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Report to the President from the Secretary of Commerce on the Implementation
of the Coastal Zone Management Act during Fiscal Year 1976

This report to the President is submitted in compliance with

Section 316 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. The
Secretary of Commerce, who is charged with the administration of this
statute, is required to submit a report on November 1 on the operation of
the program during the preceding fiscal year.

Congress has included in the requirement for an annual report specific areas
which are to be covered. This fourth report on the coastal management pro-
gram is organized to respond item by item to the 11 specified topics. The
three additional areas added by the amendments to the coastal zone law
enacted on July 26, 1976, are included. Three of the requirements, items
four to six, are not covered because no activity occurred in the areas in
question. They deal with programs that have been disapproved (none) ,
activities found not to be consistent with approved state programs (none)
and regulations issued during the year (none). Copies of the regulations

in effect during the year are included with the annual reports of previous

Because the requirement of the statute is to prepare a report for submission
before November 1, there was not time to cover those activities of the Office
of Coastal Zone Management of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration during the transition fiscal year quarter in 1976. These months will
be included in the report submitted for fiscal year 1977.

Fiscal year 1976 saw the first state coastal zone program reach approvable
status. It was a significant occasion for this Department to certify that
the State of Washington had met the detailed and stringent requirements of
the coastal management law and thus merit Federal matching funds for program
administration.

The year also saw Congress complete action on a major expansion of the basic
coastal zone law and the addition of an energy impact program. This latter
program, authorized at $1.2 billion over 10 years, is a major development in
national policy. The program authorizes the Federal Government to assist
coastal states and local communities to finance public services and facilities
necessary to support coastal energy development which is in the national
interest.

This action by Congress, signed into law on July 26 by the President, is a
strong vote of confidence in the basic merits of the coastal program as a

means of providing national and environmentally sound management of the
Nation's coastal areas.



Highlights, Fiscal Year 1976

e Approval of the first state program, meeting the requirements of the
national legislation, submitted by the State of Washington. On June 1,
1976, the Secretary of Commerce approved the Washington program enabling
a grant to be made to the State to aid in the operation of its program
during the year, the first such administrative grant made under the pro-
visions of the 1972 legislation.

¢ Congress enacted wholesale changes in the basic program, aimed at
strengthening the original Act, and in addition provided for a billion-
dollar coastal energy impact program. Purpose of the latter 1is to make
available financial assistance where needed by states and local communities
faced with the need to provide services and facilities made necessary by
energy facilities serving the national interest.

® Four completed programs, two from states and two from geographic segments
within coastal zones, were submitted to the office during the year. They

are undergoing review with the expectation that it will be approved during
fiscal year 1977/.

& Initial funding to help states plan for the impacts stemming from an
accelerated Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas development program was
made available to states. Passed as a supplemental to the fiscal year
1975 budget at the request of President Ford, the funds were distributed

during fiscal year 1976.

e Ten Federal agencies distributed guidance to their regional and field offices
advising them of the manner in which they should take part in and cooperate
with states in the development and implementation of coastal programs.

¢ The Office of Coastal Zone Management took part in a number of efforts to

assess the expected onshore impacts from new Outer Continental Shelf oil
and gas operations planned around the United States. A joint study by the

office, the National Science Foundation and the Bureau of Land Management

in the Department of Interior, was begun. A second study with the Bureau
of Land Management on state information needs on OCS impacts was also
started.

& The third national estuarine sanctuary was established in Hawaiil

with a grant of $200,000 with which the state will acquire a 5,900-acre
site on the island of Hawaii. The grant is a 50-percent matching grant.

(See Appendix 1.)

¢ Draft regulations were prepared and circulated on a key section of the Act,
which requires Federal agencies to conduct their activities in a manner

consistent with state programs once approved at the national level.




The operation of the coastal management program was subjected to a
careful audit by the General Accounting Office which, while approving
of the basic administration of the program, indicated areas for

improvement.

A program in which doctoral candidates at Stanford University spend a

year in Washington to learn how public policy is made was successfully
initiated. Eight Stanford Fellows were attached to various offices

in Washington dealing with ocean-related policy matters, under the
sponsorship of the Sea Grant Program, with participation by the Office

of Coastal Zone Management.

Funding for fiscal 1976 was approved at the level of $18 million, the
highest in the program's existence.

The Coastal Zone Management Advisory Committee held four meetings
during the yearj six new members of the 15-person body were named.

(See Appendix 2.)



316(a) (1) IDENTIFICATION OF THE STATE PROGRAMS APPROVED PURSUANT TO
THIS TITLE DURING THE PRECEDING FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR AND A
DESCRIPTION OF THOSE PROGRAMS

On June 1, 1976, the Secretary of Commerce signed a document signifying
Federal approval of the first state coastal zone program to meet the

requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.

