Wetlands Act Amendments, PSM, FY92 � $28,000

NY �! Nor' easter Storm Regulatory Modifications, PSM, FY93--$84,080

o tal

NY �! Regulations to Implement Chapter 791 of the Laws of 1992, PSM, FY93�
$75,000

A summary evaluation of each 5309 project ls attached.

Department of State, Division of Coastal Resources and
Waterfront Revitalization, 518%7&5000
162 Washington Avenue. Albany, NY 12231
518-474-6000  Phone!

State Contact:

Charles McCaffrey, 518474-6000, 518473-2464  fax!
Fred Auders  Coastal Hazards!

Contact:
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NY �! Regional Coastal Management Programs, WF, FY92-$247,794, FY93-$273,600
NY �! Long Island Sound Consistency Standards for Wetlands, Access, Cumulative,

Secondary Impacts, and Hazards, PSM, FY92 � $121,930



Title: iVY �! Regional Coastal Management Programs, WF, FY92-$247,794,
FY93-$273,600

P~:i»N Y k»" ' k» * Ii»
recommended that the Department of State  DOS! develop regional coastal management
programs  RCMPs! that refine the state coastal policies to reflect the unique
characteristics of the distinct coastal regions of the state as substitutes for the state
Coastal Management Program. The New York State $309 Strategy proposed that four
enhancement areas � wetlands, public access. cumulative and secondary impacts, and
coastal hazards � will be addressed as components of regional coastal management
programs. Long Island Sound was selected as the first coastal area for which an RCMP
will be developed. The Long Island Sound RCMP will be an integrated effort that
addresses the four enhancement areas.

~L'" " ': i* » i'.' -' '». 9»
1 year cost extension approved through October 31, 1994

FY92  revised!
~ description of the public involvement process
~ draft inventory and analysis for wetlands and public access
~ analysis of trends in land use on their potential affect on coastal resource use
~ draft revised policies aad guidelines for wetlands, public access, cumulative and

secondary impacts and coastal hazards
~ preliminary identification of areas for concentrated development aad

environmentally sensitive areas
draft public investment strategy and programmatic priorities

~ draft Regional Coastal Management Program submitted to OCRM

FY93

~ documentation of public comments and respoases aad necessary eavirotuaental
review procedures

~ final Long Island Sound Coastal Maaagement Program prepared

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Nearly Completed-- The Environmental Impact Statement should be done

by mid October 1994 and the Routine Program Implementation with revised coastal
regulations should be in place by end of October 1994.

a! ProPosed Program Change: Not Accomplished � expected by ead of August 1994�
To develop a regional program for Long Island Sound, with regulations specific to
that area, which will substitute for the state program.  LP!

b! Stannary of Results Krdjancementt Once the program is ia place, Long Island Sound
will have more detailed standards and public investment priorities than when it was
just part of the general state program.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Final draft of Long Island Sound Regional Coastal Management Program
2! Final draft of Environmental Impact Statemeat
3! Proposed Regulations  see NY �! Long Island Sound Consistency Standards for

Wetlands, Access, Cutnulative, Secondary Impacts, and Hazards for details!
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dJ Other Benefits/Spin-og The project has substantially increased the coastal program's
visibility in the state.

e! Unexpected Results: None.

f! Impediments to Project Success. The Division of Coastal Resources underestimated
the time necessary to develop the program,

g! Was the proj ect narionab'statellocal in importance? National. Regional Coastal
Management Programs  RCMPs! are appropriate for New York because its coast is
very varied. The RCMPs could be a model for other states with varied coastlines
where it would make sense to have a regional view.
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Title: NY �! Long Island Sound Consistency Standards for Wetlands, Access,
Cumulative, Secondary Impacts, and Hazards, PSM, FY92-$121,930

~9' i ' ": 9 9 " 9 *3 093. 333 YC
Resources, will draft amendments to the Waterfront Revitalization and Coastal
Resources Act  WRCRA! which will allow the Department to establish regional
standards for wetlands, public access, coastal hazards and cumulative and secondary
impacts that are based upon approved regional coastal manageinent programs.
Supporting docuinentation for the WRCRA amendments will be prepared, and briefings
with the Governor's office and State Legislature will be held, as necessary. DOS will also
meet with interested state and municipal agencies and others affected to discuss
appropriate standards and criteria for the New York State Long Island Sound region
 north shore of Long Island, New York City Long Island Sound shore, Long Island
Sound shore of Westchester County!. Following enactment of the WRCRA
amendments, draft standards and criteria for Long Island Sound will be prepared in
regulatory form, This project is to be done in conjunction with NY �! Regional Coastal
Management Programs.

9 9 ': U3 . 992-»,19933
~Extended to October 31, 1994

F Y93
~ draft WRCRA amendments and supporting documentation
~ draft Long Island Sound standards and criteria

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished--expected by end of October 1994�
This project is done in conjunction with NY �! Regional Coastal Management
Programs, the proposed program change for which is to develop a regional program
for Long Island Sound, with regulations specific to Long Mand Sound, which will
substitute for the State Program. The WRCRA amendments, the first part of NY �!
did not pass, but the regional program does not depend on their passing. The second
part of NY �!, the draf't Long Island Sound standards and criteria, have been
published and are expected to be adopted by the end of August.  LP!

b! Summary of RestdavKnhancement: Once the Long Island Regional Coastal
Management Program  NY �!! is in place, Long Island Sound will have more
detailed standards and public investment priorities than when it was part of the
general state program.

c! Project Products to Date
1! Draft WRCRA amendments and supporting documentation
2! Draft Long Island Sound standards and criteria

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og. Provides a useful model for the New York Division of
Coastal Resources to significantly improve the standards for consistency decisions for
other parts of the state.
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e! Unexpected Results: None.

f!  mpediments to Project Success: The Division of Coastal Resources underestimated
the time necessary to finish this projecL

g! Was the project nationaVstatellocal in importance? National. The project reflects a
complete revision of New York's coastal policies, thus it is likely that it would be of
interest to other states.
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~itle: 5 Y �! Tidal Wetlands Act Amendments, PSM, FY92-$28,000

Th*D * fE"' *« '   EC>
amendments to the Tidal Wetlands Act that would prohibit the filling of tidal vegetated
wetlarids, except for the most critical and significant uses, and establish greater
limitations on development activities to prevent degradation of the resource. This effort
will also give consideration to extending the jurisdiction of the Tidal Wetlands Act in the
Hudson River above the Tappan Zee Bridge, as proposed by the New York Governor' s
Task Force on Coastal Resources. Documentation supporting the proposed amendments
wiii be prepared. Briefings with the Governor's office and State Legislature will be
provided, as necessary. Following enactment of the amendments, the Tidal Wetlands
Program regulations will be revised, and after environmental review  SEQR!, adopted by
DEC.

1 y*  J ly . 92. "' , ' 93!

F Y92  revised!
~ proposed amendinent to the Tidal Wetlands Act and supporting documentation

draft regulations

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Ctiange: Not Accomplished-The task was to prepare proposals
so the project was completed, but the amendment was not enacted so the actual
program change did not go through,

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: No enhancement because the amendment was not
enacted.

c! Proj ect Products to Date
l! Proposed amendment to the Tidal Wetlands Act and supporting documentation
2! Draft regulations

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og Noae.

e! Unexpected Results: None-the Department of State knew at the outset that the
chances for the amendment to be enacted were not high.

fJ Impediments to Project Success: It is harder to do a project when it is carried out by
another agency  the Department of Environmental Conservation!; it was difficult for
the Division of Coastal Resources because they were not in control of the actual
work.

g! Was the proj ect nationaI/state/local in importance? State.
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Title VY �! Vor'easter Storm Regulatory Modifications, PSM, FY93-$84,080

ijy~Ie i~yg: This pi.oject has three parts, described as follows:
1! Reguiation of Hazard Area Construction-The Department of State will prepare an

amendment to the State Building Code to improve coastal construction standards
and present it for approval by the State Uniform Fire and Building Code Council.
Currently, local building codes, which must meet minimum standards of the State
Uniform Fire Protection and Building Code, have no special provisions for
construction in coastal hazard areas.

2! Hazards Property Disclosure-The Department of State will prepare amendmerits to
the appropriate New York State laws to require disclosure when property is located
in coastal hazard areas. A variety of techniques will be investigated to achieve this
program change. Techniques under consideration are: a hazard designation
recorded on tax maps and official records in municipal and county clerks' offices; a
hazard designation included on all contracts of sale; and a required notification of
the hazard potential by realtors and/or lenders.

3! Limits on State Expenditure in Hazard Areas-A proposed Executive Order will be
submitted to the Governor for consideration which will require stare agencies to
limit public subsidies and expenditures in areas designated under the federal Coastal
Barrier Resources Act  CBRA!. in coastal high hazard areas, aad in areas identified
for such action in regional Coastal Management Plans. Limiting state expenditures
would focus development away from hazard areas. Limitiag state expenditure of
funds. particularly for public services and infrastructure, will provide a greater level
of protection for these locations directly and by restricting the development
potential of hazardous areas and reduce costly future damages.

FY93
1! Regulation of Hazard Areas Construction

identify procedures for changing building code and review standards of other
jurisdictions

~ prepare draf't of Building Code changes
~ discuss changes with state agencies aad complete review of dnft changes
~ prepare and submit final changes to the Council as aa amendmeat to the Code

2! Hazards Property Disclosute
~ ideatif'y and analyze existing New York State real property, baaing and related

laws
~ prepare draft law revisions
~ consult with agencies and organizations
~ prepate and submit final draft law revisions
3! Limits on State Expenditures in Hazard Areas:
~ analyze CBRA and impacts
~ draft Executive Order submitted to other agencies for comment

draft Executive Order submitted to Governor

FY93 Work
Part 1! Completed
Part 2! Completed
Part 3! Completed
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Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished. Part 1 � Regulation of Hazard
Areas Construction � the proposed building code changes have been submitted to the,
State Department of Housing and Community Renewal who then will submit them to
the Building Code Council which has to undergo an internal process and public
hearings which can take anywhere from six months to several years. As part of this
process, the proposed changes may be returned to the Department of State for
revisions,  RR! Part 2 � Hazards Property Disclosure � the draft law revisions have
been submitted and were going to be introduced into the Legislature through the
Governor's office but there have been concerns from other agencies and political
problems and the draft law revisions were not submitted to the Legislature. The
Department of State may try to re-initiate this project next year.  RR! Part 3 � The
draft executive order has been submitted to the Governor's office but is currently on
hold because of political considerations. It is controversial and is not expected to be
signed until further review has taken place.  AA!

Ul
aj

Project Products to Date
1! Regulation of Hazard Areas Construction-final changes to the Building Code
2! Hazards Property Disclosure � final draft law revisions
3! Limits on State Expenditures in Hazard Areas- draf't Executive Order

c!

Other BenefitkSpin-og This project focused thc Division of Coastal Resources on
these particular issues. Before getting the grant they had the ideas but never had the
means to work on them.

Unexpected Resrdts; For the Hazards Property Disclosure, during the agency review
period, the agencies brought up some points that were mechanical in nature,
mechanisms for actual disclosure, that DOS had not thought of bcforc.

e!

Impeditnents to Project Success: DOS did not anticipate the extent of political
concern that would bc cncountcrcd with these projects.

Was the proj ect national/state/local in importance?
1! Regulation of Hazard Areas Construction-State
2! Hazards Property Disclosure and 3! Limits on State Expenditures in Hazard

Areas � National, other states might be very interested in implementing similar
ideas.

Summary of Results/Enhancement: Part 1-If the Building Code changes are
approved, coastal construction will be improved and make New York state Building
Code be in conformance with FEjVV4 currently, there is a conflict between state
building code and the National Flood Insurance Program  NFIP! guidelines. The
changes to the Building Code would remove thc confusion that property owners face
attempting to comply with conflicting regulations. Part 2 � If the revisions to the law
ever go through prospective buyers would be informed that they would be purchasing
property in hazardous locations and hopefuQy would bc discouraged. At present there
is nothing that targets prospective buyers to discourage them from buying in
hazardous areas.

Part 3 � If the Executive Order gets signed it will stop state expenditures in CBRA
and coastal hazard areas where expenditures promote new development. Currently
there are no limits on state expenditures in CBRA or coastal hazard areas.



Title: VY �! Regulations to Implement Chapter 791 of the Laws of 1992, PSM,
FY93-$75,000

' ti Chapter 791 includes authorization for local governments to
prepare harbor management plans and laws, subject to approval of the Secretary of State,
In order to incorporate a new statewide approach to harbor management into the Coastal
Management Program the following will be prepared: regulations, guidelines and a
strategy for assisting and inducing local government preparation of harbor management
plans. Three selected harbor management plans will be developed. Chapter 791 also
provides for the Department of Environmental Conservation and the Department of State
to review all leases, easements and permits for use of lands now or formerly underwater.
New state procedures for review of all leases, easements and grants of lands now or
formerly underwater will be developed and incorporated into the New York Coastal
Management Program The standards guiding decision-making on the transfer of
underwater lands will be incorporated as new enforceable policies regarding the use of
underwater lands and the application of the public trust doctrine.

 "V '. '99|- "'* 3 . '

7 Y93
1!

 revised!
Harbor Management Plans

draft amendments to New York Code of Rules and Regulations  NYCRR! which
will contain regulations for the preparation of harbor management plans and laws
and the Department of State approval process
information package for local government which will explain the advantages of
the new authority for harbor management
guidelines for the writing of harbor management plans and local laws
a strategy and timetable for assisting all local governments to develop harbor
management plans
final regulations for harbor managcmcnt plans and local laws
three harbor management plans developed

Underwater Lands

meetings with key agencies completed
draft MOU between the Department of State, the Department of Environmental
Conservation, the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation and the
Office of General Services on thc process and criteria for thc disposition of
underwater lands
final MOU signed
regulations on the transfer of underwater lands submitted to OCRM

0

2!

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Nearly Accomplished � The final regulations for
harbor management plans and local laws will be sent to OCRM in the first week of
August, 1994. The implementation of the three harbor management plans hinges on local
law adoption. which is expected by the end of August or September, 1994. The
proposed program changes are to have new state regulations providing for harbor
management plans and to have Routine Program Implementation for three local
waterfront programs.  RR. LP!
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b! Summary of ResultsiEnhancement: Before this project, there was nothing in place
and a lack of clear authority for the local governinents.

c! Project Products to Date

I! Draft amendments to New York Code of Rules and Regulations  NYCRR!
containing regulations for the preparation of harbor management plans and laws
and the Department of State approval process

2! Information package for local government which explains the advantages of the
new authority for harbor management

3! Guidelines for the writing of harbor management plans and local laws
4! Strategy and timetable for assisting all local governments to develop harbor

management plans
5! final regulations for harbor management plans and local laws
6! Three harbor management plans developed

7! Signed MOU between the Department of State, the Department of Environmental
Conservation, the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation and the
Office of General Services ott the process and criteria for the disposition of
underwater lands

8! Regulations on the transfer of underwater lands subtnitted to QCRM

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og None.

e! Unexpected Results: Notte.

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None.

g! Was the project nationaVstate8ocal in importance? State.
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.'CNORTH CAROLINA

The tI309 Priority Enhancement iVeeds identified by North Carolina cover
four issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Special Area Management PLanning

Gcean Resources Planning

The problems identified in the $309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as foilows:

~Wil~ig
North Carolina does not regulate non-tidal freshwater wetlands. Few land use

plans manage or protect non-tidal freshwater wetlands. Unfortunately, the state does not
have any information on these types of wetlands. There is a severe lack of extent, location
and function of wetlands within the state, Inventories, mapping and categories for
wetlands protection need to be developed. The NC Coastal management Plan existing
policy on wetland mitigation in ambiguous and seldom applied. Although mitigation
requirements have been included in $404 permit conditions, there is no coordinated
wetlands restoration/creation program to guide mitigation and ensure its meaningfuL
application,

Although there is a widespread perception that cumulative impacts of growth and
development are adversely affecting North Carolina coastal areas, there is a Lack of data on
coastal resources, population, growth. and development on which to base that assessment.
Legislative authority exists to consider cumulative impacts in permit decision-making, but
there are no guidelines for doing so in CAMA rules or other regulatory agency rules. In
short, the State lacks the data and rechniques to as' or address.

North Carolina will develop enforceable guidelmes for consideration of Cumulative
impacts in permit decisions, identify and designate critical watersheds where cumulative
impacts are most significant, and develop inethods to minimize those impacts. The state
will also address cumulative and secondary impacts through special area management
planning.

North Carolina's �09 Pissessment identified Special Area Management Planning
 SAMP! as a tool of potentially great value in addressing coastal problem areas. At Least
two areas with specialized problems and use conflicts have been identified  a harbor area
and a State port area!. Thc use of a SAMP is also proposed under the Cumulative Impacts
priority area as a means of addressing the minimization of cumulative and secondary
iinpacts. Since SPJVIPs have not been used in the NC Coastal Management Plan, outside
of Areas of Environmental Concern  AEC!, there are no guidelines for their enforceability
outside of AECs. The relationship of SAMPs to overlapping local land use plans is
undefine, as are any mechanisms for the enforcement of SAMPs.

North Carolina wiU strengthen its ocean management policies by developing a
comprehensive Ocean Resources Management Plan. The state will establish an Ocean
Resources Task Force composed of government officials and scientists and supported by
state agency staff to develop the plan and oversee its operation North Carolina's current
ocean management programs will be analyzed.
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k.ist of North Carolina �09 Projects for FY1992 and FY1993

W~ig
NC �! Development of a Wetlands Conservation Plan for the North Carolina Coastal Area,

WF, FY92-$39,054, FY93 � $19,743 + $32,757, PSM, FY93-$70,000
NC �! changes in Land Use Plan Guidelines for Wetlands and Advanced Identification of

Wetlands in Trial County, PSM. FY92-$75,000, WF, FY93 � -$6.800
VC �! Development of a Wetlands Restoration Program, WF, FY92-$28,554, FY93--

$21,55G
NC �! coastal Wetlands Secondary Impacts, WF, FY92-$16,577, FY93-$4,900
NC �! Mitigation Policy, WF, FY93 � $4,500

v

NC �! Cumulative Impacts in CAMA Permits. WF, FY92-$16,249, FY92-$12,150
NC �! Designating Critical Watersheds. PSM, FY92 � $40,000, FY93-$75,000, WF,

FY92-$43,180, FY93 � $36,288
NC  8! Minimizing Cumulative Impacts. WF, FY92-$3.949, FY93 $7,012
NC  9! Changes in Land Use Plan Guidelines for CSI, WF, FY92-$4,678, FY93-

$7,400
NC �0! Adequacy of Areas of Environmental Concern  AECs!, WF, FY92-$6.317.

FY93-$20,500

NC �1! Applicability of SAMPs, WF, FY92-$14,292, FY93-$3,000

NC �2! Development of a Comprehensive Ocean Resources Management Plan for North
Carolina. WF, FY92-$28,750, FY93-$25.000

A summary of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact Roger Schecter
Division of Coastal MarLagement
P.O. Box 27687
225 N. McDowell Street, Rm. 6018
Cooper Building, 6th Floor
Raleigh NC 27611
9 19-733-2293  Phone!
919-733-1495  Fax!



AC �! Development of a Wetlands Conservation Plan for the North
Carolina Coastal Area, WF, FY92--$39,054, FY93-$19,743 +
$32,75'7, PSM FY93-$70,000

:ThpW iNpl* i lp Id
Plan. The plan will include a GIS-based inventory and mapping of coastal area wetlands;
scientifically-based functional assessment of the relative importance or priority of wetlands
far protection; a monitoring system to track trends in wetland types; and enforceable
policies for protection and management of both tidal and non-tidal wetlands. Policies will
be implemented through the state CZMP and state consistency requirements for wetland
permits. The Plan wUI be state adopted and rules will be revised to implement the plan.

The PSM portion of this multi-year effort  Wetlands Functional Assmment and
Categorization! involves development of a functional assessment method to be used in
assessing and prioritizing wetlands.

: 4 Years  October 1, 1992-September 30. 1996!

