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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past few years an increased awareness of the 

importance of coastal areas has been developing in the United 

States and Canada. 1 In the United States this interest resulted 

in the passage of the Coastal Zone Management Act in 1972. 

This Act made provision for the development of individual 

management policies in each of the coastal states. On the 

west coast, Washington, Oregon and California have designated 

management authorities charged with overseeing the development 

of their respective coastal zones. 

In Canada, and more specifically in British Columbia, 

there has not been a concerted effort to control development 

within the coastal zone although there is some indication that 
2 a movement in this direction is underway. The main goal of this 

paper will be to provide a clear understandinc of the management 

systems which have been created in Washington, Oregon, and 

California. Once this is achieved the present status of coastal 

zone management in British Columbia will be reviewed to determine 

the direction of current policy. Suggestions, based upon the 

experience in the three states, will then be presented conccrnine 

posaible directions for coastal zone management in British 

Columbia. The areas being studied in this paper are illustrated 

in maps 1 and 2. 
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In general terms, the coastal zone is that region of land, 

marine, and estuarine space in which both the marine and 

terrestrial elements interact. In its broadest interpretation 

this is defined as extending inland to the nearest coastal 

mountain range. However, in many management strategies the 

coastal zone has been delineated with respect to existing 

administrative structure rather than recognizing a biophysical 

systems approach. The choice of the coastal zone is, therefore, 

dependent upon the physical nature of the coastal area and the 

type of administrative framework desired. 

JUSTIFICATION OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 

The justification for selecting a coastal zone and managing 

this area in a manner different from other land and water 

resources is based on several interelated factors. The first 

of these is the common-property nature of many of the major 

resources of the coastal zone. Russell and Kneese illustrate 

the dilemma in managing these resources when +,hey state, "Since 

these resources are, for legal or technical reasons, the property 

of all, they are the concern of none. ,,3 If the allocation of 

coastal resources among competing uses is left to the free market 

mechanism alone, net benefits are unlikely to be maximized 

because the market does not reflect all the costs and benefits 

associated with the full public use of those resources. As a 

result, government intervention has been necessary to control 

the use of the resources of the coastal zone. 
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Due to the diverse nature of the resources of the coastal 

zone the responsibility for their management does not rest 

wi.th one specific government agency or department. Proprietary 

rights and legislative authority of both federal and provincial/ 

state governments are represented within the coastal zone. As 

a result the resources tend to be managed on an individual basis 

rather than considering their relation to the coastal zone. 

This provides another indication of the need for comprehensive 

coastal zone planning. Without a specific government agency 

designated to manage these resources the coastal zone will not 

receive the level of planning necessary to ensure its proper 

manae;ement. 

The coastal zone is the interface of three environments: 

land, water and air. However, it is the interactions between 

biological and physical processes that take part here that 

contribute to its high biological productivity and hence to its 

high value. The coastal zone is home to many species of fauna 

and flora which depend upon the marine environrr.cn t for their 

existance. Areas such as wetlands and marshes are inteeral 

links in the coastal food chain which, in turn, supplies food 

chains farther inland. These factors also contribute to the 

need for a specific coastal zone management strategy. 

The coastal zone is not only an important ecological system 

but it is also crucial to the economic and social structure of 

maritime states and nations. Economic development in British 

Columbia, Washington, Oregon and California has been tied to 
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their west coast location. Coastal dependent activities such as 

shipping, commercial fishing, and sea-based recreation have made 

significant contributions to the growth of each of these areas. 

Th2 coastal zone (defined as the set of counties contiguous to 

the ocean a~d its estuarial arms) in Washington, Oregon, and 

California is the site of 10 percent of the industrial work force 

in the United States. The entire American coastal zone, as 

defined above, is the site of approximately J5 percent of total 

industrial employment. 4 In British Columbia approximately 

88 percent of the population lives within 50 miles of the coast.5 

As a result of this concentration of population in the coastal 

zone the cummulative development pressures are more pronounced 

than in other natural resource areas. This is due to the com-

bination of diverse resources and the necessity of developine the 

coastal zone for the economic well-being of the state or province. 

In summary there are four major reasons for the development 

of a coastal zone management strategy. These are: the need for 

managing the common property resources of the zone; the present 

division of coastal management responsibility between the various 

levels of government; the diversity of the coastal zone ecosystem; 

and the intense development pressures which exist in the coastal 

zone. 

GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

As mentioned previously one of the major pro bl ems in managinr.; 

the coastal zone is the division of management responsibility 
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between the federal and state/provincial governments. As an 

understanding of this division is crucial to the analysis of the 

four management strategies to be studied, the Canadian and 

American legislative division will now be discussed. 