Washington's 2,300-mile shoreline consists of 157 miles along the Pacific
Ocean, 144 miles along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, 89 miles in Grays Harbor,
129 miles in Willapa Bay, 34 miles along the Columbia River and 1,784 miles
bordering Puget Sound and the Strait of Georgia. The state's two largest
metropolitan centers, Seattle and Tacoma, are in the coastal zone as are
two-thirds of Washington's 3.4 million residents.

The Washington program is based on the state's Shoreline Management Act of
1971 which established a cooperative effort between local governments and
the State Department of Ecology. Local govermments, including all counties
and incorporated cities in the coastal zone, must develop local master pro-
erams which are comprehensive plans establishing goals and policies for
coastal resource use control. Within its jurisdiction, each local master
program plan specifies permissible "environments," ranging from urban areas
to shorelands to be preserved in a natural state. Each plan also regulates

resource uses within these designated enviromments. Criteria for regula-
ting resource uses stems from existing legislation, natural resource inven-

tories and guidelines developed by the Department of Ecology. The Depart-
ment approves local master programs and, based on these programs, develops
an overall state management program.

Under Washington law, the means of controlling land and water uses in the
coastal zone is through a permit system which deals with coastal issues as
they arise. The system is administered by local governments subject to the
State Department of Ecology's appellate review and requires a permit for

developments valued at $1,000.00 or more on marine water areas, associated
wetlands and all land within 200 feet of the ordinary high water mark.

The heart of the Washington coastal zone program, as the state described it
in its application for Federal approval, is the control program instituted
under the Shoreline Management Act of 1971. Strong support for the Act is
provided by the State Environmental Policy Act, also of 1971, and the
Environmental Coordination Procedures Act of 1973. The former provides a
solid base of information for public decisionmaking and the latter requires

coordinated action by state agencies.

The objective of the Shoreline Management Act is to minimize detrimental

effects of development along the coastline. The Act is clearly not "anti-
development." In fact, it explicitly supports preference for development
uses which "are consistent with control of pollution and prevention of damage
to the natural environmment, or are unique to or dependent upon use of, the
state's shoreline."

A key provision establishes priorities of uses in "shorelines of statewide
significance." The Act spelled out in some detail the basis for declaring

.




shore areas to be of statewide importance, including a listing of specific
geographic areas and a definition of specificity such as lakes with a
surface acreage of more than 1,000 acres at the ordinary high water level,

In areas so designated, the priority of uses which are to govern local
and state decisionmaking are uses which protect statewide interest in
preference to local considerations, which preserve the character of the
area, which take into account the long term benefits rather than short
term gains and which protect the resources and natural ecology of the
shore, The shoreline legislation approved by the voters in a referendum
in 1972, specifies that where an alteration of the natural condition of
the shoreline is to be permitted, preference is to be given to single-
family houses, The second priority is given to ports, the third is for

recreational uses and the fourth is assigned to industrial and commercial
uses which require, by their nature, location on the coast.

In the guidelines developed by the Department of Ecology, the designated
administrative agency, local governments are given four broad categories
with which to designate territory in their jurisdiction. The four basic
types of areas are natural, conservancy, rural and urban, Beyond this,
the guidelines aim to encourage types of uses within each category which
are consistent with the designation for the area,

The mechanism established for state review of local decisions is distinctive,
Rather than outright authority for the Department of Ecology to deny a

local action, the shoreline act provides for the establishment of a Shorelines
Hearing Board, The state agency may appeal any local decision with which it
disagrees to this board, an independent entity established for this purpose.
There are SiX members on the board, three of whom come from the Pollution
Control Hearings Board, plus the Commissioner of Public Lands, a representa-

tive of the Washington League of Cities and a representative from county
governments,

Participation by Washington in the national coastal zone program has added

a major element to the state-adopted program. In addition to the Federal
matching funds which Washington used to improve its program, the state
involved Federal agencies with interests in the Washington coast to a major
degree as a consequence of participation in the national program, Consulta-
tion with Federal agencies is one of the requirements for states since

programs submitted for approval at the Federal level are subject to scrutiny
by all affected Federal bodies.

The effect in Washington has been to open up the discussion between Federal
agency representatives on the one hand and state and local officials on the
other. For the Federal agencies, the process has been one where the signifi-
cance of the "Federal consistency" provision of the coastal management law
has slowly become recognized. Under this key provision, once a program such
as Washington's is approved at the Federal level, subsequent actions by
Federal bodies must conform to the state-local program for the coasts,

Washington identified 47 Federal agencies with interests in its coastal area.
Special consideration has been given to Indian lands within the state's



coastal zone. The discussions with Federal agencies led to modifications

of the overall state program developed by the Department of Ecology. The
state document containing its coastal program acknowledges that this process
was beneficial. '"Many problems were revealed or clarified and positions and
policies of federal gpoencies became known to the state, many for the first
time, Many of the federal yiews identified legitimate deficiencies or
desirable modifications to the (state-developed coastal zcone) program,'

the program document states.