F Y92
~ wetlands inventory and mapping
~ functional assessment of wetlands

FY93
~ monitoring system

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program CJuznge: Not Accomplished
1! Adoption of State Wetlands Conservation Plan not scheduled until 1995.  SP, RR!
2! Functional Assessment Methodology is not a program change  NPC!

b! SumInary of Result/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products
1! Wetlands Inventory and Mapping Final Report
2! Functional Assessment Methodology is not a program change  NPC!

d! Other Benejie: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impedbments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Proj ect of JVarionaAtotaXacal Importance: State
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iVC �! Changes in Land Use Plan Guidelines for Wetlands and
Advanced Identification of Wetlands in Trial County, PSM, FY92-
$75,000, WF, F Y93-- $6,800

'9"9' '19" P 3'""' P""' *I 9
V orth Carolina.

The PSM portion ot this project is to develop and test wetlands identification
techniques and approaches before attempting to incorporate them into revised local land use
planning guidelines for increased wetlands protection. It is being carried out as a Wetlands
Advanced Identification  ADID! project in conjunction with the EPA and the Army Corp ot
Engineers, Wilmington District.

The WF portion of this project aims at changing the state's land use plan guidelines
t'or wetlands through revised regulations. The land use guidelines will be itnplemented at
the local level to protect threatened wetland areas.

9 �«9 I. 1992-3 9 I 36. 19961
 PSM was 1 Year - October 92- September 93!

FY92  PSM!
~ develop and test wetlands identification techniques in one county
~ prepare wetland maps
~ develop functional assessment map
~ functional assessment methodology and final report

F Y93

~ continue wetlands identification
~ develop draft guidelines

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Prograjn Change; Not Accomplished
1! The PSM portion of this project was designed to test wetlands identification techniques.

 NC!
2! The WF portion of this project will result in Revised Regulatiom for Local Land Use

Plan Guidelines for Wetlands. This is not scheduled until 1996,  RR!

b! Sumn~ of Result/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.
PSM attempted to develop tnodeling methodology for assessing wetlands Project

provided baseline information assist in ADID Project and development of state wetlands
land use guidelines.

c! Project Products
1! Wetlands Maps
2! Functional Assessment Report

d! Other Bene!its: PSM used to leverage additional funds frotn other sources to continue
needed work on wetlands assessment.
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e! Unexpected Results; Ao

f! Impediments to Project Success: Had difficuLty in developing wetlands modeling
methodology and Advanced Wetlands Identification  ADID! effort with EPA taking a
Iong time due to EPA requirements.

g! Is the Proj ect of National/Stare/Local Importance: National and State
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NC �! Development of a Wetlands Restoration Program, WF, FY92-
.$28i554~ FY93--$21,550

ppd" * I d**lp39 I d
Enhancement, Restoration and Creation Program in coordination with other state and
t'federal agencies. The wetlands restoration program will include: identification of effective
restoration techniques; creation of a database of existing restoration sites; idenMicatiori of
potential restoration sites on a watershed-by-watershed basis; integration with
compensatory mitigation requirements of state and federal agencies; and development of an
overall Wetlands Restoration/Creation Plan for the coastal area to complement the Wetlands
Conservation Plan. Legislation will be sought to fund implementation of the plan.

9  II« I I. 3992-3 p I 33. 39963

F Y92
~ identification of restoration techniques
~ creation of database
~ identification of potential restoration sites

FY93

~ integration of restoration and compensatory mitigation requirements draft report
~ draft wetlands restoration/creation plan

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Adoption of State Wetlands Conservation Plan not scheduled until 1995.  SP, RR!
2! Functional Assessment Methodology is not a program change  NPC!

b! Summary of ResultslZnhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products
1! Restoration Techniques Report
2! Restoration Database Report

d! Other Benefits: EPA Grant being used to supplement restoration plan development

e! Unexpected Results.' No

f! Impediments io Proj ect Success: No

g! Is the Proj ect of Narional/State/Local Importance: State
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NC �! Coastal Wetlands Secondary Impacts, WF, FY92-$16,577,
F Y93--$4,900

* P W ' ! i ' ~"* " I
determine whether additional protection measures are needed protect North Carolina's salt
marshes.

'-Y* tC'b* . 2-Sp I 30. 99!

F Y92

~ investigation state salt marsh protection program

FY93
~ determine adequacy of protection and program changes needed

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomphshed
1! Project designed as a research investigation Findings recommended no changes to

law or rules over salt marshes. No program changes.  NPC!

b! Summary of Result~ancement: Study verified that North Carolina's laws and
regulations governing protection of its salt marshes are adequate and do not need
revisions.

c! Proj ect Products
I! Coastal Wetlands Secondary Impacts Report

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impeditnents to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of NatiorraMtaterXacal Importance: State
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NC �! Mitigation Policy, WF, FY93--$4,500

. The purpose of this project is to improve the wetlands mitigation
policy for the State of North Carolina. The project involves developtnent of new policies
and amending existing mitigation policy through revised regulations.

� I . 993-Sp I 30.

F Y92

~ assessment of existing state mitigation policies
~ identification and development of new mitigation policies

F Y93
~ revised regulations to add new mitigation policies

FY92-Completed
FY93-Ort Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Amend Mitigation Policy through revised regulations not due until 1995.  RR!

b! Summary of Resul~ancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products
1! None

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Is the Project of Nationa&tare/ical Importance. State
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NC �! Cumulative Impacts in CAMA Permits, WF, FY92-$16,249,
F Y93--$12,150

p0 IP pj 6* Ipp p
considering cumulative impacts in permit decisions. This project involves a review of
CAMA permit requirements; identification of weaknesses; development of additional
procedural guidance and development of rule revisions.

60 9 I. 3392 - 6 I 36. 19963

F Y92
~ review CAMA permit requitement and procedures
~ identification of weaknesses

FY93

~ development of CAMA Procedural Guidance

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Procedural guidance for Considering Cumulative Impacts in Permit Decisions due
1996  PG!
2! Revised Regulation in Cumulative Impactsdue 1996 RR!

b! Summary of Results!Batumcetnent: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Products
1! CAMA Study
2! Draft Procedural Guidance

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Is the Proj ect of HationaK'tateiLocal Importance: State
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NC �! Designating Critical Watersheds, PSM, FY92-$40,IN,
F Y93--$75,000, WF FY92--$40,000, FY93---$75,000, WF, F Y92-
-$43,180, FY93--$36,288

29 9 9 I I p 3* ' dd
secondary impacts of development through a multi-year, multi-project effort This project
involves development of resource impact factors, designation of new critical area in
watersheds, and creation of new enforceable policies to address cumulative impacts
through revised regulations.

Four separate activities were funded in FY92 and FY93.
A PSM in FY92  Coastal Pollution and Development Information System! was

funded to provide the capacity to plan for projected population growth and avoid
cumulative impacts on coastal resources through an advanced GIS and data-base
information tracking system. The tracking system wiH track coastal developments in 348
small watershed and their projected impacts. The end product will be an information
system,

A PSM in FY93  Development of Resource Impact Coefficients! was funded to
develop resource impact coefficients that translate population growth into impacts on
resources. The end project would be a methodology to establish estimated impacts of
population on coastal resources and water quality.

WF funds were used in FY92 and FY93 for staff time to process information into
the data bank and to identify high risk watersheds.

30 I, 2962-3 p 9 39. 9963
 PSM FY92wnded Sept. 93!
 PSM FY93wnded Sept 94!

FY92  PSM!
~ Develop GIS and data-base
~ Develop Tracking system

FY93

~ Develop resource impact coefficients
~ Estimate threehold values and carrying capacities for individual watersheds
~ Create a simulation model to predict cumulative impacts of future coastal development
~ Designate new critical areas in watersheds
~ Develop enforceable policies for CSI

FY92&ompleted
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! PSM - end product a tracking system  NPC!
2! PSM - end product a predictive model  NPC!
3! New Enforceable Policies on CSI in revised regulation due 1996  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhance'ement
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c! Proj ect Products
1! GIS and Information Tracking System Report
2! Impact Coefficients Report

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f} Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Is the Proj ect of National/State/Local Importance: State
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NC  8! Minimizing Cumulative Impacts, WF, FY92-53,949, FY93-
$7,012

pw td» * i I I p
small watershed and look at alternative to minimize these impacts, The project involves
identification of small watershed, analysis of adverse CSI impacts, identification of
alternatives, recommendations, and rule revisions.

.4Y   I . 99-S* b 30. 996!

FY92
~ identification of small watersheds
~ analysis of adverse impacts

FY93

~ identification of alternatives

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Analysis of impacts and alternatives and recommendations  NPC!
2! Regulation Revisions not scheduled into 1996  RR!

b! Sutnrnary of ResultstKnhancernent: Project not completed yet

c! Project Products
1! None

d! Other Benefits; No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is the Project of Nationa&'tatelLocal Importance: State
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NC 9! Changes in Land Use Plan Guidelines for CSI, WF, FY92-
$4,678, FY93--$7,400

:Thp d" pj''pg
cumulative and secondary impacts on coastal resources from development. This project
involves development of changes to the state's land use guidelines to address cumulative
impacts including legislation and rule revisions.

Kl«. 9928 I ~ 30,1996!

FY92
~ study cumulative impacts from land use

FY93
~ identify possible changes to land use guidelines

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change. Not Accomplished
1! Legislation on Land Use Guidelines scheduled for 1996  L!
2! Rule Revisions for Land Use Guidelines scheduled for 1996  R!

b! Summary of Result/enhancement: Project not completed yet

c! Project Products
1! None

d! Other Benefi ts. No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of Nationa&tate/Local Importance: State
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NC �0! Adequacy of Areas of Environmental Concern  AECs!, WF,
F Y92--$14,292, F Y93--$20,500

96 9'I SIS 6 I
Environmental Concern  AEC! Program to determine if changes are needed to strengthen
and expand the program. The project involves identification of program weaknesses and
legislation and rule revisions to strengthen the program,

9 IISI I. *992-2 I I 30.39963

F Y92
~ contract to study AEC Program

FY93
~ develop recommended changes to AEC Program

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! AEC Legislation scheduled for 1996  L!
2! AEC Rule Revisions Scheduled for 1996  RR!

b! Surntnary of Resultsfi<Mjancetnent: Project not completed yet.

c! Pr oj ect Products
1! AEC Report by Contractor

d! Other Benefits; No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Itnpediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of Nariona&tateXacalImportance: State
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NC �1! Applicability of SAMPs, WF, FY92 � $14,292, FY93--
$3,000

:Yppm 39 p 3 I 'pp
Management Planning  SAMP! process and apply it in specific case study area to explore
how to use the SAMP concepts to deal with special problem areas. This project invo1ves a
contract study of the SAMP program; review report and recommendations; identify better
mechanisms to deal with problem area; and develop procedural guidance to improve and
expand the SAMP process.

9* 30 I, 09 - I* I 30. 39963

FY92

~ Contract SAMP study

F Y93

~ Review report and recommendations

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1! Procedural Guidance for SAMPs scheduled for 1996  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet

c! Proj ect Products
1! Report on SAMP by Contractor

d Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results. No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of ÃationaK'tatelacal Imporamce: State
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~l: NC  I2! Development of a Comprehensive Ocean Resources
Management Plan for North Carolina, WF, FY92 -- $28,750, FY93--
$25,000

Th p p * fl' p l i d* N bC
ocean management policies, address state/federal overlapping jurisdictional issues, improve
coordination, and establish unified ocean resource policies. This project involves
establishment of an Ocean Resource Task Force; analysis of North Carolina's current ocean
management programs; recommended changes to the state's Ocean Resources Management
Plan; and analysis and digitization available ocean resources data and identification and
timetable to fill data gaps. Recommended changes to Ocean Resources Plan to be adopted
by revised regulations.

:4�.99-p*

FY92
~ Ocean Resource Task Force
~ Analysis of ocean management programs
~ Recommended changes to Ocean Resources Management Plan
~ analysis and digitization of ocean data
~ identification and timetable to fill data gaps

F Y93
~ develop GIS data on ocean resources
~ develop Task Force report on recommended rule changes to ocean plan

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change; Not Accomplished
1! Amendment by rule revisions to North Carolina's Ocean Management Plan not
scheduled until 1996,  RR!

b! Summary of Resul sl&Aancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Products
1! Ocean Resources Task Force Report

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is the Project of Na6onaN'tateiLocal Importance'. State
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COMMONWEALTH OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

The $309 priority enhancement needs ideati6ed by the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands cover three issues:

Hazards

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
Wetlands

The problems identified in the $309 enhancemeat issue areas are
summarized as follows:

Haz~
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands is highly susceptible to typhoons,
storm surge, high wave energy and seismic occurrences due to its expansive coastline,
geographic location and limited land mass. All of the CÃVEs major villages are located
within or in close proximity of the coastline. This fact, along with the recent reminder from
Super Typhoon Gay in 1992, has created a strong awareness of the importance of hazards
preparedness. CNMI needs to identify high risk coastal areas and establish new policies
and regulations for these areas.

v

On islands as small as those in the CNMI, the entire coastal zone is sensitive. The farthest
point from the ocean on any island is only three miles. Development in any part of the
CNMI can affect the natural resources and result in cumulative and secondary impacts.
Most of the tourist hotels and associated businesses in the CMrH, particularly on the island
of Saipan, are concentrated along the shorehne. However, there are other developments
scattered throughout the islands, such as quarries, garment factories, apartment buildings.
etc. So far most of the development has been on the island of Saipan where thc beaches,
lagoon, and mangroves have experienced cumulative impacts from development. Now
major developments are under construction or proposed for the islands of Tinian and Rota.
Tinian has legalized gambling, driving development of casino-hotels and associated
facilities: golf courses, marinas, condos, tennis courts!. This has raised concerns about
cumulative and secondary impacts. There is a need for mechanisms to manage cumulative
and secondary impacts of development on CNM.

Eclhads.
Currently Lake Susupe and thc large contiguous reed marsh and swamp on the western
coastal plain of Saipan comprise over 60 percent of thc 6eshwatcr wetlands in the C%UII.
Smaller marshes on Saipan, the Pagan lakes, Lake Hagoi and a swamp on Titian make up
most of the remainder. The type and location of wetlands on the ~ has been
inventoried. Lagoons, marshes and mangrove habitats adjacent to developed wcstera
portions of thc island of Saipan are possibly being affecte by pollutants and sediments
from stormwater runoff and pollutants from the Puerto Rico dump. Future development on
Titian and Rota islands will have similar adverse impacts on wet1and resources. Improved
wetlands protection measures are needed.
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A summary evaluation of each 5309 project is attached.

Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands CZMP
Susan Snow-Cotter
Office of the Governor
2nd Floor Morgen Building
San Jose Saiipan, Mariana Islands 96950
670-234-6623  Phone!
670-234-0007  Fax!

State Contacts:
Contact:
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CNMI �! Coastal Hazards Project, WF, FY93 � $44,000
 CNMI received no $309 funding in FY92, no PSMs in FY92 and FY93!



T~te: CNMI�! Coastal Hazards Project, WF, FY93-$44,000

: Th p t'hi'p'i 'i ' i I
management in the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. This project contains
iwo components:
�! compilation of scientific, historical, and legal information and compietion of coastal
hazard mapping resulting in a coastal hazards identification and management report and
impiemeritation of policy and regulatory changes; and �! public information and education
campaign io support coastal hazard management improvements.

twadh fP ': lo«h . 993- I* 30,

F Y93

~ field investigation and research on coastal hazards, historical assessment of coastal
processes/hazards on coastal structures

~ series of maps showing areas susceptible to high coastal hazards, erosion trends, etc.
~ draft coastal hazards identification and management options report
~ develop coastal hazards slide show

F Y94
~ finalize coastal hazards identification and management options report
~ develop enforceable policies to implement program change recommendations- policy

and regulatory changes, draft legislation, nonregulatory approaches
~ public information campaign- brochures, newspaper articles, fact sheets, workshops,

PSAs, coastal hazard video, coastal hazards brochure

FY93 Work - Completed or On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: 1Vot Accomplished � project not scheduled for completion
until September 30, 1996

Adopt enforceable policies on coastal hazards  L, RR, PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Proj ect Produce
1! Draft Coastal Hazards Identification and Management Report
2! Coastal Hazards Slide Show
3! Coastal Hazards Maps

d! Other Benefits: Expect an increase in public awareness, also see below.

e! Unexpected Results: Improved coordination with agencies the CNM Coastal Program
has not historicaily worked with, namely the Federal Emergency Management Agency
and the 1ocal hazards agency.

f! Impediments to Project Success: Political opposition to existing and additional
regulations, as witnessed by the Legislature in 1993 repeaiing the island-wide zoning
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code. Therefore, foresee shifting focus of this project to non-regulatory approaches to
improved hazards management.

g! Is Proj ect of National/State/Local Importance: Commonwealth and National- should
also have application in other coastal states.
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update their comprehensive plans and ordinances to meet growth and changing conditions,
including facility plans, improved policies and regulation of development in sensitive
habitat areas and hazard areas, and prevention of nonpoint source pollution. Increased
water quality monitoring is needed, along with citizen-based watershed management and
assistance to local governments and state agencies in implementing the Coastal Nonpoint
Pollution Control Program.

Wet~i+
Oregon's coastal wetlands are limited to flat river vaUey bottoms, estuaries, coastal lakes caused
by sand dunes and certain bog areas on uplifted coastal terraces. Nearly 80% of Oregon's
wetlands have been lost, mostly as a result of diking and draining estuarine marshlands for
agriculture. The remaining coastal wetlands are scattered and valuable. Serious development
pressures continue to threaten the remaining wetlands, Oregon needs a computerized GIS data
base to allow better analysis and agency decisions. Oregon needs to complete its wetlands
assessment methodology and classification system . Local governments need financial and
technical assistance to develop and adopt wetland conservation plans and iinplementing
regulations and ordinances. Oregon needs to identify and prioritize estuarine areas for restoration
of wetlands, develop standards and policies to guide restoration work, and use demonstration
projects with monitoring to assess success.

List of Oregon 5309 Projects for FY92 and FY93:

Ocean Resources
OR�! Protection of Steller Sea Lion, PSM, FY92 � $68,000

OR�! Coastal Hazards Policy Working Group, WF, FY92-$16,000, FY93-$18,000
OR�! Hazards Mitigation Requirements, WF, FY93-$35,000, FY94-$44,000
OR�! Quality Control of Site-Specific Geotechnical Reports, WF, FY92-$24,000
OR�! All-Hazards Mapping Pilot Project, PSM, FY92-$101,000
OR�! Catastrophic Coastal Hazards Mapping, PSM, FY93-$79,886

v

OR�! Inventory Standards for Sensitive Coastal Resources, WF, FY92 � $48,500
REVISED. See subtasks OR�!  a!-- d! below:

OR�! a! Dune Area Inventory Standards
OR�! b! EconomioRemographic Impet Analysis
OR�! c! Intertidal Shores Reremcc Inventory
OR�! d! Aesthetic Resources Inventory

OR 8! Cumulative Impacts on Sensitive Shoreline Resources, WF, FY93 � $40,000
OR 9! Watershed-Based Water Quality Protection: Guidance Document for NPS Pollution

Control, WF, FY92 � $12,500

~Wi
OR�0! Wetlands Planning, WF, FY92 � $14.000

A summary evaluation of' each $309 project ls attached.

State Contact: Oregon Coastal Ocean Program
Department of Land Conservation and Development
800 N,E. Oregon Street, ¹18
Portland, OR 97232
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503-731-4065  Phone!
503-731-4068  Fax!
Don Oswalt 503-373-0091
Emily Toby 503-373-0096
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Iige: OR�! Protection of Steller Sea Lion, PSM, FY92--$68,000

ft | j i dy dp «h $
lion, a threatened species. This project involves: �! study of sea lion's habitat; �! identify
conflicting uses and threats to that habitat; �! detertnine management needs and develop
management alternatives for incorporation in state's Territorial Sea Plan. Ocean Resource
PSM requested for FY93 did not get funded. See OR 8! for second year compIetion of this
project regarding incorporation of rocky shore management in Territorial Sea PIan.

I Y  I ly l. 1992-I

Pro' ct Benchmarks
FY92

~ Draft inventory report of species occurrence, seasonality, threats and use conflicts
~ Preliminary management assesstnent of each site and overall territorial sea

ta

FY92 Work - Completed in FY93

a! Proposed Program Change: See OR  8!
No change - Study Project only  NPC!