In his submittal to the Secretary of Commerce, the Governor of Washington,
Daniel Evans, declared, "I certify that the Washington coastal zone manage-
ment program is now an official program of Washington and the state, acting
by and through its several instrumentalities, will strive to meet the

intent of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, and the state's corollary
legislation; and to do so in a uniform, cooperative and aggressive spirit."”

With the program approval Washington was awarded a $2,000,000 grant which
was matched $1,000,000 by the State. This additional funding has allowed

the State to proceed on an accelerated course of program implementation.

A major part of the funds will be passed on to local governments for basic
administration and local master program enhancement. These additional
funds will provide local governments with additional staff help for the
purposes of increased coordination between the various institutional

decisionmakers, as well as to conduct needed special studies for program
management.

The management program also provides for:

1) regional treatment of problems by local governments,
2) state program administration,

3) other state agency managerial network enhancement of CZM program
related authorities,

4) Federal coordination, and
5) scientific and technical information to improve decisionmaking by

a) interstate coordination,

b) energy and CZM,

c) CZM coordination between the lst and 2nd tier boundaries, and
d) OCS activities.

While a number of issues on program weaknesses were raised during the program
approval process, the additional funds that are provided to a state under
Section 306 of the Act allows the state an increased opportunity to make the

desired improvements to their program because of increased fiscal resources
to meet their identified needs.

A major benefit of Washington's participation in the Federal program is the
provision of significant additional funding for local units of government.




This administrative money will enable the local governments in the state's

coastal zone to obtain the staff needed to do a more effective job of guid-
ing future growth.

Formal recognition of the approval of the program was given at ceremonies
held in Seattle on June 14, at which time a grant was awarded for adminis-
tration of the approved program. Among those present was Senator Warren

Magnuson of Washington, chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee which
produced the coastal zone legislation in 1972.



316 (a) (2) LISTING OF THE STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE PROVISIONS
OF THIS TITLE AND A DESCRIPTION OF THE STATUS OF EACH
STATE'S PROGRAMS AND ITS ACCOMPLISHMENTS DURING THE

PRECEDING FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR




ALABAMA

CURRENT STATUS:

Alabama's coastal management efforts were slowed in their second year
due to a decrease in staff and uncertainties associated with a legislative
review of the Coastal Area Board and coastal management activities. As
a result, little progress has been made in the area of organizational
networks, although a tentative management boundary has been identified,
categories of permissible land and water uses have been proposed, and an
initial cut has been made at defining geographic areas of particular concern.

ALASKA

CURRENT STATUS:

The original thrust of the coastal management effort in Alaska
was in technical data collection and information dissemination. As a
result of the first year's efforts, a considerable amount of data was
assembled and a framework for a continuing catalogue of "Data for
Decision makers" was developed. The final product of this effort was to
be a continuously updated compilation of natural and human environment
baseline data and implications of those data for decisions affecting the
use of Alaska's coast.

The change of administration in 1974 was greeted by emergence of
a key coastal issue -- the accelerated Outer Continental Shelf petroleum
leasing schedule proposed by the Federal Government. In response, the
coastal management program took on an immediate purpose in addition to
its long term objectives. It was selected as the tool by which the
state could coordinate its internal efforts and ensure that the state

would play a significant role in determining the intensity, location and
timing of petroleum-related onshore development.

The crucial role of policy in determining management decisions was
recognized and the coastal management program development function was
moved to the Division of Policy Development & Planning in the Governor's
office.

In response to the apparent imminence of 0CS-related onshore
impacts, comprehensive management legislation was drafted and introduced
during the 1975 legislative session. While the legislature failed to
act on the coastal management bill, the effort produced awareness
within the state of the importance of the issue.

Alaska, in its second and third year of coastal program development,
is moving beyond data collection and analysis and into the institutional,
policy and service aspects of coastal management program development .



CALIFORNIA

CURRENT STATUS:

California's coastal management program plan, prepared in response
to the Coastal Initiative approved by the voters in 1972 and in accordance
with the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act, is under review by the
Federal Government.

In a separate application, approval is being requested for funds to
be allocated to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
to implement the coastal management program for the Bay area.

Operating under its third Section 305 coastal program development grant,
California is helping to prepare local implementation programs as well as

subregional plans for areas where cumulative impact over time could adversely
affect coastal resources and public access.

Meanwhile, at the state level, legislation that would establish
authorities to carry out the plan has been approved, Some of the

plan's 162 policy recommendations are enacted immediately by the
legislation; others will receive further study.

CONNECTICUT

CURRENT STATUS:

Connecticut began its second year of 305 program development during
fiscal vear 1976. The Coastal Area Management Advisory Board was expanded
from a membership of state and regional officials to include ten citizens.
Major boundary options were mapped, base maps with resource factor overlaps
were completed, initial geographic areas of particular concern were nominated,
Federal coordination activity was undertaken and information meetings were
held with coastal officials, special interest groups, legislators and citizen

groups. Existing state legal authorities have been inventoried. Analysis
of basic state management organization options was begun.

DELAWARE

CURRENT STATUS:

Much of Delaware's first year of management program development
was devoted to identifying and filling management data voids,
developing approaches to delineating areas of critical concern, and per-
missible uses and priorities of uses.

Efforts during the second year of work included: completion of
much of the basic coastal resources and processes research work; appli-
cation of the general coastal management methodology to the needs and
issues affecting the Lewes—-Rehoboth portion of the coast; initial deter-
mination of geographic areas of particular concern, including identifi-
cation of unique and rare natural areas worthy of preservation; initial
listing of permissible uses; and additional basic examination of
existing legal and organizational arrangements,
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FLORIDA

CURRENT STATUS:

Florida, in its second year of coastal management planning, is completing
the technical background that should provide a basis for boundary determin-
ation, identification of permissible uses and designation of geographic
areas of particular concern. The state is beginning to deal with the
determination of gaps in authorities, the structure of a permanent management
entity and the relationship between state, regional and local entities,
and among state agencies.

One of the major issues to be addressed in the coming grant year is the
weaving together of various existing authorities including the Local
Government Comprehensive Planning Act, the comprehensive statewide plan,
the Development of Regional Impacts review process, the Areas of Critical
State Concern designation procedure and the water district management
authorities, into an integrated and coordinated coastal management program.

GEORGIA

CURRENT STATUS:

The momentum of Georgia's coastal management plan development was
interrupted during a reorganization within the Office of Planning and Budget
and a re-evaluation of the coastal management effort. With a better focus
on its end goal/product, Georgia is proceeding with its second year of
program planning. It has made substantial progress in determining pro-
cedures for citing uses of regional benefit and the technical work underw

taken. Good intra-state agency relationships exist in this planning
stage. It remains for Georgia to translate this background work into

substantive policy and management actions.

GUAM
CURRENT STATUS:

In its second year of coastal program planning, Guam is progressing
within the various work elements and will attempt to facilitate island-wide

participation by establishing networks (e.g. questionnaires) to receive
reaction to various program activitiess Harsh climatological conditions --

typhoons -- continue to plague the island.
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HAWAII

CURRENT STATUS:

During its second year of coastal management planning, Hawaii
developed a management policy proposal that is being used in an effort to
draft legislation that would implement the coastal management program.
The proposal considers the entire state as the coastal zone, includes
policy statements for coastal resources, hazard areas, and shoreline development,
and proposes a new mechanism for designation and focused management of
areas of particular concern.

ILLINOIS

CURRENT STATUS:

Illinois, in its second year of program development, has been concen-
trating on substantive elements of its plan, including boundary identification,

determination of permissible uses and designation of geographic areas of
particular concern. Organization is of key importance in Illinois, where
local governments have zoning authority.

The goals and objectives for the coastal zone have been drawn up by
the state staff utilizing input from all levels of government, interest
groups and citizens. The state will also set broad guidelines on use
priorities throughout the coastal zone. These will be more specific than
the goals and objectives. For example, the state might say that recreation
is a priority for the Waukegon shoreline without getting site specific.
The state will be specific when setting priorities in areas of particular
concern.

INDIANA

CURRENT STATUS:

Indiana is undertaking its program development in two phases:
program identification and program planning. The purpose of program iden-
tification is to inventory and analyze physical, social and economic, and
administrative and legal information relating to the coastal zone. A major
effort is being made to solicit public opinion and interest.

Later, during the program planning phase, Indiana will develop a
program for determining overall state program objective and for meeting the
specific threshold requirements of the coastal zone management program.
Indiana 1is presently in the data collection phase of its program as part
of its first=year grant effort.
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LOUISIANA

CURRENT STATUS:

A major thrust in Louisiana's second year of coastal program planning
by the State Planning Office was drafting a comprehensive coastal resources
program statute for consideration by the 1977 legislature. At the same time,
efforts were made to explain the process of coastal resources management
to the public and solicit comments and suggestions.

Although the comprehensive bill did not pass, the legislature did
approve the state and local Coastal Resources Management Act which designated
the Louisiana Coastal Commission as an autonomous policy and decision making
body within the Office of the Governor. The 2l-member LCC was directed to
recommend to the legislature prior to March 1977 an act establishing the
framework of a comprehensive state and local coastal management program for

the state. The LCC is to disband in August 1978, unless legislatively
extended.

MAINE
CURRENT STATUS:

Maine is expanding efforts most strenuously in two areas. It is respond-
ing to the desire of coastal towns and communities for additional participa-
tion and control of coastal management and attempting to plan for the
anticipated exploration for and production of Outer Continental Shelf oil
and gas.

The state continued to collect information for final boundaries determin-
ation, to nominate and review geographic areas of particular concern, to

examine methods of organizing existing legal authorities to meet Federal

requirements and to develop a system of determining direct and significant
impact.