No change - Study Project only  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: See OR  8!

c! Proj ect Products
1! Coastal Threatened and Endangered Species Protection and Management Project-

Final Report �2/93!
2! Steller Sea Lion Counts in Oregon During June and July, 1975-1991

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success
1! Field work on this project is seasonal-dependent, and delays in obtaining NMFS

permits for the work precluded field work Bom being completed summer of 1992;
2! Second year of PSM was not funded by OCKvf, requiring Oregon to revise it' s

FY93 WF project to include completion of this project.

g! Is Project of National/State/Local Importance: National, Steller Sea Lions are a
threatened auu~ mammal of national importance.
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~itl: OR�! Coastal Hazards Policy Working Group, WF, FY92-$16,000,
F Y93--$18,000

~P: p~ fUi P J I
problems, formulate and evaluate alternative solutions, and recommend preferred
alternatives, working with a 21-member Policy Working Group  PWG!. The group's
principal focus is on policies related to beach erosion, ocean flooding, and related upland
development. Recommendations will be impletnented through local comprehensive plan
ordinance amendments and state goal/statute/rule revisions.

2 Years  July 1, 1992- June 30, 1994!

F Y92
~ monthly meetings and quarterly progress reports

F Y93

~ monthly meetings, progress reports
~ final Policy Working Group Recommendations Report

m t

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished.
The end product of this project was recommendations for change, not actual change.

Program change will occur when Policy Working Group recommendations are adopted
and implemented by the state and local governments.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project resulted in consensus-based
recommendations for hazards management in hazards assessment, land use, shore
protection, disaster preparedness and response. Expect recommendations will be
implemented over coming years. Project also resulted in coastal hazard management
being incorporated into local plan periodic review work programs.

c! Project Products
1! Coastal Hazards!ssues and Options Report �1/93!
2! Coastal Hazards Issues and Options: Evaluation Response Form �1/93!
3! Improving Natural Hazards Management on the Oregon Coast: Recomtn:ndations

of Coastal Natural Hazards Pohcy Working Group �/94!
4! Coastal Natural Hazards Issues and Options Report: Evaluation Results �/94!

d! Other Benefits: Interagency coordination.

e! Unexpected Results
1! Excellent public awareness/education opportunity- more than 700 copies of the

issues/options report decimated, 11 workshops held;
2! Oregon Scenic Safety Policy Advisory Committee asked Policy Working Group to

serve as an advisory committee;
3! Consensus decision-making in group representing a broad range of stakeholders;
4! Assistance of multiple experts, educators, managers and researchers.
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f! Impediments to proj ect Success
1! Lack of funding;
2! Staffing of Policy Working group not adequate.

g! Is Proj ect of NationaV State/Local Importance: State and LocaL Recommendations
report will serve as a basis for program improvements pursued in Oregon. This
consensus-based policy development process could serve as a guide/model nationally
for evaluating programs, and building support and credibility for needed
policy/program changes,
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Title: OR�! Coastal Hazards Mitigation Requirements, WF, FY93-
$35,000, FY94-$44,000

PW' i Pl**i' "P'P4
mitigation requirements and procedures. Explicit hazard mitigation requirements and
procedures will be developed focusing on policies in two areas: location of new
development in hazardous areas and protection of development already established in
hazardous areas,

a"'s '
No Cost Extension on FY93 Grant to Dec.3'1, 1994

FY93
~ Preferred alternatives document �0/93!
~ Draft/Final mitigation requirements and procedures

F Y94
~ Advisory Committee meetings
~ Hazards SAMP Framework

FY93 Work - On Schedule- extended to Dec. 31, 1994
FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- project change not scheduled for
completion until 1995.

Adopt Hazard Mitigation Requirement  Po, RR!

b! Summary of Results/En!rancement: Project not completed yet.

c! Project Pmducts
1! Draft: Appraisal of Chronic Hazard Alleviation Techniques

d! Other Benefits: Technical Advisory Committee participation/ construction setback
formula

e! Unexpected Results
1! matrix/checklist of techniques applicable to Oregon;
2! coordinated with independently funded  state general funds! project on

dynamic/soft structure~~ design. applicability, etc.

f! Impedr'nrents to Praj ect Success: Social/cultural analysis difficult to do

g! Is Proj ect of NatlonaUStateiLocal Importance: National. Mitigation techniques and
comprehensive evaluation are state-of- the-art.
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T~ile: OR�! Quality Control of Site-Speci6c Geotechnical Reports, WF,
F Y92--$24,000

P~ : The purpose of this project is to correct insufficiencies in the
standards for the content of site-specific geotechnical reports used for decisions on
deveIopment in hazardous locations and for construction of shoreline erosion control
structures. This project invoives development and implementation of quality control criteria
and peer review procedures for site specific geotechnical reports. Model ordinances will be
prepared for implementation at the local level through plan amendments and during periodic
review, and/or at the state level through rule or statutory revisions.

l Y tI I . 99-

F Y92 Development of quality control criteria and procedures/ Review of geotechnical report
content standards and peer review procedures used elsewhere in the nation/ Summary
report

~ Draft model geotechnical report content standards and peer review procedures
document - Final draft model geotechnical report content standards and peer review
procedures.

Pr t rn l
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
1> Quality Control Criteria and Procedures Guidelines. Prepared, but Oregon has not

adopted an Administrative Rulc requiring thc use of the guidelines or model
ordinances.  RR!

2! Model Ordinances for Local Government Implementation- Not prepared, not
required and not adopted.

b! Summary of Results!F&urncement
1! Quality Control Criteria and Procedures for site specific geotechnical reports was

prepared. This is a necessary first step toward improving coastal hazard information
used in decisions about the location of development in hazard areas and
construction of shoreline stre~ State needs to adopt these new criteria and
procedures and local governments nccd to adopt implementing ottlinanccs.

2! Completed work is being uMd in mitigation project to develop construction
setbacks.

3! Quality Control Criteria and Procedures are being adopted in local plans and used
as a basis for site assessmcnts.

4! This project has resulted in the integration of all-hazard maps and site reports.

c! Project Products
1! Guidelines for the Preparation of Technical Reports Related to the Impacts of

Coastal Erosion
2! Contents of Geotechnical Reports Related to the Impacts of Coastal Erosion and

Related Hazards



3! Geotechnical Reports Review Process- Alternatives.

d! Other Benefits. Board Geologist Examiner interest increased.

e! Unexpected Results: Basis for site specific hazards assessment will be connected to
hazards maps and integrate three $309 projects being completed by Oregon.

f! Impediments ro Project Success
1! lack of funding;
2! lack of staff time to bring project to completion;
3! resistance to and failure to reach agreement on the need for professional

standards/guidelines for site specific evaluations.

g! Is Proj ecr of National'Stare/Local Imporrance: State and Local.
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~Titl: OR�! All-Hazards Mapping Pilot Project, PSM, FY92--$101,000

:Th*n ipi i d**lpdCh*d
methodology for determining the magnitude of shoreline instability resulting from the
individual and combined effects of the chronic ha.~~ that affect the Oregon Coast  ocean
flooding, wave-induced erosion, landsliding!. The standardized methodology developed
will be applied to a 50-kilometer section of the central Oregon coast to produce maps for
the study area. The methodology will be transferable to other areas of the coast, and
policies and ordinances based on the results can be incorporated into local plans,

1 Year  July 1, 1992- June 30, 1993!
No Cost Grant Extension Approved through December 1993

F F92
~ Technical Review meetings
~ Preliminary report to advisory committee
~ Shoreline stability data base, hazards map
~ Final standardized methodology report

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

Hazards Assessment/Inventory Requirements- Not Completed, The methodology
needs refinement/improvement before adoption. Expect Oregon Coastal Program to
adopt standardized methodology and maps, as administrative rule amendment, for local
governments to consider in planning.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement

Chronic hazard maps were developed which provide a data base for the pilot area.

c! Project Products
1! Analysis of the Susceptibility of Coastal Properties to Wave Erosion  9/93!
2 All Chronic Hazards Mapping Pilot Project- Final Report  9/93!
3! Analysis of the Magnitude of Fore Dune Erosion in the Oregon Coast  9/93!

d! Other Benefits: State Geology Department renewed interest in coastal chronic hazards.
Production of chronic hizard maps as a database for pilot project area. Ability to
leverage funding from multiple sources for the project.

e! Unexpected Results
1! Information to be incorporated into littoral cell plans as a gratis contribution by the

consulting firm;
2! other funding being pursued for remainder of the coast.

f! 1mpediments to Proj ect Success
1! lack of funding
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2! methodology for sandy beaches needs improvement, database problems. Oregon
has proposed a FY94 PSM- Sandy Beach Methodology/Modeling to address this
problem.

g! Is Project of NationaV State/ Local Importance: State, and Local. Also applicable as a
model/methodology for mapping shoreline instabilities by other West Coast states with
similar shoreline configurations,
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Title: OR�! Catastrophic Coastal Hazards Mapping, PSM, FY93-$79,886

Pro ect Descr 1 tion: The purpose of this project is to extend the mapping done in FY92
from chronic hazards to include the catastrophic hazards that affect Oregon's coast. This
includes subduction zone earthquakes estimated to have a moment magnitude of 8 to 9 and
a significant probability of occurrence in the next 50 years. Final program changes for this
project wil1 consist of amendments, including construction setbacks and siting standards, to
local comprehensive plans and ordinances.

4 fP ': * tel . 93J * 0 99!
No Cost grant Extension through December 31, 1994

FY93

~ Preliminary report on methodology and results
~ Final report and map preparation. Dissemination of results through hazards workshop

Pr ' m letion t us
FY93 Work � Not On Schedule but Expect to be Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomphshed.
Project extension granted through December 1994. However, do not expect to
accomplish program change which is amendments to local comprehensive plans and
ordinances strengthening construction setbacks and siting standish.  LP!

b! Summary of Result+ZnhanceInent: Prototype map prepared on catastrophic hazards
subduction zone earthquake data. See other benefits below,

c! Project Products
1! "Tsunami Warning Signs"
2! Final Report on Catastrophic Coastal Hazards Mapping and Maps

d! Other Benefits
1! The mapping project has received considerable attention from both the electric and

print media;
2 several towns have begun to develop emergency plans;
3! the project has helped provide the state with leverage to acquire other funds for

geologic hazards work;
4! integrated several remirchers in Pacific Northwest doing Tsunami mapping.

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success
1! data cannot be represented meaningfully at same scale as chronic hazard maps;
2! encountering data base and technical diKculties translating digital elevation data

into the state's database GIS system;
3! lack of funding.

g! Is Proj ect of National'State/Local Importance: National- Tsunami inundation,
earthquake hazard- state of the art modeling and mapping.
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Title: OR�! Inventory Standards for Sensitive Coastal Resources, WF,
FY92--$48,500

'-Tl' p"W fU p 1' i dd * 1"" p
sensitive coastal resources through development of inventory standards for a selected set
of sensitive shoreline resources for incorporation into local comprehensive plans. The
scope of this project was amended/revised to involve four separate activities:

OR�! a! Develop Inventory Standards for Dune Areas Subject to Ocean Undercutting
 $10,000!
OR�! b! Economic/Demographic Analysis  $28>00 includes $ of OR�! c! below!
OR�! c! Intertidal Rocky Shores Resources Inventory  $ covered under OR�! b! above!
OR�! d! Aesthetic Resources Inventory  $10,000!

See separate summary for each activity on following pages.
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Title: OR�! a! Develop Inventory Standards for Dune Areas Subject to
Ocean Undercutting, %F, FY92--$10,000

yd yd 9 3 3 d Ill *" 3 d 9
dune areas subject to ocean undercutting in order to addresses cumulative impacts, in
addition to coastal hazards. Many of the problems associated with dune systems are related
to natural erosion and alternation prompted by innmzsed development and the maintenance
and creation of view sheds. This project involves: �! inventory, demonstrate and map the
natural functions that dunes perform; �! program improvement strategy to improve local
plans through development of new inventory standards and inventories that will be
incorporated into local plans through plan amendments or periodic review process; �!
strategy to support revisions in the management of sand dune resources of state regulatory
agencies: DSL and DER.

99 ': * 3 ly 3.399 - 39. »3

FY92

~ Inventory and map natural functions of dunes
~ Complete inventory standards and methodology

m l n
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Praposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

1! Amendments to State Administrative Rules to require incorporation of Dunes
Inventory Methodology and Inventories in local plan amendments or period review
process - No Dune Inventory Methodology has been developed and will be
incorporated into the coastal hazards mapping project and will also be transferred to
relevant local governments who may apply it to develop a local inventory of
foredune areas where appropriate. However, LCDC has not adopted the Dunes
Inventory Methodology or Inventories as enforceable policies of program.  RR!

2! Revisions in the management of sand dune resources of state regulatory agencies:
DSL and DER.- Not Accomplished  P!

State regulatory agencies have not yet revised their regulations to incorporate Dunes
Inventory Methodology and Inventories.  RR!

b! Summary o!'Results/Z'nhancernent: Not Accomplished  see above!

c! Project Products
1! Dune Inventory Methodology

d! Other Benefits; No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No
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g! Is Project of !Variant SrareJ' Local Importance: State and Local

Note OR�! a!- d! Projects have resulted in inventory and analysis data which will be used
as guidance information for local governments desiring to update dune, intertidal and
aesthetic resources inventory and managernenL It does not constitute a "program
change" because the data does not constitute an enforceable policy. However, if
Oregon's CZJ46' amends its administrate rules regarding Goal 5  natural Resources! to
include the inventory standards and inventories for local plan amendments or under the
period review process, these products will become "enforceable policies" of the Oregon
Coastal Program.
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ziti: OR�! b! Economic and Demographic Analysis, WF, FY92-$28+00

P o ect Descri tion: The purpose of this project is to provide updated demographic and
economic analysis that will be used by local governments when they review the
assumptions upon which their local comprehensive plans are based. The shoreline
resource analysis focuses on intertidal resource protection. The project includes. �! an
assesstnent and survey of the current management regime; �! inventory of upland uses
and access; �! analysis of growth and build out patterns in a selected area; �! distribution
of information to local governments for use in reevaluating resource management policies
in local plans during period reviews; �! transfer to Dept. Parks and Recteation for use in
reviewing and revising park management plans for areas included within the pilot project
area.

i Y ii ii i. i992-i

F Y92

~ economic/demographic analysis report

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change; Not Accomplished

Project was designed as demographic and economic data collection and analysis. There
is no "program change" component to this project. However, when local governments
and the State Degertment of Parks and Recre ition revise their plans, using this data for
justification of plan amendments, the amended phns could constitute "program
changes" as currently defined under $309 definition.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Not Accomplished  see above!

c! Project Products
~ A Demographic and Economic Description of the Oregon Coast

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Project of National~/State/Local Importance: State and Local
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~itle: OR�! c! intertidal Rocky Shores Resource Inventory, WF, FY92

9"9 9" 93 d I 9 dlgll
assessing the impacts of development build-out on sensitive intertidal areas. The
methodology will be applied to a rapidly developing pilot project area, The results will be
made available to the relevant local governments; and the Parks and Recreation Department
in evaluating and updating their management plans for state park lands in the area. This
will be done within the context of the Rocky Shores Working Group of the Ocean Policy
Advisory Council  OPAC!.

I 9 911 I. 1993-3 39. 19931

F Y92

~ develop methodology for assessing impacts of development on intertidal areas
~ final report

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

Project was designed as intertidal area data collection and analysis study. There is no
"program change" component to this project. However, when local governments and
the State Department of Parks and Recreation revise their plans, using this data for
justification of plan amendments, the amended plans could constitute "program
changes" as currently defined under 5309 de6nition.  NPC!

b! SummarY of Results/&/uzncement: Not Accomplished  see above!

c! Project Prnfucts
l! Sensitive Shoreline Resource Area Management Analysis

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of ¹tionab'Statef Load Importance: State and Local



Title: OR�! d! Aesthetic Resources Inventory, WF, FY92-$10,000

Yhhh 19P1919
Department of Transportation  ODOT! HWY 101 Corridor Study, a definition and
methodology for inventorying "exceptional aesthetic resources" as described in Statewide
Planning Goal l7 for Coastal Shorelines. The projects involves mapping and inventorying
exceptional areas, based on the definition for 12 zones of HWY 101 selected by ODOT
Corridor Planning study team. The inventories wiU be used by both ODOT and the local
jurisdictions as they develop the HYW 101 transportation plan for the coast. Local
governments will use the inventory to update the local comprehensive plan resource
inventories at period review. The program changes will occur and be reported on through
the periodic review process and HWY 101 Plan adoption. The expected timeline for this to
occur is two or three years. Periodic review standards and management plans will also be
developed addressing aesthetic coastal shoreline resources.

~ 1 3 339 l. 1993-1 39. 19931

FY92

~ inventory of exceptional aesthetic resources for study area along HWY 101
~ periodic review standards and management plans for aesthetic resources report

Pro ec ion tat
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished

The project was designed as a data collection/inventory study. Program change will
occur when local plans are up3a5A to include "aesthetic nmmrrce" areas as part of their
periodic plan update and review gexe!m and when the HYW 101 Plan is adopted and
implemented. Expected to be accomplished by 1996.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Not Accomplished  see above!

c! Proj ect Products
1! Exceptional Aesthetic Resources Technical Report

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Resrdts: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of Nationab'Stare/Local Importance: State and Local



Title: OR 8! Cumulative Impacts on Sensitive Shoreline Resources, WF,
F Y93--$40,000

~P' I ': P 9 I P 3 I dd I I 9 &*
Oregon rocky share ecosystem &orn increased recreational fishing, both on-shore aad in-
water. This project involves: �! a rocky shore management assessment and policy analysis
; �! development of habitat-based coastwide rocky shore management programs that wiH
include mandatory, enforceable policies; �! a study of rocky shore habitat; and �!
recommeadatioas to Ocean Policy Advisory Council  OPAC! on rocky shore policies for
incorporation in the Territorial Sea Plan  TSP!.

P ': 9 II 9.993-3 *39.993

FY93

~ Complete field work and preliminary report on Steller Sea Lion; make prelixniaary
recommendations to OPAC on rock shore policies for use in TSP.
Refme management measures on rock shore for use ia TSP

~ Finalize draft chapters of Territorial Sea Plan  TSP! with rocky shores management
measures aad policies and recommendations for adoptioa and implementation.

~ Complete Temtorial Sea Plan with rocky shores management measles and policies,
recommendations for adoptioa aad implementation

FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Progratn Change: Accomplished

Adopted Temtorial Sea Plan which include Designatioa of Rocky Shore Mar4tgement
Areas  P!

b! SummarY of ResultaKminuxcement: Temtorial Sea Plan adopted including goals,
policies and site management objectives for rocky shore management areas.

c! Project Products
1! Iaventory of Oregon's Rocky Shores
2! Rocky Shoreline Management Measures in Temtorial Sea Plan

d! Other Bencg@s: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Proj ect of Natiorua~/State/Local Importance: State and National
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Title: OR 9! Watershed-Based Water Quality Protection: Guidance
Document for NPS Pollution Control, WF, FY92-$12,500

Pro ect Descri tion: The purpose of this project  as redesigned! is to develop a
guidance document for use by local planners to increase the ability of local plan and
ordinance provisions to protect water bodies from NPS poHutioa, The document will also
provide a basis for local adoption of measures to implement Oregon's Coastal Nonpoiat
Pollution Control Program  CNPCP!.