MARYLAND

CURRENT STATUS:

Maryland's initial efforts in coastal management planning focused on
basic research. To date, the state has focused on completing the resources
inventory necessary to determine geographic areas of particular concern;
initiated a study of onshore development associated with OCS activities:
established a public participation framework within which program elements
may be reviewed and appropriately modified; completed the draft comprehensive
dredge spoil disposal plan; completed inventory and analysis of institutions
and authorities for managing coastal areas to determine the remedial action
necessary; and worked with relevant state and Federal agencies and local

governments in an effort to insure consistency as permissible uses of the
coast are identified.
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MARYLAND

Following ‘governmental reorganization that placed primary
responsibility for coastal planning under the Energy & Coastal Zone
Administration, a clearer course of actions toward coastal program
approval is emerging. Major objectives of the state's third year of
coastal planning are: a greater effort toward soliciting public and
local government participation; work on the Baltimore Metropolitan
Coastal Area Study; initiation of a coastal use capability study in an
effort to develop a management mechanism whereby resources information
may be used; work with the Department of State Planning to recommend
legislative or other action necessary to meet the requirements for
authorities and organizational networking; additional emphasis on state-
federal coordination; and preparation of the management program document.

MASSACHUSETTS

CURRENT STATUS:

Now in its third year of coastal plan development, Massachusetts
is intent upon developing an approvable coastal management program
based upon existing authorities, coordinated by the Secretary of
Environmental Affairs. The program has used broad-based public parti-
cipation and involvement to determine direct and significant use
characteristics and geographic areas of particular concern. Federal
coordination and public information programs were developed.

MICHIGAN

CURRENT STATUS :

With its second year of coastal management plan development nearly
complete, Michigan is attempting to resolve a number of management
questions. These include determination of a policy for its relationship
to Federal lands and privately owned lands within Indian reservation

boundaries. In addition, consideration must be given to determining
the lake boundary between Michigan and Ohio.

Michigan has solicited input from citizens through the Shorelands
Advisory Committee, regional advisory committees, meetings and hearings
on the Shorelands Management Act, workshops and a Great Lakes Shorelands
Conference held under the sponsorship of the state legislature. The
state was to hold a public meeting in every county and a public hearing
in each region on the program this summer.
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MINNESOTA

CURRENT STATUS:

Minnesota has received a six-month extension to complete its
second ~year work program. It will be completing special studies
on shore erosion and coastal areas soils and geology, mapping alter-
native coastal boundaries and developing management policies for
geographic areas of particular concern. The state also is studying
the Duluth/Superior Harbor and the St. Louis Estuary in its effort
to designate geographic areas of particular concern. Inventory work
has been progressing, but few policy determinations have been made.

MISSISSIPPI

CURRENT STATUS:

Mississippi, in its second year of coastal management planning,
has made substantive progress in defining boundaries, permissible land
and water uses and geographic areas of particular concern.

Among the work tasks that require stronger focus are a consideration
of the national interests in facilities siting and state agency inter-
action on policy matters. The state is continuing to analyze its current
legal framework to determine its adequacy and potential for achieving
comprehensive coastal management.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

CURRENT STATUS:

As New Hampshire looks toward the January 1977 legislative session,

it is concentrating its work program in three major areas: drafting
legislation, which encompasses a public participation effort, hearings and

Federal coordination; additional technical work necessary to aid in

the promulgation of policies and regulations and completing the
management program package.
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NEW JERSEY

CURRENT STATUS:

Much of the work accomplished during the past two years has been
that mandated under the auspices of the Coastal Area Facilities Review

Act. In its third year of program development, the state intends to
broaden its efforts to meet the specific requirements of the Act for
that area of the northern New Jersey coast not covered by the state's
Coastal Area Facilities Review Act.

NEW YORK

CURRENT STATUS:

Regaining momentum lost during a reorganization of state govern-
ment that necessitated an extension of the first year's grant, the
New York coastal management program is attempting to accelerate its
efforts to formulate a statewide management structure and to fulfill
program requirements so it can apply for management program approval

on a segmented basis.
During the first year, the state took steps toward inventorying,

mapping and analysis of tidal and freshwater lands. Identification
of geographic areas and natural areas of particular concern proceeded
with a review of studies of natural resource areas. Goals and ob-
jectives were reviewed. Factors that will assist in the delineation
of coastal boundaries were identified and regional contractors began
working on boundary identification. Beginning efforts were made in
public participation and intergovernmental coordination.

NORTH CAROLINA

CURRENT STATUS:

The North Carolina program, being developed under the mandate of
the state Coastal Area Management Act, is in its third year of develop-
ment and the state is drafting the document that will be submitted for
Federal approval. Momentum also is evident regarding state fulfillment
of the provisions of its Coastal Area Management Act, under which local
governments have the primary responsibility for plan development. As
of July 1976, local land use plans were completed and reviewed by the
Coastal Resources Commission. North Carolina plans to submit a draft
program for review in January 1977.
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OHIO

CURRENT STATUS:

The momentum of Ohio's coastal planning efforts has picked up,
following a statewide lay-off caused by revenue constraints that
occurred in September 1975. As Ohio enters its second year of coastal
planning, various issues prevail. These include the need to look at
urban coastlines, coordinate public participation in state planning
within the tradition of strong home rule and examine the organizational
structure it would employ in implementing a coastal management program.