IMP ': 9* JJ 9 . 993- 3 39. 39933
No Cost 6 Month Grant Extension approved thru December 31, 1993

Pro' ct Benchmark

FY92
~ Select contractor
~ complete document outline, drdt document, final document

Pr 'ct rn I in
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished
No program change expected from this project. Program change will occur when
Oregon adopts and implements it NSP Pollution Control program uader Section 6217
CZVIA.  NPC!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: The NPS Ponution Control Guidebook produced
by this project provides information to local planners which increases their ability to
develop local plans and ordinances to protect water bodies for NPS pollution. This
document will also provide a basis for local adoption of measures to implement
Oregoa's Coastal Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program  CNPCP!. Program
change will occur when state and local governments implement Section 6217 CZIW<.

c! Project Products
1! Noapoint Source Pollution Control Guidebook for Local Government

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results; No

f! Impediments to Project Success: No, as redesigaed- Note: Project originally approved
as a Water Quality Community Involvement Project at $14,000. This was to be a
component of a multi-year project based on development of water quality inventory.
But $309 funds for inventory not received and alternative funding not found. So
project redesigned to produce Guide.

g! Is Project of National/State/Local Importance: State and Local



Title: OR�0! Wetlands Planning, WF, F792-$14,000

h p~ f p»
methodology for assessing the functions and values of wetlands. Development of the
assessment methodology is being funded by EPA. Before the methodology can become an
enforceable part of the Oregon wetlands program, it needs to be tested and incorporated
into state policy and administrative law. This project wi11 involves writing administrative
rules and policies for use of the assessment methodology and LCDC adoption as
amendments to Statewide Goal 5  Natural Resources!.

: > »  r ty . - ' m »

F Y92

technical committee to review Oregon Wetland Methodology
~ draft methodology language specific to each agency program to include

administrative rules clarifying Statewide Goal 5; periodic review standards for local
jurisdictions to apply when assessing their wetland resources; administrative rules to
be used by local governments in developing wetland conservation plans.

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- but expected to be accompljshed in
1994.

l! Administrative rule amendments clarifying Statewide Goal 5- expected to be adopted
in l994. An LCDC Wetlands Advisory Group has recommended the wetlands
methodology be included in LCLC's pending amendments to its Goal 5  Natural
Resources! Administrative Rules.  RR!

2! DSL adoption of new rules and standards governing implementation of local wetland
inventories and local wetland conservation plans - high level of interest but no
schedule for adoption set. Two training sessions have been conducted to over-flow
attendance. Another session is planned.  RR!

b! Summa~ of Results/Enhancement: See Above.

c! Project Products
1! Oregon's Freshwater Wetlands Assessment

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected ResuIts: Overall use and acceptance at local level

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Incorrect perception that implementation costs may be
too high.

g! Is Project of Narional/Statetoea/ Importance: All three. We have received numerous
out-of-state requests for information.
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Note: Development of wetLands assessment methodology, testing of methodology,
adoption of methodology by rule amendments, training on implementation, and finally
implementation of methodology is a long-term process. The $309 Program needs to
recognize that it is often funding only a small piece of this and other such long-term
processes that may take years to lead to program change and improvement.



PENNSYLVANIA

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by Pennsylvania cover five issues:

Cumulative/Secondary Impacts
~ Coastal Hazards
~ %'etlands

Special Area Management Planning
~ Public Access

The problems identiTied ia the $309 priority enhancement areas are summarized as
follows:

The problems affecting the management of coastal hoards in Pennsylvania's Lake
Erie coastal zone are improper structure siting  ISS! and unrestricted bluff development
 UBD!. The major factors causing ISS along the bluffs of Lake Erie are incomplete
monitoring of bluff recession  lack of accurate bluff recession data!, inconsistent local
decision making, and the lack of a single file source of all legal interpretations of the
Bluff Recession and Setback Act  BRSA!. Unrestricted bluff development  UBD! ranges
from the construction of roads, structures and stairways to devegetation of footed areas.
These activities often destabilize the bluff, and can initiate or accelerate the bluff
recession.

Three issues will be addressed under the Cumulative Impacts enhancement area
for Pennsylvania; finding dredge spoil disposal sites in Bucks County, assessing impacts
to Presque Isle Bay from increasing boater use, and mitigating nonpoint source poilutioa
impacts on water quality. There are few remaining places to locate dredge spoils. Some
previously used sites have been eliminated as a result of the spoils creating wetlands, or
the spoils were contaminated. Pennsylvania's Department of Environmental Resources
 DER! may therefore, be faced with either not allowing the dredging to take place, which
would severely restrict commerce in this area, or resort to bucket dredging, which is
environmentally more damaging and much mare expensive.

Presque Isle Bay is a popular boating and recreation area, encompassing a 3,200
well-protected bay area, surrounded by five miles of shoreline. In the, past years, the
numbers of boats, slips, docks and marinas has significantly increased. DER is currently
developing a Remedial Action Plan  RAP! to address water quality problems. Although
the focus of RAP is to address land based sewage and contaminated sediitM:nt, it will not
be addressing the impact of recreational boating on the Bay's water quality. A Boating
Impacts Study is needed to complement the RAP and provide a missing link in
addressing Bay water quality issues.

A final negative impact resulting from cumulative and secondary impacts is the
degradation in coastal water quality, a result of nonpoint source water pollution,
Unfortunately, no one has a clear idea as to precisely is directly attributable to these
problems. Through the Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program  CNCP/$6217! there
needs to be identification of critical coastal areas most susceptible to water quality
threats.

The need for increased pUblic access in both the Delaware Estuary and Lake Erie
coastal zones remains high. Past CZM efforts have not met the demand and needs of the
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public. The coastal zones are smail geographic areas and do not always receive attention
from other state public access providers. Therefore, the coastal program needs to take on
a more proactive role as a public access facilitator to focus federal, state, local and private
resources to provide more public access opportunities in both coastal zones.

State efforts will focus on the development of letters of agreement or memoranda
of understanding with other access providers in response to the Governor's Executive
Order that,"To the maximum extent permitted by law, all administrative departments,
independents adminis'trative boards and commissions, and other state agencies shall
enforce and act consistently with the goals, policies, and objectives of the CZM
Program."

~W
Current regulations and Coastal Zone Management monitoring activities

adequately protect and preserve Pennsylvania's coastal wetlands within the CZM
boundaries. However, direct and significant impacts to coastal wetlands result Rom
activities which occur in hydrologically connected waters/wetlands and surrounding
uplands located beyond the current boundaries.

L e vani

PA �! Presque Isle Bay Boating Impact Analysis, PSM, FY92, $100,00G

PA �! Bluff Recession and Setback Act  BRSA! Guidelines, WF, FY92/93 � $11,900
PA �! New Techniques of Measuring, Calculating, and Monitoring the Rate of Bluff

Recession, WF, FY92-95 � $98,650
PA �! Amend the BRSA/Regulations and CZM Policy to Restrict BlufT Face Use, WF,

FY93-95 � $80,900

~WLhach
PA �! CZM Boundary Change, WF, FY92/93 � $50,000

A surrnr~ evaluation of each 4309 Project ls attached.

State Contact: Melissa Gross
Department of Envirionmental Resources
Division of Land and Wats

- Market Stree,t State Of6ce Building
40G Market Street, 11th Floor
P.O. Box 8555
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8555
717-787-5267  Phone!
717-787-9549  Fax!



T~: PA  I! Presque Isle Bay Boating Impact Analysis, PSM, FY92, $100,000

'""'~'I I P
Presque Isle Bay does not degrade its environmental resources.

~h' . 3y* �, 92- p t 30. i995!

FY92

~ A study is completed which contains recommendations for improving
environmental and social impacts created by recreational boating on Presque Isle
Bay.

FY93

~ Not on schedule but likely to be completed. Due to the delays ia completing the
FY92 project the PA Division of Coastal Programs has requested a time extension
for the completion of the FY93 project until January 31, 1994.

FY94

~ Due to begin October 1, 1994. Will most likely be delayed due to delays ia
completing previous project segments.

a! Proposed Program Change: Off track but expected to be accomplished by September
30, 1995. Establish aew state authorities/regulatioas concerning meme pumpout
station placeraeat aad usage. Develop BMPs for boat fueliag activities. Develop aew
MOUs with Erie City, PFBC, and the USCG concerning use restrictions on Presque
Isle Bay.  L, MOU!

b! Summary of ResultsfBabancetnent: Results will not be available until the conclusion
of the project.

c! Project Products to Date
1! A study, documenting preseat aad future environmental and social impacts that

recreational boatiag is having on Presque Isle Bay, has been completed. This
study includes a determiaatioa of the capacity usage the Bay can support, what
restrictions need to be placed oa boating, how these restrictions should be applied,
aad who should be responsible for placing aad enforcing these restrictions. A
determinatioa was also made as to how boating should be restricted to protect the
environment and avoid boater conflict.

d! Other Be~6ts: None

e! Unexpected Results: Noae

j! Impedknents to Project Success:
1! Sample data was coHected over too short a period of time in order to guarantee any
accuracy of results.

g! Was the project nationalistate/local inimportance? State and local importance.
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Title: PA �! Bluff Recession and Setback Act  BRSA! Guidelines, I Y92-FY93,
$11,900

:Cggl III II Igg' R ' 9 RRRR,R I
and Regulations  PA Chapter 85!, and field implementation policy decisions into a
"guidelines" document. Copies of the document wiH be given to each municipality with
the original document and amendiag capability located in the CZM office. As part of this
process, CZM will ask legal to interpret sections of the BRSA regulations that are riot
clear and require legal guidance  i.e., aspects of the variance and substantial
improvement language relating to restoring fire damaged structures currently located
inside the minimum bluff setback distance!.

9 ': 9292 99 I gl iy llglll92-9I39 33
Extension until 9/30@4

FY93 scheduled for 1 year �0/1/93-9/30/94!
~Extension until March 30, 1995

FY92  Revised!
~ Review CZM files to locate past legal interpretations and field implementation

policy decisions.

~ Seek legal review and incorporate comments.

Incorporate final comments, complete aa additional legal review and distribute the
final dogurncat to the Erie County municipalities with bluff setback ordinances.

FY93
~ Amend the Coastal Hazards Policy g-A.1! to include the guidelines.

~ Complete the standard RPI process, geaeral advertisemeat and circulation for
comment to the public, state and federal agencies.

NOTR: The FY92 schedule varies from the original in that we have deemed public
involvement inappropriate since the document is a compilation of iaternal
policy decision and legal interpretations.

FY92: Not oa schedule but stN likely to be completed.
FY93: Not on schedule but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Expected to be accomplished by March 30, 1995.
To amend the Coastal Hazards Policy �-A.1! to include thc newly revised guidelines.
 RR!

b! Summary or Results/Enhancement: This task represents the creation of new
guidelines to provide specific interpretations of an enforceable policy  for local
government use!, The guidelines will also result in meaningful improvements in
coastal resource management.

c! Proj ect Products to Date: Draft guidelines document.
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d! Other Benefits: This task provides the means for legal interpretations and internal
field implementation policy decisions to be put in the hands of those needing them.
This information is necessary for the proper iinplementation of the municipal bluff
setback ordinances. By creating a compilation of existing and proposed legal
mterpretations of the BRSA and field implementation decisions into a guidelines
document for CZM and municipal use, proper implementation of the BRSA,
regulations, and local ordinances will be improved. Also, as the regulations are
interpreted in the future, the interpretations will be reviewed with the municipalities
and incorporated into the guidelines document to be sent to the municipalities for
their future reference.

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impedime~ to Proj ect Success: Limited staff time to complete this task.

g! Was the project nationaVsriuelbcal in importance? Basically of local importance,
since it will provide for the proper implementation of the municipal bluff setback
ordinances. It will also prove to be of importance at the state level in that the
document will provide for consistent oversight and implementation of the BRSA.



Iitle: PA �! New Techniques of Measuring, Calculating, and Monitoring the Rate
of Bluff Recession, FY92-FY95, $98,650

:lt* h I i I «* F f g.
calculating, and monitoring the rate of bluff recession. An extensive library search was
conducted and state and federal agencies were contacted for current information on lake
Muff monitoring  i.e., Ohio's new bluff setback regulations and FEMA's new study of
Illinois bluff recession!.

: Scheduled for 1 year �0/1/92 � 9/30/93!
*Extended until 12/3 1/94

FY92

~ Selection of a contractor to complete the library search for techniques of measuring,
monitoring, and calculating aad rate of bluff recessioa.

Contact with state and federal agencies.

~ Review  the printery support
document for the BRSA and which provides the basis for designating BRHAs  bluff
recession hazard area! and determiaiag the rate of bluff recession for each
township! to determine where to amend the document to iacorporate the aew
technique s!.

FYM  Revised!
en

~ Begin to remeasure the rate of bluff recession using the amended process.

F Y94  Revised!
~ Amend

recommended technique s!.
to incorporate the

Complete remeasuring recession rates if not completed in FY93.

NOTE: The original plaa was to atnend local ordinances, the BRSA and regulations to
incorporate the changed recession rates. However, it was determined that this
was not the year for it in project development.

F Y95  Revised!
~ Amend local ordinances and BRSA regulations

Work with municipalities to adopt new recession rates and BRHA designations.
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NOTE: was not amended this year and is
scheduled to be amended ia FY94. It was determined that it is necessary to test
and analyze the recommended techniques  s! before amending the document.
Bluff recession measurements are currently being compiled in FY93 utiliziag
the recommended technique s! from the FY92 study.



Pr 'ect pm letion tatus
FY92: Completed.
FY93: On schedule.
FY94: On schedule.
FY95: On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: Expected to be accomplished FY94. CZM staff will
concentrate on researching new or better ways of measuring, calculating, and
monitoring the rate of bluff recession. Based on the results of that study, staff wi11
test and analyze the new recommended techniques and move toward amending the
existing local bluff setback ordinances and the BRSA and regulations FY94.  RR!

b! Summary or Results/Enhancement: This task will improve the accuracy of bluff
recession rates. These more accurate recession rates will assure that new structures
are placed safely within the BRHAs and improvement to threatened structures are
limited.

c! project products to Date: Completed study recommending new techniques of
measuring the rate of bluff recession.

d! Other Bemgts: Using newer and upda~ methods of obtaiiaiag rates of bluff
rcccssion will result in more accurate predictions. These new rates will be
incorporated into the local bluff setback ordinances. With better accuracy, it is likely
that the bluff rewssion rates will incense. If this occurs, it will expand thc BRHA
and thc minimum setbacks for residential, commercial and industrial structures.
Overall, new structures placed in the BRHA will provide better protection from the
hazards of bluff recession. Also, CZM will use the new rates to accurately and safely
relocate structures via the NFIP which is a long-term savings for the federal
government because of less repeat insurance claims fmm improperly relocated
structures.

e! Unexpected Results: None

fj Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Was the project nationaVstatc/'local inimportance? The project is basically of state
importance. However, municipalities and bluff property owners will bc able to
benefit Born the data we will bc able to produce with the newer techniques of
monitoring bluff recession.
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Title: PA �! Atnend the BRSA/Regulations and CZM Policy to Restrict Bluff Face
Use, FY93-FY95, $80,900

:31 3 gl I - d I * 9
process and the regulations  potentiaIly the Act! to determine how and where to amend to
restrict development on the bluff face. In addition, research and testing will be conducted
to provide information on better and safer uses of the bluff face. By doing research into
new methods of traversing and using the bluff face, new information can be given to
property owners to help them make better decisions on activities that affect their bluff
properties,

I~f': 3 3& I d f I * flffifdgdfidgfi
~Extended until 12/3 I/94

F793  Revised!
~ Review amendment process to amend the regulations to restrict development on the

bluff face.

~ Select contractor to conduct research into optimum stairway design for traversing
the bluff face without causing bluff instability.

NOTE: The original plan was to amend the BRSA to include bluff face restrictions.
After thorough review, it was determined that the statute amending process wiII take
more time that originally projected

FY94  Revised!
Complete the amendment of the BRSA regulations to restrict development on the
bluff face.

NOTE: The original plan was to initiate stairway construction based on the research
conducted in FY93.

FY95  Revised!
~ Change local ordinances to reflect regulatory changes.

~ Amend the CHA Policy to reflect changes in the regulations.

~ Award a construction contract to complete construction of the stairway designs
developed in the FY93 project.

~ Begin exploring scheduling and timing associated with developing technical
assistance packages to advise municipalities via regulatory requirements of the
amended regulations on roads, stairways, home construction and forest
management.

NOTE: The original intent was to at this time was to monitor the construction project
and create technical assistance packages. However, due to lack of funds,
construction was postponed from FY94 to FY95.

Pro'ect m leti n
FY93: On schedule.
FY94: On schedule.
FY95: On schedule,
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Summary or Results/Enhancement: The result of this project will be that the
protection of the bluff area will be extended lakeward of the bluff crest to the ordinary
high water mark  OHWM! at the base of the bluff. This amendment will regulate
new structures aad substantial improvements of these structures located between the
OHWM and the bluff crest  bluff face!, and other uses which affect the stability of the
bluff face.  RR!

Project Products to Dote: Currently under contract to design two stairways far
construction along PA's bluffs along Lake Erie.

CZM staff is currently in the process of reviewiag the amendment process aad
discussing with legal staff the aecessity of amendiag the Act versus the regulations.

c!

Other BenejBs: Research aad testing of uses of the bluff face  structures, stairways,
roads and devegetation! will lessen many negative influences on bluff stability. This
will be accomplished by providiag timely and aceLirate information aad assistance to
eliminate many poorly designed construction aad man-induced imgects to the bluff.
This effort will also direct research into better aad safer techniques of traversing aad
using the bluff face. These proper methods/techniques to traverse/use the bluff face
will provide safe and lasting structures on the bluff face that will not initiate or
accelet3te bluff recession. Ia addition, by restricting uses on the bluff face  new
home coastruction and other uses that may cause or accelerate bluff recession! fewer
homes will be threatened by bluff recession aad fewer claims will bc: filed under the
NFIP. This will provide a long-tenn savings to the federal government.

Umeqrected Results: Nonee!

Impediments to Project Success: Lack of fundiag to complete construction as
scheduled

Was the proj ect nationallstateAocal in importance? Again, this project can be
considered two-fold. It definitely benefits the property owner ia providing safety and
advice. It also gives PA the research to make decisions and to advise property
owners.

2l3

~P' R
a! Proposed Program Change: Expected to be accomplished by FY95. Amend existing

BRSA regulations to restrict, the use on the bluff face.



Title: PA �! CZM Boundary Change, FY92 and FY93, $50,000

:Th p"W ' i I 'Ibl*' ' d
determine a process to expand the CZM boundary limits. CZM will complete a thorough
analysis of boundary, hydrologic, topographic, geologic, and political boundary maps.
Other resource documeats will be analyzed along with conducting field work in the
affected areas to determine how far the boundaries must extend in order to include aH or
as many wetlands hydrologicaHy connected to coastal wetlands Following the analysis
of existing data  maps, reports, etc.!, draft boundary change proposals for both coastal
zones wiH be developed.

lggghhP': » t 0 92 ~ 9I M3!
*Extension until 9/30/93 for FY92 and 12/3 1/94 for FY93

FY92  Revised!
~ Analyze al1 existing data, maps, and reports that may have relevance to how

hydrologicaHy connected wetlands can be included withia CZM boundaries.

~ A Boundary Expansion Study Final Report was done December 1993. Alternative
boundaries were recommended for each coastal zone.

FY99  Revised!
~ Analyze resources available in watersheds within the DECZ aad recommend

boundary expansioa Hmits. Also, if other areas are acceptable for future expansion
based on watershed mitigation criteria, a schedule for boundary expansion changes
action will be proposed.

NOTE: The FY92 schedule varies fmm the original ia that a boundary change proposal
for both coastal zones was aot done. The FY93 schedule varies from the
original in that available resources in the DECZ wiH be analyzed aad boundary
expansion limits recommended.

r m leti tatus
FY92: Completed.
FY93: On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed. To
change the Peansylvania CZM boundaries to include hydrologicaHywonaected wetlands.
CZM boundaries wiH be expanded in Erie, Delaware, Philadelphia, and Bucks counties,
Expected to be accomplished by 12/31/94.  CZB!

b! Summary or ResultaKnhancement: This task wiH focus on iadividual watersheds for
expanding the CZM boundary ia the DECZ. This approach will provide a less
expansive coastal boundary change, but wiH encompass hydrologicaHy connected
wetlands and will provide much needed areas for keeping mitigated coastal wetlands
within the management boundaries of the coastal zone program.

c! Project Products to Date: Boundary Expansion Study - Final Report sent to OCRM.

d! Other Benefits: This task wiH result in a change to Pennsylvania CZM boundaries ia
the DECZ. CZM's wetland enhancement objective is to protect, restore, or enhance
existing coastal wetlands. By expanding the DECZ boundary to include
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hydrologically connected wetlands, CZM will increase the number of wetlands they
currently protect. Also, by expanding the boundaries, acceptable mitigation areas
within the DECZ boundary will increase.

e! Unexpected Results: None

fJ Impediments to Project Success: Limited staff time to complete this task

g! Was the project national/statellocal in importance? This project is of both local and
state importance. Hydrologically connected wetlands will become part of the coastal
zone boundaries allowing for more coastal protection and management. Also,
mitigated coastal wetlands within the management boundaries will be replaced in the
coastal zone and will remain within the existing state boundary.
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PUERTO RICO

The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs identified by Puerto Rico cover three
issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Coastal Hazards

Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The problems identified in the $309 priority enhancement issues areas are
summarized as follows:

W~~
Coastal wetlands are not protected by a comprehensive public policy and an

enforceable regulation. Jurisdiction is shared by three agencies. As a result, many wetland
areas are permitted to be used for confiicting purposes. An interagency agreement will be
sought on this matter so as to prepare an appropriate policy and related regulation. The
DNR GIS will be improved to include all available relevant data concerning wetlands.