In order to be eligible for funding for program implementation,
the state must demonstrate that it does have the authority to control
uses affecting the shore zone. This control may include Federal,
State and local planning and managing capabilities. The recommendations
of the legal consultant who reviewed the state and local authorities
and administrative procedures for the state during the first year was
that the state establish two general types of management areas in the
shoreline zone: areas of minimum management and areas of optimal
management. Areas of minimum management would provide for direct local
regulation consistent with state criteria. In areas of optimal manage-

ment, where intensive regulation is deemed desirable because of unique
value, direct state regulations would be exercised.

OREGON

CURRENT STATUS:

Oregon is operating under a third-year program development grant
while awaiting Federal review of the draft management program that it
submitted in February 1976.

Oregon has conducted an environmental assessment of its proposed
management program; is in the process of developing coastal goals,

assisting local governments in preparing comprehensive land use plans and

providing planning assistance grants and is coordinating goals of the program

with Federal and state agencies.

Additionally, Oregon will attempt to assure that state and
national interests are reflected in the management program and will
initiate a third phase of a study to utilize and conserve natural
resources in the Lower Columbia River Estuary.

Oregon's draft program is undergoing Federal environmental impact
reviews.
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PENNSYLVANIA

CURRENT STATUS:

Into its third year of coastal management plan development,
Pennsylvania has identified geographic areas of particular concern
and tentatively established coastal boundaries. It still must con-
centrate on various aspects, including adoption of a coastal management
policy framework and development of a method and organizational
structure to implement its management program.

Goals and objectives for the program have been determined by those
persons participating in the management program's development. The

regional planning commissions have also solicited views on the
problems and issues and the regions have prepared documents relating to

them. The program is currently formulating long and short term actions,
in accordance with the goals and objectives of the program, to deal

with these problems and issues. Examples of some of these issues are
erosion control, port development and increased public access.

PUERTO RICO

CURRENT STATUS:

Puerto Rico into its second year of coastal program planning
is requesting Federal approval for a management plan for the Culebra
Segment. That area consists of the island of Culebra, several
surrounding islands (of which Culebrita, Luis Penya and North Cay are
the most important) and the surrounding coastal waters. That area is
located 17 miles east of the island of Puerto Rico. In addition,
the Commonwealth continues to refine work being done to enable it to

gain Federal approval of its entire plan for comprehensive coastal
management in Puerto Rico.

RHODE ISLAND

CURRENT STATUS:

During this fiscal year Rhode Island refined work done in the

previous year and prepared a draft coastal resources management program
that was submitted for Federal review in July. The Coastal Resources

Management Council has been in operation regulating developments along the

coastline. The Coastal Resources Center at the University of Rhode
Island has served as major staff to both efforts.
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SOUTH CAROLINA

CURRENT STATUS:

South Carolina, in its third year of coastal program planning, was
unsuccessful in its attempt to pass coastal management legislation during
the 1976 legislative session. Following substantial staffing changes
the program is again focusing on developing legislation for consideration
during the 1977 session and on developing a program that meets the

Federal approval criteria.

TEXAS

CURRENT STATUS:

Into its third year of coastal program development, Texas in
July 1976 stated its directions in the '"Draft Texas Coastal Management
Program.'" In the report, the General Land Office recommended that four

basic improvements be made in order that the state may improve manage-
ment of its coastal zone. Those recommendations are that the Interagency
Council on Natural Resources and the Environment be restructured to

serve as a ‘policy-level council for reviewing, proposing and coordinating
coastal management policies and activities; an organized information
system be established and housed in the Governor's office; the "Activity-
Assessment Routine' be established for assessing, in advance, the

probable economic, environmental and social effects of specific activi-
ties planned for particular coastal locations; and the boundary should
include coastal waters and only those shorelands closely related to

those waters.

VIRGINIA

CURRENT STATUS:

Still in its second year of program development planning, Virginia
has been primarily involved with data collection and public discussions
of coastal management. In the second year's work, the Commonwealth
intends to define its coastal boundary; drdft its procedure for
determining permissible and priority uses for land and water areas;
formulate management program alternatives for areas of particular concern,
define procedures for Federal involvement in implementation and
administration of the coastal plan; continue to involve the general
public and various levels of government in program formulation; prepare
a plan outlining integration of agencies required for a comprehensive
program and prepare legislative proposals where needed.