Although an exemplary program of hazard mitigation activities is being
implemented, two major areas are yet to be considered: erosion and the potential of sea
level rise as they relate to development. In addition, a policy on mitigation planning prior to
reconstruction will be explored.

ulativ an
Several agencies are involved in the review of development proposals. None of

them now conducts an analysis of cumulative and secondary impacts on coastal or other
resources as a regular aspect of project review. This leads to problems that arise after
development occurs. PRCMP will seek to awaken an awareness of the issues and to
negotiate workable mteragency agreements to assure that every project receives adequate
attention

List of Puerto Rico $309 Projects for FY 1993

WgQ;~
PR �! Wetlands Regulation, WF, FY93 � $52,250

PR �! Coastal Hazards, WF, FY93 � $28,000

v

PR �! Impact Analysis, WF, FY93 � $26,750

A summary evaluation of each �09 project is attached.
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State Contact: Boris Oxman
Department of Natural Resources
Coastal Zone Management Program
Munoz Rivera Avenue, PDA 3
Aptartado 5887
Puerta de Tierra, San Juan, PR 00906
809-724-5516  Phone!
809-722-2785  Fax!
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Title: PR �! Wetlands Regulation, WF, FY93 - 552,250

Ih* flap/*'ip "apl»d
implement regulations for the commonwealth of Puerto Rico. A wetlands data base will be
established utilizing aerial photos, National Wetlands Inventory, and available digitized
data. Agencies with jurisdiction will work toward the development of a consistent wetlands
policy  PB, EQB, DNR!.

'e t: 2 years  October 1, 1993 to September 30, 1995!

F Y93

~ staff hired - natural resource specialist and a secretary
two wetlands protection public workshops were held
interagency agreement signed by the three lead agencies  PB, EQB, DNR!

~ wetlands advisory council organized

F F92 Work - N/A

FY93 Work - on schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Development of a wetlands policy, implementation of
reguhtions to implement wetlands policy.  L!

b! Summary of Resultsf&hmu;ement: Workshops held; proceedings ready for
publication; interagency agreement accepted and signed to support the existing goals
and objectives for the protectiion of wetlands and to develop a state policy for the
protection and restoration of wetlands.

c! Proj ect Products To Date:
~ Interagency agreement
~ Proceedings of workshop

d! Other Benefits: Increased awareness of wetlands importance

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: None

g! Is the Proj ect of Nationah5tatclLocal Importance? State
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Title: PR �! Coastal Hazards, WF, FY93 � $28,000

P
data as a basis for modifying Planning Board maps for the coastal zone and Good prone
areas.

2 9 fP ':2 ff«t .3993 39 I 39. 99!

F Y93
~ UPR/DMS staff scanned coastal photography for 1936-1978
~ New color maps being prepared

C letion t s
FY93 Not on schedule, but will stiQ be completed.

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule, but holy to be completely New
regulation for coastal development related to erosion rates.  L!

b! Summary of Results/KnIutncement; None

c! ProjectPrixkcctsToDote: None

d! Other Benejits: None

e! Unexpected Results: Coastal erosion is much more complex than anticipated; simple
comparison of aerial photography does not cover wave dynamics, bathytra~r, ctc.

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Start up delayed bernese of non~very of basic
document from USGS  Open File Report 93-574! until Junc 1994; maps not yet
delivered to consultants as promised.

g! Is the Project of NationabState!Kocal Importance? NationaVstate
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~Ttl: PR �! Impact Analysis, WF, FY93 � $26,750

~P''':Thw*fN'i'pl i p" plinth g I h
would require the review of cumulative and secondary impacts on coastal resources as a
basic element of the project review process,

: 2  C I . 9 p I . 995!

F Y93
~ staff hired

~ interagency meeting held

On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change. Develop and implement a requirement for standard
evaluation of all projects with regard to cumulative and secondary impacts.  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Zmiuzncement: Interagetey agreement signed May 1994 on need
for CSI  PB, EQB, RPA, ONER! to be incorpor3ted into review process.

c! ProjectProductsTo Date: None

d! Other Benefits: About 30 bibliographic documents obtained and evaluated

e! Unexpected Results: Increased awareness of complexity of issue

f! ImPediments to Project Success: Lack of agreement among participants on scope and
design of GIS and its contents.

~ Lack of appropriate mformatron of recent date
~ Lack of responses to inquiries and requests for assistance or information
~ Need for more detailed GIS training for technicians who will use it for evaluation

g! Is the Proj ect of National/State'local Importance? National/state

220



RHODE ISLAND

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by Rhode Island cover three issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Public Access
~ Special Area Management Plans  SAMPs!
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The problems identified in the $309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

W~t~
Rhode Island has been effective in the protection of coastal wetland complexes,

but the state lacks an adequate inventory of coastal wetlands and associated critical
habitats. The protection of salt marshes and freshwater or brackish wetlands contiguous
to salt marshes is strong and comprehensive, but little coordination exists between the
Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council and The Rhode Mand Department
of Environmental Management for the formal and joint review of these wetlands. In
addition, other critical habitat complexes exist that do not currently receive adequate
regulatory protection. While the protection of salt marshes and contiguous brackish
and/or freshwater wetlands has been emphasized by thc Coastal Rcsmmxs Maaagement
Council  CRMC!, the protection of tidal flats, submerged aquatic vegetation  SAV! and
other upland and sub-tidal habitats has aot received the eiaphasis it deserves. Finally,
mitigatioa of wetland alteratioa is usiiaily informally implemented through Assent
 permit! condition, and is aot based oa formal policies nor standards. The CRMC needs
to set up a formal mitigation policy for wetland and critical habitat alterations associated
with priority uses in appropriate areas.

Access to and along the shore ia Rhode Island is a common expectation and legal
right guaranteed by the state's constitution. Unfortunately, the ability to exercise this
right has gradually been eroded by both thc cumulative and secondary impacts of
development in Rhode bland's coastal zone. A recent landmark Rhode Island Supreme
C 4 ii ' ~h ~ NhU ' fpbli d
of filled tidal lands to the center of both the public's and the Rhode Island General
Assembly's attention. The decision affirmed that the public trust rights to Qlled tidal
lands have not been lost. Thus, thc State of Rhode Island has the responsibility to
manage filled tidal lands for the benefit of the public. One of the negative aspects of the
decision is that it has cast a cloud on the title of ail filled tidal lands. While this cloud
does not jeopardize anyone's private property rights, it is reason for thc General
Assembly to act expeditiously.

While Special Area Management Planning  SAMP! has been a very successful
and integral element to the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Maaagement Program
 RICRMP! since 1983, and continues to be used as a tool for addressing the physical
and/or organizational problems surrounding a threatened resource, there are some
program changes aad new initiatives that can be made to improve these planning efforts.
Better implementation and enforcement of SAMPs need enforceable policies arid
program changes. Similarly, Memorandinns of Understanding between applicable
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federal, state and local authorities over the SAMP implementation needs to be instituted.
This would ensure better coordination and consistency being applied to the
implementation of a SAMP. Also, in order to better assist the Coastal Resources
Management Council,  CRMC! in carrying out specific recommendations of a SAMP,
and to provide a clear set of guidelines and criteria for all parties involved in future
development within SAMP boundaries, all technical and design standards need to be put
into an easily available format. The SAMP format may need to be expanded to explicitly
emphasize watershed boundaries and resource-based considerations. Finally, new SAMP
initiatives need to be undertaken, as areas such as the Little Compton Salt Ponds and
Block Island have been identified as excellent resource areas for SAMP initiatives.

~W RI �! Wetlands Memorandum of Agreement, WF, FY92-$67,000
RI �! Formal Wetlands Mitigation Policies, PSM, FY92-$31,000
RI �! Submerged Tidal Laads Leasing Program, PSM, FY92-$56,000

RI �! Improve Public Access Through the Regulatory Process, WF, FY93 � $20,099
RI �! Memorandum of Agreemeat for Public Access, WF, FY93-$20,100

RI �! Improve Implementation of Harbor Management Plans, WF, FY93-$5,025.12
RI �! Expand the CRMCs Harbor Management Pmigram, WF, FY93-$15,075.37
RI  8! Improve Implementation of the CRMCs SAM Plans, WF, FY93-45,025.12
RI  9! Develop a SAM plan for Rhode Island's Poorly Flushed Estuaries, Barrier

Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas, WF, FY93 � $15,075.39
RI �0! Revised Barrier Beach Protection Policies for Salt Pond SAMP, PSM, FY93-$65,000

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.
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ail: RI �! Wetlands Memorandum of Agreement, WF, FY92-$67,000

:O 19 O ll g* y I g O OA!
between the Department of Environmental Management  the water quality agency! and
the Coastal Resources Management Council to coordinate permit review processes of the
two agencies for projects which fall within both salt marshes and adj acent freshwater
wetlands jurisdictions and require permits from both agencies.

I~g' '. y*  I ly . - . 99!
*1 year no cost grant extension approved through June 1994

FY92, FY93
~ none  designed as a one year project with signed MOU as final product!

Pr ' t om Ietion ta

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Formally abandoned. Signed MOA programs being
made and new legislation is expected by June 1995.

b! Summary of ResuladEnbancemene Interagency staff meetings to clarify protection of
freshwater wetlands contiguous to coastal waters.

c! Project Products to Date:
1! Draft Memorandum of Agreement
2! Maps of wetlands clearly define authority of DEM over freshwater wetlands

versus CRMC over tidal wetlands.

d! Other BenefiufSpin-og Interagency discussion.

e! Unexpected Restdts: None.

Impediments to Proj ect Success: 1! Departtnent of Eavironmental Management
 DEM! engaged in rcwritiag wetland regulations and unwiHing to coordinate with
Rhode hland Coastal Rcscenm Management Council  RICRMC! on signing formal
MOA. OISIN requested that RJCRMC conduct this project as a 5309 project.
RI<~M has done aH it can on project by prcpariag draft MOA and cannot force the
DEM to sign agreement. When state CZM programs are asked to develop new
interagency agnmuents, the success of thc project must take into account the
willingness of other state agencies to participate and follow-through.

g! Was the proj ect natt'one'state/local in importance, and why? No. Unforeseen public
opposition to new DEM wetland regulations took priority over this.
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T~it e. RI �! Forrnal Wetlands Mitigation Policies, PSM, FY92-$31,000

P~ Develop formal policies for wetlands mitigation, resulting in a
consistent and coordinated effort for restoration of wetlands and critical habitats as part of

permit process.. y   ly, 99 - 30. 993!
*3-month no cost grant extension approved

FY92
~ not applicable

Pro ect om letiori tatus
FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished--This project resulted ia new and
amended regulations to the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Program
 RICRMP! under Section 210.3 and 300.12.  RR!

b! Summary of Results/Zrdumcement; Amended regulations formalize the existing
wetlands regulatory process by creating formal mitigation standards and a specified
procedure for project approvals. Rather than project approvals through a special
exceptions process, the new regulatioas require each project to go through an
approval process which includes development of a mitigation plan in compliance with
mitigation standards

c! Project Products to Date:
l! New and Amended Regulations Section 210.3 and 300. 12, MCRhiP Regulations.

d! Other Benefit/Spin-ojf. Enhanced coordination with Rhode Island State Department
of Transportation regarding wetlands management.

e! Unexpected Results: Noae.

f! Impediments to Project Success: I! The one-year limitation on weighted formula
projects is unrealistic for projects whose end product is program changes  e.g.,
statutory or rule changes!. Internal grant approval prorates take one to de
months. Legal public participation processes  notices, hearings, aad agency action!
take at least three months. This leaves an inadequate time spaa of six to eight months
to research, ddt and coordinate program changes.

g! Was the project nationaVstatelloeal in importance, and why? No
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QQg: M �! Submerged Tidal Lands Leasing Program, PSM, FY92--$56,000

: 0 i p i i i d i i p bli f g
tidal lands. This long-term program will utilize the fees from docks, marinas, and other
in-water structures as a dedicated source of revenue to enforce submerged tidal land dock
leases and improve pubhc acct. The project will also include public education and
involvement through workshops, meetings, and brochures. A recent Rhode Island
Supreme court decision affirmed public trust rights to fiHed tidal lands, giving the state
the responsibility to manage and regulate all filled tidal lands. As a result the state
decided to enhance its Subinerged Tidal Lands leasing Program by developing state
policies and lease fees for docks, marinas, and other in-water strLictures.

t 1 year  July 1, 1992 - June 30, 1993!
1 year no cost grant extension approved through June 1994.
 Legal structure problems were uncovered which required that the state create a
preliminary leasing process to register aH  new and existing! docking facilities prior
to establishing an annual submerged state lands user fee.!

FY92
~ preliminary submerged land leasing program

FY93
~ submerged lands leasing rules, regulations and fee structure

Are these benchmarks under the correct fiscal years?

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished-Rules, Regulations and Submerged
Lands Leasing Fee covering both registration of and annual fees for in-water
structures that use submerged tidal lands. This is Phase l of the leasing program.
 RR!

b! Summary of Result./Enliancement: New prognm enhances public access by
establishing a revenue source for improving access. Also improves regulation of
docking and other in-water structures and their cumulative and secondary impacts.

c! Project Products to Date:
1! RICRMC Revised Submerged Tidal Lands Regulations for leasing docks, marinas

and other in water structures..

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og. This project has improved the identification and registration
of docking facilities through greater enforcement, permit compliance and awareness
of harbor permit requirements

e! Unexpected Results: Found the need to develop an administrative mechanism to buy
submerged tidal land user fee plates to attach to docking facilities, secured
reprogrammed $306 funds for this project.
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Impediments to Project Success: 1! Development and implementation of a submerged
tidal lands fee system involves multiple steps. Although rules and regulations have
been adopted, implementation fees for marinas and moorings have yet to be set.
Likewise, capturing additional uses of submerged tidal lands such as pipelines and
bridges has yet to be developed. Federal CZM funding for implementation of this
new complex and long-term program are not provided for in the $309 grants program.

g! Was the project nationab'statelhcal in importance, and why? No
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~tl: RI �! bnprove Public Access Through the Regulatory Process, WF, FY93-
$2O,099

Ippb»»g»»»»».dl
system. This project is composed of three sub-tasks which result in two types of program
changes: 1! new regulations for the RICRMP and 2! new legislation. The major work
products include: 1! various public access regulations for different sections of the
RICRMP as well as an entirely new public access section which includes the ROW
 Right of Way! Development Program; 2! changes to the Harbor management guidelines
related to the ROW Development Program; 3! guidance materials for permit apphcants
and local officials related to the implementation of the ROW Development Program; 4!
new legislation and public outreach rruNxials addressing liability at public acct sites;
and 5! public outreach and education materials for the ROW Development Progrem.

: i»»»~Li»». ~ ~ ~.~o, »4>
*1 year no-cost extension

FY93

1! New Public Access Section of the RICIOAP
~ draft regulation changes

review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee
public notice and hearing

2! ROW Development Program for Municipally Owned ROWs
~ draft regulation changes and guidance materials
~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee

public notice and hearing
3! New Legislation to Address Liability Questions

~ draft regulation changes and guidance materials
~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee

Legislation submitted to the Rhode Island General Assembly

m n

FY93 Work
On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: On tract and expected to be accomplished by 1995.

b! Summary of Results/Enliancement:

c! Project Products to Date.'

d! Other Benefita5pin-og. Liability legislation

e! Unexpected Results: Use reprograriuned $306 to produce guide: "Municipal
Officials - Citizens' Guide to Assisting in CRMC Rightwf-Way Designation Process"

f! Impediments to project Success:

g! Was the proj ect nationaIlstatellocal in importance, and why? Model state legislation
extending liability protection to private landowners over whose property the CRMC
designates a right-of-way,
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Title: RI �! Memorandum of Agreement for Public Access, WF, FY93-$20,100

' ~ iP i M i la llh
Island Department of Environmental Management  RIDEM! for public access.

~ ay i, iSOi i O. iii >

FY93

~ additional public and/or State Agency Workshop
draft Memorandum of Agreement

~ draft MOA reviewed by CRMC ROW  Right of Way! Subcommittee
~ Draft MOA submitted to RIDEM for comment

FY93 Work - Abandoned
FY94 Work - On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: Wjll not be accomplishecL DEM gave up on public
access program so no MOU.

b! Summary of Results/Babmrcement: R.L CKdP current RGW designation program is
the R.I. public accus program that includes signs, contracts with municipalities for
long-term maintenance.

c! Proj ect Products to Date: None

d! Other BenefituSpin-og None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: Lack of funding resulted in DEM giving up their
part of the program.

g! Was the project national'statal in importance, and why? No
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RI �! Improve Implementation of Harbor Maaagemettt Plans, %F, FY93-
$5,025.12

'~p "U i"Y i I ' 1'l dh~
management plans by completing Gve sub-tasks, listed as follows:. 1! Develop a Harbor
Management Sectioa for the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Program
 RICRMP! 2! Draft Harbor Management Legislation to Improve Enforcemeat, 3!
Develop Greater Incentives for Municipahties to Prepare, Revise and Implement HMPs,
4! Develop a Memorandum or Understanding  MOU! to coordinate Comprehensive Land
Use and Harbor Maaagement Programs, 5! Incorporate Harbor Management Pians
 HjUIPs!, Comprehensive Land Use Plans, aad Relevaat Ordinances into the Coastal
Resources Management CounciFs  CRMCs! federal CZM Program. The latter two tasks
wiQ aot be started until FY94. The products of these tasks will be a new section of the
RICRMP, new Harbor Management legislation, new Harbor Management Guidelines,
aad amendments to the federal program consisting of local plans and ordinances.

: 1 year  July 1993 to December 1994!
~6-month n~ost extension

FY93

1! Develop a Harbor Management Section for the Rhode Island Coastal Resources
Maaagement Program  RICRMP!

~ draft section for the RICRj4KP
~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee
~ public notice aad hearing

2! Draft Harbor Management Legislation to Improve Enforcement,
~ draft legislation
~ review by CRMC Policy aad Pianniag Subcommittee
~ draft legislation submitted to Rhode Island Geaerni Assembly

3! Develop Greater Incentives for Municipalities to Prepare, Revise and Implement
HMPs

~ policy and regulation changes that develop incentives where possible and as
needed

FY94

4! Develop a Memorandum or Understanding  MOU! to coordin ite Comprehensive
Land Use and Harbor Managemeat Programs,

5! Incorporate Harbor Management Plans  HhlPs!, Comprehensive Land Use Plans,
and Relevant Ordinances into the Coastal Resources Management Couacil's
 CRMCs! federal CZM Program.