In its third year of study, Virginia will define its management
strategy, procedure and organization requirements and develop procedures
whereby the public will be able to review and comment prior to final
coastal management program recommendations.
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VIRGIN ISLANDS

CURRENT STATUS:

Now into its second year of coastal program planning, the Virgin
Islands has made substantive progress in its data gathering and analysis.
Boundary determinations are well advanced and procedures for designating
pceographic areas of particular concern have been identified. It remains

for the Virgin Islands to concentrate on coordination of territorial
agencies and work more specifically with the interests within the Federal

Government. The Department of Conservation and Cultural Affairs has been
identified as the implementation agency. The Virgin Islands is expected
to submit its management program for Federal review in early 1977.

WASHINGTON

CURRENT STATUS:

Undertaking the transition from planning to program implementation,
Washington will be now concentrating on enhancing the role of local govern-
ments in the areas of program administration and enforcement; revising and
refining local master programs; conducting studies of particular concern

to local communities; establishing closer Federal agency coordination and
designing a conflict resolution mechanism; standardizing coastal resource

data; and developing model ordinances and guidelines for marine water areas,
the Outer Continental Shelf and the second tier of the coastal boundary.

WISCONSIN

CURRENT STATUS:

Wisconsin, into its second year of coastal plan development, made
substantive progress toward boundaries determination, took novel approaches
toward the issues of regional benefit and conducted a strong public parti-
cipation program. In looking at the issue of uses, Wisconsin identified
the state Environmental Protection Agency's authority to require a state
permit any time a use affects more than one locality as a possible source
of regulatory authority. The state could define uses of regional benefit
as any use required to go through the EPA. As Wisconsin undertakes its
third-year - program, the issue of organization -- what mechanism will be
used to implement the management program —-- will become important.
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316 (a) (3) ITEMIZATION OF THE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO THE VARIOUS
COASTAL STATES AND A BREAKDOWN OF THE MAJOR PROJECTS
AND AREAS ON WHICH THESE FUNDS WERE EXPENDED

What follows is a state-by-state listing of planned expenditures

during fiscal year 1976 according to budget category. In each case,

the total state expenditure is given, meaning that both Federal and
state funds are included.

In the case of several states, allocations have been made subsequent
to the end of fiscal year on June 30, 1976, but are charged to the
state account for this budget year; such funds are included in the
state totals. Funds advanced to the states under the special supple-
mental appropriation passed at the end of fiscal year 1975 to assist

planning for Outer Continental Shelf operations are included, Also
included is any other supplemental funding made available to states

during the fiscal period covered.

The figures are drawn from the applications for funding under Section
305 received by the Office of Coastal Zone Management. The budget
category ''indirect charges'" refers to overhead.

Some of the state figures are small because the basic program operation
occurred under fiscal year 1975 funding. The only fiscal year 1976
funding for such states was via the supplemental appropriation for

special Outer Continental Shelf o0il and gas development analysis and
planning.
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ALABAMA

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel

Fringe Benefits

Travel
Equipment
Supplies

Contractual Services

Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges
Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

.

$49,450.
74930,
.00

4,200

1,200.
.00
.00

600
107,030

9,900,

$180,000.

$180,000

00
00

00

00

00

.00




ATLASKA

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel

Fringe Benefits
Travel

Equipment

Supplies

Contractual Services
Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

-

$ 119,232
25,039

4,550.

$ 1,800,000

$ 1,800,000

.00
.00
23,085.
4,220.
2,560.
1,621,314,

00
00
00
00

00

.00

.00



BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel
Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual

Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

CALIFORNIA

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

Vi

$ 595,035.
98,182.
.00

75,179

2,034,
.00

.00

124,038
703,585

147,213.
$ 1,745,266

S 54,734,

00
00

00

00

.00

00

$ 1,800,000.00




BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel

Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual
Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

CONNECTICUT

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

~25~

$ 115,960

20,960.
.00
3,500.
11,900.
320,442,

2,000

—

22,232,

$ 496,994

$91,006.

$ 588,000.

.00

00

00

00
00

00

. 00

00

00



DELAWARE

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $ 226,000.00
Fringe Benefits 46,500.00
Travel 4,000.00
Equipment 11,000.00
Supplies 8,800.00
Contractual 262,700.00
Construction -

Other 25,740.00
Total Direct Charges § 584,740.00

Total Indirect Charges -

TOTAL S 584,740.00
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BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel
Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual
Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

FLORIDA

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

=9

$229,285.00
34,392.00
44,384 .00

5,050.00
764 ,508.00

66,881.00

$1,144,500.00

$1,144,500.00



GEORGIA SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $23,534.
Fringe Benefits 3,966.
Travel 10,000.
Equipment -
Supplies 3,000.
Contractual 60,000.
Construction _
Other ——
Total Direct Charges $ 100,500.
Total Indirect Charges -
TOTAL $100,500.

~28-
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HAWATII

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $102,114.00
Fringe Benefits 11,492.00
Travel 24,640.00
Equipment 9,801.00
Supplies 1,300.00
Contractual 535,000.00
Construction

Other 65,653.00
Total Direct Charges $ 750,000.00

Total Indirect Charges —_—

TOTAL $750,000.00
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BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel
Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual
Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

LOULSIANA

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

Contractual

TOTAL

$96, 806

9,285,
.00

15137

3,156,
.00

709,658

24,458,

850,500,

.00

00

00

00

00

$850, 500 .00

SUPPLEMENTAL

-30-=

$214,500,00

$214,500,00




MAINE

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $141,643.00
Fringe Benefits 14,872.00
Travel 5,000.00
Equipment 5,000.00
Supplies 15,000.00
Contractual 394,140.,00
Construction —
Other 47,390.00
Total Direct Charges 623,046.00
Total Indirect Charges 63,910.00
TOTAL $686,955.00
SUPPLEMENTAL
Personnel $65,100.00
Fringe Benefits 7,200.00
Travel 5,000,00
Equipment 5>00.00
Supplies 4,500.00
Contractual 118,742.00
Construction ——
Other -
Total Pirect Charges 201,042.00
Total Indirect Charges 17,958.00
TOTAL $219,000.00
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MARYLAND SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel —

Fringe Benefits e
Travel _—
Equipment .
Supplies —
Contractual $208,935.00

Construction —.

Other ——

Total Direct Charges 208,935.00
Total Indirect Charges 22,465.00

TOTAL ' $231,400.00
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BUDGET CATEGORY

MASSACHUSETTS

Personnel $414,109.00
Fringe Benefits 39,048.00
Travel 5,300.00
Equipment 11,000.00
Supplies 11,300.00
Contractual 117,039.00
Construction i
Other 97,388.00
Total Direct Charges 695,184.00
Total Indirect Charges 2,316.00
TOTAL $697,500.00
SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $%50,877.14
Fringe Benefits 3,929.10
Travel -
Equipment 3,000.00
Supplies -
Contractual 100,926.25
Construction —
Other 4,000.00
Total Direct Charges 162,732.49
Total Indirect Charges 2,763.38
TOTAL $165,495.87
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MICHIGAN

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $254,449,00
Fringe Benefits 45,801.00
Travel —
Equipment ——
Supplies ——
Contractual 302,870.00
Construction e
Other ——
Total Direct Charges 603,120.00
Total Indirect Charges 51,342.00
TOTAL $654,462.00
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MINNESOTA SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel

Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual

Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

-

$ 53,723
8,058

4,040,

100

253,890.

2,356.
322.167.
18,333.

$ 340, 500.

.00
.00

00

.00

00

00

00

00

00



MISSISSIPPI SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel o

Fringe Benefits -
Travel -
Equipment -
Supplies -

Contractual $120,000.

Construction -

Other -

Total Direct Charges 120,000.

Total Indirect Charges -

TOTAL $120,000.

~36—
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel §9,375.00
Fringe Benefits 7,150.00
Travel 2,425,.00
Equipment 1,000.00
Supplies 8,700.00
Contractual 120,100.00
Construction i

Other 3,250.00
Total Direct Charges - 222,000.00

Total Indirect Charges ——

TOTAL $222,000.00
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NEW JERSEY SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel =

Fringe Benefits —
Travel I e
Equipment ——
Supplies ——
Contractual $505,500.00

Construction ——

Other - -
Total Direct Charges 505,500.00

Total Indirect Charges ——

TOTAL $505,500.00
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BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel

Fringe Benefits
Travel
Equipment
Supplies
Contractual
Construction

Other

Total Direct Charges

NEW YORK

Total Indirect Charges

TOTAL

~30—

$125,865 .00

39,735.00
13,500.00

1,000.00
3,000.00
944,300 .00

- B

1,127,400.00
42,100.00

$1,169,500.00




NEW YORK SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $17,210,.00
Fringe Benefits 5,590.00
Travel 3,500.00
Equipment -

Supplies 1,600.00
Contractual 525,700.00
Construction -

Other -

Total Direct Charges 553,600.00
Total Indirect Charges 6,400.00
TOTAL $560,000.00

~4L0-




NORTH CAROLINA

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $247,793.00
Fringe Benefits 40,010.00
Travel - 44,834,00
Equipment 4,600.00
Supplies 10,200.00
Contractual 384,148.00
Construction -

Other 64,600.00
Total Direct Charges 796,185.00
Total Indirect Charges 30,341.00
TOTAL $826,526.00

SUPPLEMENTAL

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $91,188.00
Fringe Benefits 15,045.00
Travel 21,000.00
Equipment 2,900.00
Supplies 4,000.00
Contractual 26,529.00
Construction -

Other 30,617.00
Total Direct Charges 191,279.00
Total Indirect Charges 22,740.00
TOTAL $214,019.00
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OHIO

BUDGET CATEGORY

Personnel $178,927.00
Fringe Benefits 32,206.00
Travel 8,000.00
Equipment ——

Supplies 2,400.00
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