Pr ' ta tio
FY93 Work � On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Ctumge: On track and expected to be accomplished.
1! New legislation of reciprocal enforcement of HMPs by adjacent municipalities.
2! Legislatioa requiring towns to enforce Harbor Plans
3! Revised section on HMP in R.I. CRAP.

b! Sum>nary of Results/Enhancement: Coordination with State Planning Office to
require HMPs to be part of municipal comprehensive plans.

c! Project Products to Date; Drafts and final reports prepared.
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d! Other Benefits/Spin-ogg None

e! Unexpected Results; None

f! Impediments to Project Success: Not enough staff.

gj Was the project nattonaI/statejlocal in importance, and why? Provides a national
model for the many states who do not yet require municipal harbor management
plans. Presentations shave been made at CZ'95 and Canada Coastal Zone 1994
Conferences.
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T~ple: M �! Expand the CRMC's Harbor Management Program, WF, FY93-
$15,075.37

pj'' I.yll � Ipy
Harbor Management Guidelines-involves revising the CRMCs Guidelines for the
Development of Municipal Harbor Management Plans to address new issues and provide
greater technical assistance to communities on how to address different issues. In order
to enhaace the success of this sub-task, CRMC wiH work closely with the towa planners.
The second sub-task � Develop Harbor Management Legislatioa which Requires HMPs-
involves developing legislation what will require each municipality to develop local
harbor management plans. This legislation will also create a review proem whereby the
CRMC wi11 review the implementatioa of these EBAPs.

I~PI: I y* IIPy 999 9 I l994I
*6-month n~ost extension

FY93

1! Develop Revised Harbor Management Guidelines
draft revised HMP Guidelines

~ review by CRMC Policy and Planaiag Subcommittee
~ Public Notice and Hearing

2! Develop Harbor Management Legislation which Requires EBVPs
~ draft legpslabon
~ review by CRMC Policy aad Planning Subcommittee
~ draft Legishtion submitted to Rhode Mand General Assembly

FY93 Work - On schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished by
December 1994.

j! Revised guidelines
2! New legislation requiriag towns to develop and adopt HMPs

b! Summary of ResultsfEnihumcvnent: None yet.

c! Proj ect Products to Date: Drafts

d! Other BenefitzJSpin-og None

e! Unexpected Results: None

bnpediments to Proj ect Success: None

g! Was the project nationallstatellocal in importance, and why? No
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Title: RI  8! Improve Implementation of the CRMC's SAM Plans, WF, FY93-
$5,025.12

'«:««j ««m p
implementation of the CRMCs special area management plans and consists of three sub-
tasks which are described as follows: 1! Develop a SAM Plan Section of the RICRMP�
amending the RICRMP to include a new section which defines the standards, scope, and
regulatory implications of the CRMCs SAM plans. This new section of the RICKY
wiH explain in greater detail how the enforceable policies of the SAM plans supplement
the enforceable pohcies of the RIC188P. The second and third sub-tasks: 2! Develop
Regulatory Supplement for the Providence Harbor and Pawcatuck River and Little
Narragansett Bay SAM Plans, and 3! Incorporate local HMPs and Comprehensive Plans
with relevant local ordinances and state laws into the RICRMP, will not begin until after
FY93.

9««0 « I«««
~6-month no-cost extension

F793
1! Develop a SAM Plan Section of the RICRMP

~ dratt SAM plan section for RICRI4IP
~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee
~ public notice and hearing

FY94

2! Develop Regulatory Supplement for the Providence Harbor and Pawcatuck River
and Little Narragansett Bay SAM Plans

FY9S
3! Incorporate local HMPs and Comprehensive Plans with relevant local ordinances

and state laws into the RICHE

FY93 Work - On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule.
1! R.I. CRMP section on SAMPs will be put to public notice for formal adoption.
2! Supplement to Providence and Pawcatuck S~ in process.

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement:

c! Proj ect Products to Date: None yet.

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og. None yet.

e! Unexpected Results: None yet.

f! Impediments to Project Success: Loss of staff.

g! Was the project national'state/1oeal in importance, and why? R.I. SAMPs are
national model for integrated coastal resource management and continue to be
improved and employed successfully in Rhode Island.
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Title: RI  9! Develop a SAM phn for Rhode Island's Poorly Flushed Kstuarles,
Barrier Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas, WF, FY93-$15,07599

D ' .Th p 1 I i g * I d N
SAM plans as a new SAM Plan for Rhode Island's Po'orly Flushed Estuaries, Barrier
Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas. This project consists of five sub-tasks. I! Assess
the implementation of the Salt Ponds and Narrow River SAM Plans � the assessment will
rely on existing data, interviews with state agency personnel, local governmental
officials, University of Rhode Island staff and faculty, environmental groups, and the
public. Focus groups will be used instead of large advisory committees. This assessment-
will review the implementation of these plans and identify areas where improvements are
recommended. 2! Develop Chapters of the New SAM Plan for Rhode Island's Poorly
Flushed Estuaries, Barrier Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas-Based on the assessment
of the Salt Ponds and Narrow River SAM plans' implementation, these plans will be
revised as a new SAM Plan for Rhode Island's Poorly Flushed Estuaries, Barrier
Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas-. The new SAM plan will be developed as a series
of chapters that contain new and revised reemrce protection policies, standards, and
prohibitions. It will also contain recommendations to federal, state and local officials.
Each chapter will be reviewed by various state agencies, each of the focus groups, and the
public prior to its inclusion in the fmal draft of the new SAM plan. The third, fourth and
fifth sub-tasks do not begin until after FY93 and are titled as follows: 3! Review and
Modify Existing Boundaries Contained in the Salt Ponds and Narrow River SAM Plans
as Needed. 4! Amend Comprehensive Land Use and Harbor Management Plans and
Appropriate Ordinances into the CRMC's Federal CZM Program, 5! Develop MOUs to
enhance the New SAM Plan's Implementation.

3 y  IBy 1N3 J 1996!

FY93
l! Assess the implementation of the Salt Ponds and Narrow River SAM Plans

draft Assessment report of the Salt Ponds and Narrow River SAM plans Review
by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee

~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee
~ review by Focus Groups
~ Final Assessment Report

2! Develop Chapters of the New SAM Plan for Rhode Island's Poorly Flushed
Estuaries, Barrier Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas

~ draft chapters of Revised SAM Plan
~ review by CRMC Policy and Planning Subcommittee
~ Review by Focus Groups and State Agency Officials
~ draft of New SAM plan
~ public notice and hearing

FY94
I! Assess the implementation of the Salt Ponds and Nanow River SAM Plans
2! Develop Chapters of the New SAM Plan for Rhode bland's Poorly Flushed

Estuaries, Barrier Beaches, and Critical Coastal Areas
3! Review and Modify Existing Boundaries Contained in the Salt Ponds and Narrow

River SAM Plans as Needed.
FY95

I! Amend Comprehensive Land Use and Harbor Management Plans and Appropriate
Ordinances into the CRMC's Federal CZM Program

2! Develop MOUs to enhance the New SAM Plan's Implementation.
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FY93 Work in progress.

FY94 Work in progress.

a! Proposed Program Change: On track and expected to be accomplished by June 1996

b! Summary of Results/E'nhancement: Too soon.

c! Project Products to Date. Too soon.

d! Other Benefits/Spin-og Too soon.

e! Unexpected Results: Too soon.

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Too soon.

g! Was the proj ect national/state/local in importance, and why? Yes
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~itic RI �0! Revised Barrier Beach Protection Policies for Salt Pond SAMP, PSM,
FY93-$65,NN

g Igloo fU
barrier ecosystem are incorporated as new policy and regulatory language ia the R.I.
CRMP. New standards set for soft erosion mitigation. Headlands are linked to bamers
in policy that fits the natural processes.

: 1 year  July 1993 to December 1994
*6-moath ao-cost extension

F793

~ Maps of shoreline change with updated erosion rates.
~ Regulatory language revising deatutions of barriers, headlands, dunes aad

construction setbacks according to erosion rates.

FY93 Work, completed. R.L CRJVIP regulatioas out to public aotice for adoption October
1994.

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished. New regulatioas and revised policy
adopted into R.L CRhIP.

b! Summary of ResultaKnhancement: Better geomorphological descriptions of
shoreline erosion prone areas and policies prohibiting developtaent in undeveloped
barrier beaches rel, Gating development or headlands.

c! Project Produ4W toDase: Maps and new regulatioas.

d! Other Benefits/Spinwg Much better coordiaatioa with university researchers.

e! Unexpected Results: Continued funding of geological research.

f! Impediments to Project Success:

g! Was the project natioeak~stota4rcal in importance and whyo' Model for appropriate
management of barrier beaches, erosional headlands based oa erosion rates and
geologic processes.
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SOUTH CAROLINA

The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs identified by South Carolina cover
four issues:

~ Wetlands

~ Coastal Hazards
~ Public Access
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The problems identified in the $309 priority enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

~We 1~an g
The South Carolina Coastal Council  SCCC! identi6ed the lack of an effective

enforcement prograin for the management of freshwater wetlands as one of the most critical
needs facing the South Carolina coastal zone. Adeqiiate authmty exists within the Army
Corps of Engineers, EPA and the SCCC to provide effective management, but manpower
restrictions at the federal level and the hck of an agymsive coordinated effort by the three
agencies has led to a 1ack of public compliance. The Coastal Council will develop binding
operating agreements with the Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection
Agency  EPA! to ensure thai violations of coastal heshwater wetlands regulations are
detected and prosecuted consistently.

South Carolina's coastline extends toughly 140 miles eastward into the Atlantic
Ocean &om the Georgia Coast. As a result, South Carolina is vulaeaible, and often tie
target of not on}y tropical storms and hurricanes, but also winter and northea.arly storms.
Both of these types of storms results on critical nearly year round. shoreline erosion
problems. Additionally, short term erosion is also a serious problem in South Carolina.

Through a Project of Special Merit Som the $309 program, the South CarolinL
Through such factors as inlet Qmunics, littoral bamers and local storm effects, these
natural processes will result in a loss of land damage to homes and buildings and
supporting infrastructure.

Coastal Council  SCCC! will re5ac its methodology for setting erosion-based
baseline and setback lines for beachfront developnMuit. This innovative model will be
applicable nationally and will provide a more technically sound basis for developing
erosion-based retreat policies and comprehensive sedliment budget analysis programs.

The South Carolina coastal zone grows at a rapid pace which has lead to a decrease
in public coastal access, a resuIt of growing resident and tourist population and private
development of previously open areas. Land acquisitions, improvement of existing areas,
estimations for future dern ind and identification of existing deficiencies is needed. The
SCCC will acldress public acct through its $309 pa~ by developing a dedicated
funding source for acquisition of land for public use and development regulations to
Uicrease public access through permit conditions.

v

Coastal South Carolina has experiences a very rapid growth rate since 1960,
generally unaffected by economic trends. Since 1980, the population in eight coastal
counties has increased by 23 percent. The influx of residents aud the tourism-related
industry has resulted in negative impacts such as shellfish area closures, traffic congestion,
development of barrier islands, 1oss of traditional public access opportunities, and
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increasing shoreline erosion problems. Equally serious is the degradatioa of water quality
from noa-point and point source pollutants from stormwater runoff, marinas, golf courses,
and improperly functioniag septic tanks.

The Coastal Council will address the issues of cumulative impacts through the $309
program by cooperating with other agencies to develop new or revised regulations for
septic systems and stormwater runoff and to restructure its designation and protection
process for geographic areas of particular concern.

List of South Carolina 5309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

Wiggy~ WF, FY92 � $80,000, FY93-$81,719
SC l! Developer's Handbook for Freshwater Wetlands, WF, FY92-$80,000, FY93-

$81,719  Note includes cost of Projects SC�! and SC�!
SC�! Joint FederaVState Freshwater Wetlands Enforcement, WF, FY92 and FY93 $  See

SC�! j
SC�! Errors and Omissions Study of Wetlands and Review of Mitigation Compliance ia

South Carolina, WF, FY92 and FY93 $  See SC�!!

SC�! Development of Beach/Dune Critical Area Computer Based Inventory R Zoning
Overlay, PSM, FY92-$215,000 FY93-$200,000

SC�! Assessment of Beach Access in South Carolina and Enactmett of Beach Access
Development Fund, WF, FY92 � $50,000, FY93-$42,748

V

SC�! CSI- Water Quality Protection Objectives, WF, FY92 � $43,902, FY92-$43,902,
FY93 � $33,097

SC�! a! Devel~anent of Comprehensive Pohcy for Shellfish Proto&on
SC��! R ' ' fs S ~a 'd I
SC�! c! Revision of State Septic Tank Maintenance Guidelines
SC�! d! ' Plan for Marina Pumpout Installation

SC�! CSI - Federal Consistency Outside CZM Boundary, WF, FY92-$14/00, FY93-
$22,000

SC 8! CSI - Revisioas to Geographic Areas of Particular Ccecern  GAPC! Guidelines,
WF, FY92-$26,000, FY93-$25,000

A surnrnary of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: South Carolina Coastal Council
4130 Faber Place, Suite 300
Charleston, SC 29405
803-744-5838  Phone!
803-744-5847  Fax!

$309 Contact: Chris Brooks
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SC �! Developer's Handbook for Freshwater Wetlands, WF, FY92-
-80,00, FY93-$81,719  note monies include costs of SC�! and
SC�!!

99 9 W f 9 9 1 Pf 9 0 hP
Handbook. The Developer's Handbook is a comprehensive guide to all of the wetlands
management policies and regulations and pmMures of the state and federal regulatory
agencies. The Handbook will continue to educate the public, developers, landowners and
potential requirements and activities to be undertaken by the fj309 effort. The Handbook
will be used to educate focal government of5cials of state and federal wetland policies and
regulations.

~fP ': * JA 1. 1992- Jhy 91, 19912

FY92

~ dry updated handbook
~ public comments and revised handbook
~ final handbook and distribution

FY92 Work - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplish'
Project was designed to update a handbook that explains existing state laws,

policies and regulations regarding wetlands management. This improves state
enforcement of wetland regulations but does not constitute a pxgram change as
narrowly defined.

b! Summary of Results/F&umcement
The Developer's Handbook provides a comprehensive guide to all wetland

management policies, regulations and procedures of both the State of South Carolina
and Federal regulatory agencies. It serves as an educational guide for the public,
developers, landowners and potential landowners about the regulatory policies and new
requirements which must be followed.

c! Proj ect Products
1! Developer's Handbook for Freshwater Wetlands, South Carolina Coastal Council

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impedt'ments to Proj ect Success: None

g! Is project of NationaL5tateZacal Importance: All Three. It involves federal agency
regulations, state regulations and laws which local governments and landowners must
follow.
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SC �! Joint Federal/State Freshwater Wetlands Enforcement, WF,
FY92 and FY93 $  See SC I! above!

33 9~ » yl 9
South Carolina coastal laws and Federal agency actions in heshwater wetland settlement
cases. This project involves development of a three party agreement between the State of
South Carolina, the US Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish enforceable procedures for freshwater wetlands through a
Memorandum of Agreement.

: 29 33 2 « l. l992-3 lyy . 999

Pro' 8 n arks
FY92

~ Draft MOA
~ Draft revisions to SCCC Internal Psmedures for Enforcement of SCCC Certification

Conditions on Section 404 Permits

FY93
~ Final MOA

~ Final Revisions to SCCC Certification Conditions on Sec. 404 Permits

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! StabhFederal MOA signed in 1993 which assures federal consistency with state

freshwater wetlands nuinagement policies, and state invo1vement in fedea6
enforcement actions.  MOA!

2! Revisions to SCCC Internal Procedures for Enforcement of SCCC Certification
Conditions on Section 404 Permits which allows SCCC to assess civil penalties
and 6aes for activities that violate federal 404 permits. 'IIiis involved regulatory
revisions through 1egislation.  L/RR!

b! Summary of Results/Fuhancement
A joint State/Federal freshwater wetland management and enforcement pm~ has

been established through a three agency agreement. This asmues federal consistency
with state freshwater management pohcies and ensures state involvement in federal
enforcement actions.

The SCCC has revised its regulations to avow for the assessment of civil fines
against a violation of a federal 404 permit that the state has also certified under its
federal consistency provisions.

c! Project Pnxfucts
1! MOA on Section 404 Enforcement
2! 1993 Amendment to South Carolina CZtvfPi, Section 54/3/190

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to project Success: None

g! Is proj ect of NationaVState/Local Importance: National and state
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~Ttle: SC �! Errors and Omissions Study of Wetland and Review of
Mitigation Compliance in South Carolina, WF, FY92 and FY93  See
SC  >!!

:999K fd'dj I dd I fdlld
wetlands delineation process. This project involves revisions to the wetlands delineation
process to correct errors and omissions and ensure greater consistency through wetlands
delineation procedure guidance.

9 I. 1992 - I ly 31. 19991

FY92
~ Study wetland delineation process
~ identify errors and omissions
~ draft procedural guidance to correct shortfalls

FY93
~ adopt procedural guidance

Pro l
FY92 - Completed
FY93 � Completed

a! Proposed Progrrtm C7tange: Accomplished
1! Procedua6 Guidance for Delineation of Wetlands Adopted in 1993 by South

Carolina Coastal Council.  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Znhancement
The proedural guidance for the delineation of wetlands corrects errors and

omissions in designating wethnds and ensures grelter consistency in the administration
of wetland regulations.

c! Project Products
1! South Carolina Coastal Management Program Document, RPI 1993.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected results: None

f! Impedinumt,s to Proj ect Success: None

g! Is the proj ect of Nationai ~JStat~l Importance: State and Local



SC �! Development of Beach/Dune Critical Area Computer Based
Inventory & Zoning Overlay, PSM, FY92-$215,000 FY93--
$200,000

Tl pw fU' p J ' ' p I h dl
area management through an improved inventory of beach and dune resources and 1ocal
zoning overlap maps for enforcement of state regulations at the local level.

~l ec: 2 years  August 1, 1992 - July 31, 1994!

FY92
~ Beach/Dune Computer Orthophoto Inventory

FY93

~ Beach/Dune Zoning Overlay Maps

FY92 - Completed
FY93 � Completed

a! Proposed Progntm Otange: Accomplished
Local governments have adopted Zoning &reday Maps for beach/dune areas to

enforce state beachfront regulations.  LP!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
Zoning Overiay Maps provide greater specificity of beach/dune resolves roared

to the regulated by local governments as critical areas under the SCCC hearst
management pm~ Bach of the 18 local jurisdictions has adopted through ordinance
the zoning overlay maps which provide the exact location of the shoreline and setback
of structures required to be regulated. As a result, local decisions regarding siting of
structures along South Carolina's shoreline wiH more accurately +Ideas setback
requirements.

c! Project Products
1! Computer Based Beach/Dune Critical Area Orthophoto Inventory
2! Beach/Dune Zoning Overlay Maps

d! Other Benefits: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of NationaN'tateiLocal Importance: State and Local
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Title: SC �! Assessment of Beach Access in South Carolina and
Enactment of Beach Access Development Fund, WF, FY92-$50,000,
F Y93--$42,748

:PAPW 1 ''931991
and address shortcomings through improved beach access mechanisms.

f P:  A l. 1992 ~ IA 31. 19941

FY92
~ beach access assessment study

FY93
~ Legislative Adoption of Beach Access Development Fund

a! Proposed Program Change:
1! In 1993, Legislature adopted Beach Access Development Fund.  L!

b! Summary of Results/i9rtuvrcement
The Beach Access Development Fund sets aside funds for beach access. It directs

fees into a fund for beach access development. The fund is expected to generate about
$90,000 in revenues per year to be used to improve exi<5ag access sites and as
matching monies for acquisition of new beach access sites.

c! Proj ect Products
13~ Pl A A~A
2! Beach Access Development fund 1993 Legislation

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None

g! Is Project of NationaI/State/Local Importance: State and Local
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T~ile: SC �! CSI - Water Quality Protection Objectives, WF, FV92-
$43,902, F Y93--$33,097

Yh p~ M' p g i dd I ' d
secondary impacts on water quality in South Carolina. The project consists of four
separate activities:

SC�! a! Development of Comprehensive Policy for Shellfish Protection
SC�! b! Revision of State Stormwater Management Guidehnes
SC�! c! Revision of State Septic Tank Maintenance Guidelines
SC�! d! Plan for Marina Pumpout Installation

See a separate summary for each activity on the following pages.
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SC �! a! Development of Comprehensive Policy for Shellfish
Protection

29 p W 12 9 2 9 p p 9*
for shellfish protection. This project involves development of a new sheH6sh policy by
three state shellfish management agencies and amended laws/regulations to implement the
policies.

22229919 ' *: 2 * 1 2 1. 2992-j,lypl. 29922

FY92

~ Draft shellfish policies

FY93

~ Legislative adoption of regulatory changes to sheMsh policies
ro'e t l i n tat

FY92 - Completed
FY93 - Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! Jn 1993, Legislature adopted amended shellfish regulations.  U$%!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
SheUfish legislation amends state shel16sh regulations by providing incremxi

protection against encroachnent of private docks and mamas into public shellfish

c! Project Products
1! South Carolina&94AAmended1993: 54/3/190

d! Other Benefits. 'None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Proj ect of National/Stat@Local Importance: State



SC �! b! Revision of State Stormwater Management Guidelines

Il EU p j dd I ' ' p
water quality through revisions to the state's stormwater management guidelines. The
projects involved development of revised guidelines and legislation to adopt revisions.

W"8"

F F92
~ stormwater management guidehnes
~ stormwater management legislation

FY92-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change
1! In 1992, Legislature adopaxi Stormwater Management Legislation which amended

state stormwater regulations.  URR!

b! Sumtnary of Results'E'ahmcement
Revised stormwater management guidelines establish new st;mdards for certain

activities such as golf coulee, badges, and elevated roadways to minIunize runoff and
impacts on water quality.

c! Project Products
1! State Storxnwater Management Guidelines 1993.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impedknents to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Project of ¹tionaL5tatekocal Importance: State
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SC �! c! Revision of State Septic Tank Maintenance Guidelines

PW - "»"" "'~ "" "
septic tanks to minimize cumulative impacts on water quality. This project involves
revisions to state septic tank maintenance guidelines to address water quality issues.

h fP ': Y*   g . 99l-hly3. 994!

FY92
~ draft septic tank guideline revisions

FY93
~ Legislature adopt septic tank regulatory revisions

I tat
FY92~mpleted
FY93-Completed

a! Pe~+ed Program Change: Accomplished
1! ln 1993, the Legislature adopted revised state septic tank maintenance guidelines.

 URR!

b! Scunmary of ResultxfZnhancernent
The revised state septic tank majIrtenance guidelines require annual pumpout and

inspections and statement of proof that the septic tank system wades. This will
improve septic tank management to minimize cumulative impar& on water quality.

c! Proj ect Products
1! 1993 Legislation Revision of State Septic Tank Law.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Proj ect of NationaL5tate/Local Importance: State
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SC �! d! Plan for Marina Pumpout Installation

p~ 9 3 ad I I
water quality through a plan for marine pumpout installations.

~lf ': I fp 1,1993-11 31.19931

FY92
~ develop marina pumpout plan

FY93 adopt legislation for marina pumpout fund
institute educational program

FY92-Completed
FY93-On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! Legislation passed in 1993 which established funds to buy and install pumpout

stations at mmnas.  L!

b! Summary of ResultsfSabcurcnnent
Establishment of a fund to buy and instaH pumpout stations for South Carolina's

nmmnas will reduce the i11egal dumping of sewage horn vessels. This, in tora, wiH
reduce adverse cunu~ve impacts on water quality &om naut ms!eh. Combined
with an educational progr!un, boaters will be encouraged to use pumpout facilities.

c! Project Products
1! 1993 Legislation Creating Pumpout Stations Fund

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Project of Natkmab5tate/L0cal Importance: State
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Title: SC �! CSI - Federal Consistency Outside CZM Boundary, WF,
FY92--$14,300, FY93-$22,000

9~ : The purpose of this project is to improve and extend federal
consistency to include activities outside the South Carolina coastal zone. This project
involves development'of a MOA with federal agencies to make sure their actions outside the
coastal zone are consistent with South CaroHna coastal policies.

22 � l.l992-21 I. 9942

Pro ect Benchrnarks
FY92

~ draft MOA

FF93
~ adopt MOA

FY92-Completed
FY93-Completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! MOA adopted bebop~ SCCC and federal agencies on Federal Consistency Outside

CZM Boundaries in 1993.  MOA!

b! Summary of RestdtuFA'rancement
The MOA extends federal consistency to include activities outside the South

Carolina ccestal zone. It ensures that federal actions outside the coastal zone are
consistent with South Carolina coastal policies. As a result, adverse cumulative
impacts from federal activities outside the coastal zone are addressed and minimized
through the federal consistency review process.

c! Project Products
1! MOA on Federal Consistency Outside CZM Boundary.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Project Success: No

g! Is Project of hfatiorurN'tateXacal Importance: State

248



~tie: SC  8! CSI - Revisions to Geographic Areas of Particular Concern
 GAPC! Guidelines, WF, FY92--$26,000, FY93- $25,000

: The purpose of this project is to improve the Geographic Area of
Particular Concern  GAPC! guidelines as a mechanism for addressing cumulative and
secondary impacts from development in these sensitive areas,

:2Y <Ag I,iiii-iiy .99i

Pr Be
FY92

~ draft amended guidelines

FY93
~ adopt legislation to amend GAPC guidelines

FY92-Completed
FY93Mmyleted

a! Proposed Program Change: Accomplished
1! In 1993, Legislature adopted amended GAPC Regulatory Guidelines.  LRR!

b! Sumnrary of Results/F&urncement
llew legislatively adopted GAPC Guidelines amendments expand existing and adds

new categories of areas  eg: historic area, shellfish beds! that can be designated as
G/ECs. It also identifies pnAechon standards to assure that permits for construction in
such areas will protect identified resources and not violate protection standards

c! Proj ect Produce>s
1! 1993 Legislation - Amendment to GAPC law. South Carolina CZMA, Section

54/3/190.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: No

g! Is Project of ¹tionaL5tatetocal Importance: State
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U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS

The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs.identiYied by the Virgin &lands cover two
issues;

~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
Public Access

The problems identified in the 5309 priority enhancement issues areas are
summarized as follows:

u 1ative and n
Cumulative and Secondary Impacts  CSI! in the Virgin Island coastal zone are the

result af several activities related to: hotel and condominium development; commercial
and residential upland development; dredging and 61ling of salt ponds and wetlands; and
the increase in the number of marinas and dock facilities. CSI are closely intertwined
with wetland degradatiou and destruction. Runoff from developed areas and sewage
disposal systems negatively impacts the wetlands and beaches. Also, increased runoff
increases the potential of erosion. Added to the numerous issues and problems associated
with cumulative and secondary impacts, is the fact that the present regulatory system
restrict CZM jurisdiction to that narrow strip of land running the peter of the V.l.
coastline. As a result, much of the upland development goes unchecked or is regulated by
less restrictive controls.

%ith the increased demand for coastal acct for tourism and Virgm Island
residents, hotels and condominiums have increami dnmatically in number, thereby
reducing the amount of available coastal access for the public. The access problem has
become more acute because littoral property owners ate now developing lots which had
remained vacant in past years. Other problems include the growing resistance by littoral
property owners to allow people to cross their property to get to the shore, habitat
destruction by the pubhc; lack of appropriate facilities at the access sites such as garbage
receptacles, off street parking and picnic tables. Finally, there currently is no accur3te
inventory of public coastal access in the Virgin Islands.

List of the Virgin Islands $309 Projects for FY 1992 and FY 1993

VI�! Cumulative and Secondary impacts Project, WF, FY92-$55,000, FY93 � $55,000.

VI�! Public Access Project, PSM, FY92-$71,000, FY93-$82,834.

A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Department of Planning and Natural Resources
Nisky Center, Suite 231
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, USVI 00802
809-774-3320  Phone!
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809-775-5706  Fax!
Cpntagts; Sue Higgins

Joan Harrigan Farreily
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Title: VI  I! Cumulative and Secondary Impacts Project, WF, FY92-455,000,
FY93-$55,000.

g fU p i b gCZM
management area from a two tier system to a single tier system which would include the
entire land masses of all three islands, presently excluded from the existing CZM
jurisdiction. A second objective would be to replace the Earth Change Law with
regulations which would regulate future development based on the proposed use, site
conditions, type, size, and any other features relevant to the development. A third
objective of the $309 project would be to redefine the major and minor permits.
Restructuring the tier system would also mean restructuring the CZM Commission as
weQ as the Permits Division and the CZM Program.

~lb ':3y* � . - w».1995!

FY92
~ Hired a Setuor Planner

~ Preliminary report on single tier system completed
~ Final single tier system program changes for CZM Commission in June '93

 rejected by Commission!
~ Assessment report on the Land Development Law presented September '93

FY93

~ Report analysis of proposed single-tier system changes submitted July '94

o'ect letion
FY92

Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

FY93
Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.

a! Proposed Program Changes: On schedule.
1! Convert the two tier permitting system to a single tier system, which would then

recognize the entire territory as being within the coastal zone.  RR/L!
2! Implementation of an Environmental Assessment and Impact Study  EAIS! for

all proposed development.  PG!

b! Sulnrnary of Results/Fwhancement
~ V.I. Legislature in the process of scheduling public hearings on proposed

CLWUP legislation to be held in late September

c! Project Products To Date
~ Final version of CLWUP delivered to the Governor 684
~ Public meetings held in May, 1993 on St. Croix, St. Thomas, and St. John

d! Other Benefits
~ The Coastal zone and its development would become a total entity falling under

a single development law
~ Major permits thresholds and procedures revised
~ Guidelines for the preparation of EAIS revised
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e! Unexpected Results: none

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: Responsibility for parks type activities rests with
several territorial agencies, each of which has its priorities. Moreover, some agencies
serve as state agencies for the respective federal grantor departments,  DOC, DOI,
DOT, USDA, EPA!. Any change proposed for the Territory's adannistrative structure
must take into account the complexity of parks-related federal funding.

g! Is the Project af NationalfState/Local Importance? State and Local
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~itl: VI�! Public Access Project, PSM, FY92-$71,000, FY93-$82,834

. This multi-year task Project of Special Merit  PSM! task is to
establish a Territorial Parks System  TPS! Authority and spell out its responsibilities to
oversee marine and terrestrial parks, open spaces, and protected areas

3 � I . 99 S*p 1 3G. 1995!

F F92 - achieved in FY93.

Fl'93

~ Report oa the roles of the Housing, Parks aad Recreation and the Department of
Planning and Natural Resources in relation to the Territorial Park System

~ MOU Between the Department of Housing, Parks and Recreation and Plaaruag and
Natural Resources AND the Department of Property 4, Procurement finalized for
signature

~ Report on Existiag Park Legislation pertaining to land acquisition; federal and
territorial fundiag sources  forwarded to OCRM KJ94!

~ Assessment of State Agencies and Departments with Parks-Related Functions
~ Draft of the Land Development Law Relating to Parks
~ Inventory of Potential Park Sites  Government-owned property!
~ Report on the establishment of a Temtorial Park Authority

Report assessing applicability of fundraising techniques to the Temtorial Park
System

FY92 Work
~ Not on schedule but likely to be completed

F193 Work

~ Not on schedule but likely to be completed

a! Proposed Program Change: Not on schedule, but still hkely to be completed.
1! The implementation of a Territorial Park System Authority which would be

considered aa improvement to the territory's coastal plaaniag struck@.  L!
2! Implementation of a Territorial Park System aad maaagement team.  L!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: not yet completed

c! Project Products To Date: see above

d! Other Benefits: Improved dialogue within government aad with concerned citizens
about how best to achieve the goaL

e! Unexpected Results: Raised awareness of opportunities for publidprivate partnerships
in park funding and management.

f! impediments to Proj ect Success: Responsibility for parks-type activities rests with
several territorial agencies, each of which has its priorities Moreover, some agencies
serve as state agencies for the respective federal grantor departments,  DOC, DOI,
DOT, USDA, KPA!. Any change proposed for the Territory's administrative structure
must take into account the complexity of parks-related federal funding.
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g J Is the Project of NationaL5tarcfLocaI Importance? Yes. We expect that the program
change will result in significantly expanded public/private partnerships to assure
funding for acquisitions and operations into the 21st century.

255



VIRGINIA

The $309 Priority Enhancement Needs idetitified by Alabama cover five issues:

~ Wetlands

HazÃds
~ Public Access
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Special Area Management Planning

The problems identified hi the Virginia $309 priority enhanceinent issues areas are
summarized as follows:

W~i~ig
Within its current water quality standards, Virginia presently lacks an adequate

definition and classification categories for non-tidal wetlaads. This lack of a classification
impairs the protection of noa-tidal wetlands within the coastal zone of the State. The only
existing classification, called swamp waters, addresses only a small fraction of the more
than 500,000 acres of iion-tidal wetlands within the Commonwealth's zone. AdditioaaQy,
it lacks descriptive criteria which would specificaHy designate certain waters as aon-tidal
wetlands, describe their function and value, aad provide biological water quality criteria
for use by the State Water Cotitrol Board in formulating its permit decisions.

Lower Northampton County and its barrier islaad lagoon system aad bayside creeks
contain a unique mix of cultural and natural resources. The Eastern Shore's chain has
been designated a World Biosphere Reserve by the United Nations ia recognition of its
great ecological value. Approximately 260 species of birds depend heavily on lower and
seaside Northamptoa County habitat. The area also supports a large array of rare aad
endangered species such as the Northeastern Beach Tiger Beetle, piping plover, aad bald
eagles.

Northampton is also experiencing a demand for high density, low-income housing.
Poor soil suitability for septic systems requires appropriate sewage disposal. Such
treatment is often unaffordable in a depressed economy such as Northamptoa's.
Additionally, the County is seeking to locate a seafood or vegetable processing industrial
park within the proposed mammy:ment area. Eco-tourism also threatens Northmpton's
natural resources If not properly planned, human activities could damage these natural
resources.

The issue at hand revolves around the inability to deal with these threats. The
difficulty in dealing with these threats is that there is no distinct state and/or local agency
charged with aad given the authority to coordinate a comprehensive approach to resource
protection and compatible economic development. Each party is constrained by its own
turf, and thereby incapacitated from addressing cross-cutting issues. Coordinated effort is
hampered by the lack of funding for data collection and aaalysislsyathesis.

List of Virginia >309 Projects for FY 1992 and FY 1993

Wet~i+
VA �! "Protecting Virginia's Noa-tidal Wetlands" WF, FY92 � $50,000, FY93�

$50,000
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A summary evaluation of each $309 project is attached.

Laura McKay
Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Intergovernmental Coordination
Chesapeake Bay and Coastal Programs Office
6th Floor
Richmond VA 232l9
804-7624323
804-762-4319  Fax!

State Contact:
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VA �! "Conservation Easement Program," PSM, FY92-$85,000
VA �! "Coordination of Lower Seaside Northampton County Special Area Management

Plan," FY92 � $178,000, FY93 � $178,000.



Title: VA �! Protecting Virginia's Nontidal Wetlands WF, FY92 � $50,000,
FY93 - $50,000

:B pW fW pj i d 1p -dd I d
quality standards. A water classification system wiH be established, a methodology
assessing the functional values and beneficial uses of non-tidal wetlands will be
developed, and criteria to protect wetlands of high value will be adopted.

O' ITi ~ h II:2t'
 October 1, 1992 to September 30, 1994!

Update:
FY92 Extended project through December 31, 1993
FY93 Extended project through March 31, 1995

FY92
~ Report on activities in other states concerning beneficial use designation,

development of water quality standards for wetlands and identification of specific
wetlands for protection.

~ Draft nontidal wetlands classification scheme, with criteria for identifying high
value wetlands,

~ Draft assessment methodology which identifies likely functions and values and
designated beneficial uses of nontidal wetlands.

FY93
~ Functioning assessment sampling of nontidal wetlands.
~ Report on field sampling of functions and designation of beneficial uses.
~ Re6ned classification system proposed to DEQ Management
~ Draft report on identification of high value wetlands.

in

FY92 Completed

FY93 Not on schedule, changed scope of work, but revised scope is stiH likely to be
completed.

a! Propased Program Changes: Not on schedule, but still likely to be completed.
1! Development and adoption of a comprehensive water quahty classification system

for non-tidal wetlands within Virginia's coastal zone.  FG!
2! Development and adoption of criteria to be used in designating specific high value

wetlands for placement in the highest protection classifications.  PG!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement:
~ Review of State Programs
~ Review of Wetlands Assessment Methods
~ Description of Assessment Method Propomi for Virginia
~ proposed Virginia Wetlands Classification System
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c! Proj ect Products To Date:
FY 92: As described above.
FY93: None received to date.

d! Other Benefits: None

e! Unexpected Results: None

fi Impediments to Proj ect Success: During the project period, the Council on the
Environment, and the State Water Control Board have been combined with the
Departments of Waste Management and Air Pollution Control to form this new
Department of Environmental Quality. The project has been impeded by this
consolidation and the associated uncertainties in structural reorganiration. There has
been a gubernatorial change in the state and the admunistration has put forth a policy
that there wil1 be no new regulations that are more stringent than federal guidelines.
Both factors have contributed to the lack of policy dizection for this project. It has
been very difficult to effect program changes in such a short period, given the
changing political climate.

Additionally, prottucts under this project would be developed at least one year
prior to EPA's process for reviewing Virginia's comphance with water quality
standards development through the Triennial Review of the Clean Water Act. This
could lead to a program being established  including regulatory and structural
elements, as well as citizen expectations! that could then be judged insufficient to
meet EPA's minimum requirements.

g! Is the Project of NationaL5tatciLocal Importance? State
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Title: VA   2! Conservation Easement Program, PSM, FY92-$85,000

'Yb pw fU" p J d I p pl
the-art" conservation easement manual for waterfront farms specifying measures to
control inappropriate development and minimize land use impacts on water quality. Work
will be subcontracted to the Nature Conservancy which wi11 work with individual farmers
on about 10 priority tracts, A financial analysis model will be developed and applied to
i11ustrate that low impact development is an economically viable alternative for
waterfront farms.

~l ect: 1 year  October 1, 1992 to September 30, 1993!

FY92

~ By January 1993, revise model easement; complete list of priority tracts and
detailed criteria used for settiag priorities.

~ By February 1993, complete 6nancial analysis model.
~ By March 1993, photos and inaps complete for 6 tracts.
~ By April 1993, land-use plans and 6nancial analyses complete for 6 tracts.
~ By July 1993, photos and maps for 4 tracts; contact 20 landowners aad have

commitments for 10 tracts.
~ By September 1993, 1and-use plans and financial analyses complete for remainiag 4

tracts.

~ By October 1993, 10 easements and conservation easemeat maaual.

Completed

a! Proposed Program Changes: To record conservation easements on 10 seaside farm
tracts.  AMR!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement
1! A state-of-the-art conservation easement was developed for seaside farms aad

villages.
2! A ranging system for identif'ying priority tracts was created based on:

developability factors  water access, water frontage, acreage, soils!,
programmatic values, and opportuaity to secure an easemeat. A financial
analysis model was developed and applied to the 10 tracts for which easements
were developed. Contacts were made with at least 20 priority tract owners.
These contacts resulted in the Conservancy acquiring four properties, taking
options on two properties and negotiating an five additional properties.
Baseline data and maps were prepared for aH 10 tracts. The Conservancy
completed necessary steps to assure pmnaaent conservation casemeat
restrictions for 10 properties. The Conservancy now owns title to each of these
properties. The Conservancy wiH retain aad record a conservation easement
upon the sale or transfer of the properties, using the conservation easement legal
document as presented in the appendix of the manual. Two thousand copies of
"Partners in Protection � Virginia's Eastern Shore Seaside Farms � A
Conservation Easement Program." This full color, 40-page manual was
designed for landowners, potential seaside farm buyers and conservation
practitioners.



c! Project Products To Date: As described above.

d! Other Benejt ts: In the process of carrying out this work, many property owners were
educated about the need and reasons for conservation practices on the seaside of
Northampton County; the Virginia Coast Reserve of The Nature Conservancy
developed GIS computer mapping capability for very detailed, site-scale land use
planning. In exchange for this, The Conservancy agreed to share with the
Northampton Special Area Management Plan Sustainable Development Program the
following. water quality monitoring data horn traieR citizea volunteers; detailed
data sets on other Conservancy "mamw'tes," ground-truth data at the individual
easement sites as it is collected; a GIS base map for Acoomack County.

e! Unexpected Results As described above.

fl Impediments to Project Success: There were no major impediments except that a
one-year grant was an extremely short time frame in which to attempt to actual1y
record the easements.

g! Is the Project of Nationai~4'tatoKocal Importance? This project is significant at all
levels of government. It is locally significant in that it has resulted in the perpetual
protection of key seaside hrms in Northampton County. It is signi6cant at the state
level because it is being used by Nature Conservancy staF as a "sales tool" for
convincing water&oat faaners to place easements on their property. It is of national
significance as a model approach.
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Title: VA �! Lower aad Seaside Northampton County Special Area Management
Plan, FY9~178,000; FY93 � 178,000

Tbsp i d 'ge p «hllfh
habitat on the dp and seaside of the Delmarva peniasula  including its barrier island
lagoon system! while simultaneously developing sustainable industries such as nature
tourism and aquaculture which relay on the protection of coastal habitats. Other
sustainable industries such as natural products-based arts aad crafts, sustainable
agriculture, and a zero-emission or "green" industrial park are being developed. The
project involves federal, state, local and nonprofit entities as well as a large citizen task
force. Research on migratory songbird habitat was conducted to fill in data gaps. All
coastal resource data layers are to be entered into a comprehensive ARGZNFO
Geographic Information System to aid in the planning process.

y t . m 5e I 0. 996!

FY92
~ By January 1993, hire a project coordinator based in the County ofhce.
~ By March 1993, appoiat citizen task force, compile existing data for GIS; prepare

RFP for econoraic analysis of value of coastal resources ia the area.
~ By June 1993, secure contractor for economic work, hold public wor}rshop oa the

Special Area Management Plan; develop plans for 5rst Eastern Shore Birdiag
Festival; complete raigratory songbird habitat/land use inventory.

~ By August 1993, begia weekly bird surveys recording number and species of birds
and use of habitat structure.

~ By September 1993, train project coordinator in use of ARCView software; enter
hydrographic, transportation and building footprint data into GIS; draft public
access guidelines, hold workshop on exceptional waters designation.

~ By November 1993, analyze FY91 and FY92 migratory songbird data. Complete
digital maps of barrier island and raarsh nesting sites for colonial water birds.

F793 By September 1994, maps of sites to be nominated for exceptional waters
designation; report on sustainable economics analysis; draft MOU for public access;
draft subdivision ordinance for protecting vegetation; draft cluster development
zoning ordinance; adopt sustainable development action strategy.

P
On schedule.

a! Proposed Program Changes: On schedule. ModrTicatioa of existing subdivision
ordinance to maintain mriximal vegetative cover, MOU to amend state road design
criteria, minimize impervious surface and vegetation clearing; MOU to minimize
vegetation clearing and pesticide use and maximize planting of native vegetation ia
power line rights-of-way; modification of zoning ordinances to encourage
development clustered around historic town sites; designation of exceptional waters
where no additional discharges are allowed; subaqueous permit guidelines for siting
of aquacuLture facilities, dredge material disposal and aquinas; stormwater
management plan and ordinance; MOU to increase public access and promote nature
tourism.  MOU/RR/PG/LP!
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Proj ect Products To Date: As described above.

Other Benefits: The clam mariculture industry in the country is taking advaatage of
the commitment to clean waters  through exceptional waters designatioa! and is
expanding its operations.

Unexpected Results: The County Board of Supervisors has requested that the entire
county be included in the Management Plan. Funding of the SAMP led directly to the
county receiviag a $500,000 ISTEA grant. Aa historic settlements, villages, towns
survey/preservation ordinance will be conducted/ah~ by thc county and jointly
funded by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. A First Anaual Heritage
Festival was sponsored by the County aad other SAMP partners focusing oa
interconnections of the county's natural and cultural history and resources with
special emphasis on and participation fmm the county's African-American
population. The Port of Cape Charles Sustainable Development Industrial Park was
selected as a demonstration site for thc President's Council on Sustainable
Development. The Northampton County Sustainable Developiacat Actioa Strategy
received the National Association of Counties Presidential Leadership Aware for
Sustainable Development. The Sustainable Development Task Force Chiiirrtian, Dr.
Mike Piersoa, was appointed to the Virginia Sustainable Developiaent Task Force by
Governor George Allen. The County Administrator, Tom Harris, was appointed to
the National Association of Counties Sustainable Development Task Force. Tim
Hayes, the SAMP coordinator, was flown to Utah to describe the program to USDA
staff.

e!

1mpedintents to Project Success: There have been fcw impcdimcnts thus far other
than a need for more time than anticipated to educate all of the stakeholders as to
what the Plan is attempting to accomplish.

Local political support has been very good. It remains to be seen how far a
locality can proceed in Virginia  given Dillon's Rule! toward enacting ordinances
which restrict a property owner's right to rcmove vegetation. There is a slight
problem ia that exceptional waters designation precludcs shellfish hatcheries;
however, growout of shellfish can occur in exceptional waters which is the key to
enhanciag marketability.
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Summary of Results/FMurncement: A new county zoning ordinance aad map have
been drafted and are being considered by the Planning Commission to focus
development in the County's settlements, villages and towns. Thc ordia mce will
require cluster development to protect vegetation/habitat and water quality. Specific
vegetation protection and installation provisions are included in the draft zoning
ordinance. Nominations have bcea drafted for exceptional waters designation. A
community workshop on this issue was held. An MOU has been drafted between the
county and Delmirva Power Company for appropriate management of vegetatioa in
power line rights-of-way for wildlife habitat protection. First Annual Birding Festival
attracted over 1,000 visitors from outside the county and l,000 local residents.
Economic analysis estimated visitor spending at $52,000. Initial data layers for the
GIS are completed. Research on habitat requirements of migratory songbirds is
complete. A report entitled "Northamptoa Migratory Bird Habitat Utilization Study"
is complete and available as is the Northampton County Sustainable Development
Action Strategy."



g! Is the Project of National/State/Local Importance? Yes, the project is of importance
at all levels. Local importance is perhaps the greatest in terms of actually protecting
habitat and revitalizing a collapsed local economy. National importance stems &om
this being one of the few examples in the country of implementation of a
comprehensive sustainable development strategy.



WASHINGTON

The $309 priority enhancement needs identified by Washington cover five issues:

~ Wetlands
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts
~ Hazards
~ Public Access

~ Special Area hhmqmment Plans  SAMP!

The problems identified ln the $309 enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

W~~
Although Washington boasts a tremendous diversity of wetlands, about one-third have
been lost to fiH or conversion to other uses. The loss continues through direct threats such
as fiHing, draijning, dredging and vegetation removal and through indirect threihs such as
sediment production from erosion, exotic plant species introduction, and stormwater
impacts. No single wetlands management pmgmn exists and existing authorities do not
adequately cover wetlands less that 20 acres in surface area or riparian wetlands assaulted
with streams of less than 20 ch annual aveeige Oow. Attempts in 1989 and 1990 to pass
comprehensive wetlands management legislation failed. Washington's new Growth
Management Act may offer an oppoetunity to partially address gaps in veQands regulatory
programs through local plans and regulations.

Washington's Puget Sound are is experiencing the adverse afFect of growth- congested
freeways, restrictions on wood burning stoves, weekend lines at ferry landing, and higher
taxes. Growth is also affectmg shoreline resources: She116sh bed closures due to bacterial
contamination Som failing septic systems and urban stormwater runoff; paci6c herring,
surf smelt, chum, and pink sahnon threatened by loss of shallow water habitat due to
bulkheading and other forms of shoreline hardening; and the elimination of wildlife habitat
such as sandspits further endangering marine bird species. The wide range of cumulative
and secondary impacts Aom growth, including the loss of wetlands functions, need to be
addressed through more effective regulations or develop some special protection for its
special coastal resources.

Kmrda
Coastal hazards in Washington consist of three related problems- flooding, erosion and
land slides, and sea level rise. For none of these issues is there a comprehensive
management, regulation, or protection of public and private investment in the shoreline.
The proliferation of new residential construction along Puget Sound shorelines in recent
years has lead to an increased incidence of shoreline armoring. Management discussions
have been controversiaL Washington needs to address the cumulative and secondary effects
of large scale shoreline armoring practices while allowing for erosion protection of
threatened structures and planning for appropriate new development

Loss of pubhc access to water is one of the most pressing outdoor recreation problems
facing Washington, On rivers, access points for boating and fishing are limited and often
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through private property. Access to Washington's many lakes is blocked by privately
owned shoreline. Access to the marine shoreline is less of a problem, but support facihties
such as parks is inadequate for Washington's growing population. The high cost and
scarcity of available adequate- sized waterfront property hampers public acquisition,
coupled with cumbersome acquisition process. Although Washington's coastal program
provides annual grants to local governments for public access, planning and acquisition,
much more needs to be done ia cooperation with other agencies.

a a

Grays Harbor Estuary Managemeat Plan is Washington's oaly formal SAMP. The Padilia
Bay Estuarine Research Reserve and the Washington Coast Marine Sanctuary represent
other forms of special area plaaning and designation. The NisquaUy River Management
Plan serves as a model for a non-regulatory SAMP. Washington needs to identify various
kinds of special areas which would benefit from the SAMP process and for which their is
local support for designation aad management.

List of Vfashiagton's $309 Projects for FY92 and FV93

WA �! - Cceedinate Shoreline Management Program with Growth Mahgement Act, WF,
FY92-$221,000, FY93-$221,000, FY94-$221,000

WA �! - Coastal Erosion Management Strategy, PSM, FY92-4179,000, FY93�
$100,000, FY94-$133,00G

A summary evaluation oi' each $309 project is attached.

State Contact: Washington Shorelands and CZM Program
P.O. Box 47600
3GG Desmond Drive
Olympia, WA 98504-7600
2M@07-7280  Phone!
206-407-6535  Fax!

Contacts: Douglas Canning 295 IO7-6781
Peter Skowlund 2~$7-6535
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: WA�! Coordinate Shoreline Management Program with Growth
Management Act, WF, FY92 � $221,000, FY93--$221,000, FY94-
$221,000

P~ : The purpose of this project is to integrate CVHPdShoreliae
Management Act  SMA! program improvement priorities, including those pertaining to
wetlands protection, into the updated local comprehensive plans and implementing
regulations  including Shoreline Management Plan updates! that are required to be
developed by the new Growth Management Act  GMA!. Shoreline Master Programs
 SMP! wiH be enhanced when local governments complete their growth management
plans. This project involves 6aaacial, technical and policy assistance to local governments
in developing and adopting compatible growth, wetlands, aad shoreline management
strategies which will result in improved existing shoreline master programs consistent with
the SMA and &2HP policies.

Y  J 92 I.19F-I 30 >9%6!

FY92

~ develop technical assistance materials including model shorehne policies
~ coordination with other state agencies to ensure consistent policy and apgeoach,

MOUs on technical assistance delivery; revise 306 grant award criteria to favor
proposals addressing growth and CI issues

~ solicit aad deliver technical and financial assistance to local governments focusing oa
coastal growth impacts in local plan and policy development

~ review and comment on proposed uIdates to local governraeat plan and implementiag
regulatioos

FY93!94

~ reports on continued provision of till aad financial assist3nce to coastal local
governments with development of local plans aad regulatioas to implement gmvth
and shoreline management policies

~ ensure local adoption of policies that incorporate model policy provisions developed
by CKING', including model shoreline management aad wetlands regulations. Focus
in FY95 will be oa developing consistent implementing regulations.

~ reports oa state level coordination to address coastal cumulative impact issues.

F Y96

~ formal review and adoption of CZM Program iinprovemeats-enhanced local
Shoreliae Master Prolpmms SMP! � and final rule adoptioa of local SMP
amendments.

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work � Completed
FY94 Work - On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- not scheduled for completioa until
1996.

Adoption of Rule on Shoreline Master Program Enhancements  RR!
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b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project not completed yet,

c! Project Products To Date IncLude;.
1! Coordinating Wetlands Requirements Under the Shoreline Management Act and the

Growth Management Act �J93!
2! A MiniWuidebook on the Shoreline Management Act
3! Suggested Shoreline Goals and Policy Considerations by Comprehensive Plan

Element

4! Shoreline Management Guidebook- 2nd Edition 1994  i/94! and Appendix A-
Integration of Growth Management with Shoreline Management: Loud Options

d! Other Benefits
1! gained experience working with local governments that are a~ed to develop

growth management plans and regulatioas, particulariy about the issues;
2! forced a second look at the Shoreline Management Act  SMA! and its relation to the

new Growth Management Act  GMA! which will lead to new legislation to amend
the SMA as paxt of a "regulatory reform" effort to integrate the GMA and the SMA;

3! sponsored planning conference with local planners to discossion integration of SMA
and GMA;

4! local interest ia using their Shoreline Master Programs  SMPs! as a mechanism to
address growth management rnandates such as designation and protection of
critical areas; and

5! opportunity to zefocus some 5306 funds to amend local Shoreline Master Programs.

e! Unexpected Results: New uadeekexhng at the upper management level that Shoreline
Management Program is most affect by the Greach Management Act and management
conflicts need to be resolvecL

f! Impedinumts to Project Success: Growth Management Act was amended to delay
deadlines for comprehensive plans for six moaths to match deadlines for development
regulation completion. This should not be a major impediment however.

g! ls Project of Nalionab5tatc/Local Importance: State aad locaL
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Title: WA �! - Coastal Erosion Management Strategy, PSM, FY92-
$179,000, FY93--$100,000, F Y94--$133,000

: The purpose of this project is to develop an erosion management
program addressing reduction of hazards and the mitigation of adverse cumulative effects
of structural approaches to shoreline erosion control. This project involves the �!
development of model elements for local Shoreline Management Programs  SMPs! which
will address  a! how to protect existing structures from erosion while minimizing adverse
effects and  b! coastal erosion ha.~~l management for new construction, emphasizing
nonstructural approaches such as setbacks. It also involves �! adoption by local
governments and state approval of local Shoreline Master Program amendments followed
by incorpormtion into the State SMP and Washington C22VIP.

~P': 49* J»y . 99-J . 69

FY92

~ Technical Studies: Shoreline Armoring Inventory and Characterization  Thurston
County!

~ Engineering and Geotechnical Techniques for Coastal Erosion Management in Puget
Sound

~ Shoreline Armoring Effects of Physical Gxistal Processes in Puget Sound
~ Annotated Bibliographies on Shoreline Armoring Effects, Vegetative Emsion

Control, and Beach Nourishment
Policy Studies: Policy Alternatives for Ccestal Erosion Management

~ Coordination: Coaed Erosion Technical Advisory Committee

FY93 Technical Studies: Shoreline Armoriag Effects on Coastal Ecology /Biological
Resources Coastal Bluff Management Alternatives for Puget Sound

~ Policy Studies: Regional Apl.'coaches to Address Coastal Erosion Management
~ Coordination: Coastal Erosion Technical Advisory Committee  Abandoned!

FY94
~ Technical Studies: Dry and Final Proysrzmatic Environmental Impact Statement

 EIS!
~ 9 l~ d~lJ P 6 d

Government for Adoption into "Shoreline Management Guidebook."
~ Coordination: Initiation of Rule Adoption Process.

FY95
~ Amend Washington Adm. Code 173-16  Shoreline I 4nagement Act Guidelines for

Development of Master Prom fans! to set a schedule for local government adoption of
coastal erosion standards.

~ Pubhc Support: Coastal Erosion Advisory Committee

0 c

FY92 Work - Completed
FY93 Work - Completed
FY94 - On Schedule
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II

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- completion of model elements for
SMP scheduled for FY9S; local adoption and C>GMP amendment scheduled for FY96.
 LP!

b! Summary of Results/Enhancement: Project is not complete yet.

c! Project Products
1! Technical and pohcy reports  see benchrnarks for titles!
2! Coastal Erosion Bulletin- an occasional newsletter
3! Draft and Fmal Programmatic EIS
4! Draft and Final guidance to local governments
5! peer review papers at conferences and symposia
6! Technology transfer papers- planned

d! Other Benefits: No

e! Unexpected Results: No

f! Impediments to Project Success: 1! agency downsizing and nmrganization; 2! inability
of other agencies and organizations to participate due to budget cuts resulting in
abandonment of Coastal erosion Technical Advisory Committee.

g! Is Project of NationaL5ta~al Inrportance: Yes- good mearure of interest in the
project has been shown by coastal and shoreline managers in other states and nations,
by other Washington state agency resow managers, and by local go~munent
shoreline administrators.
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wiscoNSiN

The �09 priority enhancement needs identified by Wisconsin cover three
issues:

~ Wetlands

~ Hazards  made a high priority at request of OCRM!
~ Cumulative and Secondary Impacts  dropped duc to lack of funding!

The problems identiTied in the 5309 enhancement issue areas are
summarized as follows:

W~ag@
Wisconsin has lost roughly 50 percent of its original wetlands through filling, draining and
otherwise altering them, resulting in degradation of water quality; dccmmd fish and
wMife habitats, populations, and diversity; incrca!ed flooding and shoreline erosion; and
affected groundwater quality and quantity. Considering that of Wisconsin's estimated 59
million acres of remaining wetlands, about 25 percent are in counties adjacent to thc Great
Lakes and two unique wetland types only occur within Wisconsin's coastal zone, wetlands
protection will be a high priority for Wisconsin's  Zh4P. There is a need to improve
implementation of existing state and local regulatory and management progr~s by
providing resources to improve monitoring of wetlarxh, training for stateand local
officials, demonstration projects and public eduction. New wetland protection «uthceities
should also be developed, tested and implemented.

Over the years, hazards has increased the costs and risk of damage to coastal homes,
busincs'.m, and public facilities. This includes a combination of erosion of coastal bluffs,
banks and beaches and the near shore coastal areas; flooding from upland runoff, high lake
levels and storm-iuduced surges; and darmtgc to shoreline structures born storm waves.
The most notable tltrc its to Wisconsin's coast arc shoreline erosion along specific segments
of the coast. The regulatory foundation for accessing coastal flooding and erosion needs
to be to improved.

List of Wisconsin $309 Projects for FY92 and FY93

%~thuds
WI�! Wetlands Professional Certification Program, WF, FY93 � $68,0GO

 Wisconsin did not complete their $309 Strategy until 1993, so received no $309 funds
in FY92; applied for but did not receive any PSM funds in FY93!

A Summary evaluations of the $309 project for Wisconsin is attached.

State Contact: Wisconsin CZbW
Department of Administration
P.O. Box 7868
101 East Wilson Street, 6th Floor
Madison, WI 53707-7868
608 � 266-7257  Phone!
608-267-6931  Fax!
Dea Larscn
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~itl: WI�!: Wetland Professional Certification Program, WF, FY93-
$68,000

P~:33 fd P j I «I P 3 d
professional certification program in Wisconsin by 1996, This project involves the
following components: �! development of educational materials to support the
certification iacludiag a basic and advance guide to Wisconsin wetlands and a curriculum;
�! track legislation pertaining to wetlands professional certificatio; �! training; �!
recommendations for certification provisions; and �! legislation mandating a wetlands
professional certification prograia.

~P': Y Id I I. Pgdgp I 3g.

FY93

~ Basic Guide to Wisconsin's Wetlands and their Boundaries
~ Cumculum to Teach Basic Guide
~ Complete analysis of state wetlands legislation

F Y94/F Y95

~ Training workshops for Basic Guide 94! aad Advanced Guide  95!
~ Encourage passage of Wetlands Professional Certification Legislatioal

d YPW ~ f d g' ddf 3 p g
~ Advanced Guide to Wie~sin Wetlands

Cumculum to Teach Advaaced Guide

P 'e t'

FY93 Work - Completed or On Schedule

a! Proposed Program Change: Not Accomplished- pxoject not scheduled for completion
until 1996.

Adopt legislation maadating Wetlands Professional Certification Pxogram  L!

b! Summary of Results/Znlumcernent: Project is aot completed yet.

c! Project Produce;

1! Basic Guide to Wiscoasin Wetlands aad their Bouadaries
2! Cumculum To Teach Basic Guide

d! Other Benejits: Interest from Wisconsin's County Code Administrators in support of
wetlands professional certificatio has lead to co-sponsorship of foruxas oa
certdfiicatioa,

e! Unexpected Results: Noae

f! Impediments to Proj ect Success: None yet

g! Is Project of Nationab5tateZacal Importance: State aad National as model for other
states.
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