In Canada the division of power between the federal and 

provincial governments is given in the British North America 

Act (1867). Within this Act there is provision for both federal 

and provincial legislation stemming from proprietary and regula­

tory rights within the coastal zone. The provincial ~overnrnent 

may have greater proprietary rights (including Crown upland, the 

foreshore and the bed of inland waters, marine and terrestrial 

wildlife, resident wildfowl and fish, shellfish, and marine plants) 

than the federal government (sub-tidal lands, and migratory wild­

fowl). However, the federal government's regulatory rights over 

foreign and interprovincial trade, navigation, marine and 

anadromous fish, and migratory waterfowl, afford it considerable 

jurisdictional influence over the use of land, water, fish, and 

wildfowl in the coastal zone. Provincial regrl..atory rights, 

based on proprietary rights, are also very significant in the 

coastal zone, affecting agriculture, forestry, mining, fishing, 

transportation, recreation and preservation. 6 

In the United States the division of ownership and legislative 

control of water and land resources between the federal and state 

government is set forth in the Constitution. The states own and 

control most of the land and water resources within their boundaries 

in a framework of proprietary rights.7 In the coastal zone this 
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ownership includes all navigable waters and the tidelands and 
8 beds beneath them. In areas such as land use planning and 

regulation the state authority has been delegated to municipal 

and county government.9 As in Canada, the division of authority 

is not always clear with some ownership questions remaininr; 

unanswered. This is especially true in the coastal zone due to 

the diversity of natural resources to be manaGed. 

DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN FEDERAL POLICY 

In the United States, federal interest in the establishment 

of a coastal management policy for the nation began in 1966. In 

that year a bill was presented to Congress which proposed the 

establishment of a federal agency to develop a coastal mana~ement 

system. This bill was rejected in 1966 but a revised version was 

passed in the following year. Unfortunately the bill which w~s 

passed by Congress had been greatly weakened and was of little 

value. However, it represented a step forward as the concept of 

1 t h d b t f 1 . I-. 1 d. . 10 coasta managemen a een presen ed or po vlca iscuss1on. 

During the same period, Congress approved the Clean Water 

Restoration Act (1966). One section of this bill directed the 

Secretary of the Interior to "prepare recommendations for a 

comprehensive national program for the preservation, study, use, 

and development of estuaries of the nation and re spec ti ve respon-

sibilities that should be assumed by the fedt!ral, state, and local 

governments and by provate interests."11 This resulted in the 

appointment of a Commission which proposed a system of coastal 
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zone management in which primary responsibility would be vested 

in the states, with federal legislation to encourage and support 

state coastal zone authorities in carrying out specified national 

b . t" 12 o Jec ives. This recommendation was incorporated into the 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. 

The purpose of the Coastal Zone Management Act is to assist 

states in exercising their responsibility in the coastal zone 

through the development and implementation of management pror:ram~~. 

The basic incentives for the states to achieve this r:oal wa~ the 

availability of federal funding if certain requirements were met. 

The first type of federal assistance were grants to aid in the 

development of a management program. Federal grants were available 

to cover two-thirds of the annual operatint1; costs for a maximum 

of three years. In order to qualify for this Section 305 r:rant 

the state had to meet certain requirements, which included: 

1. identification of the coastal zone boundaries; 

2. definition of permissible land and water use;;: 

3. inventory and designation of areas of i::>J.rticular concern; 

4. identification of the means of enforcement; 

5. a set of development priorities; and 

6. outline of the organizational structure proposed. 1 3 

The second level of assistance (section 306) is provided 

when the federal government approves the state's coastal zone 

management program. Two-thirds of the costs of administerinf~ 

the ~~t<ite's manaccmcnt program will be coV('t'ed by f1·dpr·:tl 1·.1·:1nt. 

if the followinr: provi::ions have been met.: 
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1. the state has developed and adopted a management pro~ram 
in accordance with the rules a..YJ.d reculations set up in 
the Act; 

2. the program has been coordinated with local, areawide, 
and interstate plans; 

J. there has been an effective mechanism established for 
ensuring cooperation between the management agency and 
all other levels of government; 

4. public hearings have been an integral part of program 
development; 

5. the Governor has approved the program; 

6. a single agency has been designated to receive and ad­
minister the grants; and 

7. the state has the authority to implement and enforce the 
program.14 

In 1972 the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(Department of Commerce) created the Office of Coastal Zone 

Management which is responsible for evaluating state programs 

for compliance with all the above requirements. At present9 

all three west coast states have received, or are receivin~ 

section 305 grants. Washington and Oregon are the first two 

states in the nation to receive section )06 ac:.ninistration grants. 

BASIS OF COMPARISON 

The following chapters of this paper will discuss coastal 

zone management programs in Washington, Oregon and California. 

There are three critical elements in any coastal zone management 

program: the definition of the coastal zone, the type of management 

strategy selected, and its implementation. 

The definition of a coastal zone boundary will determine the 



- 11 -

range of choice available within the other two elements. An 

understanding of the criteria used in choosin~ the size of the 

coastal zone will provide an important insight into the sib'Tlificant 

coastal pressures and into the type of manaGement control desired. 

For example, a narrow coastal zone may indicate that pressures 

for development have played a significant role in the coastal 

zone designation process. At the same time the choice of a 

limited coastal zone may indicate a desire to impose strict controls 

within the zone. i!'Jhatever the reasons for the boundary decision, 

a knowledge of the selection criteria is crucial to understand inr~ 

the operation of the management program. 

Once the coastal zone has been designated, the next decision 

is the type of management regime to be exercised within the zone. 

This involves the choice of uses and activities to be permitted 

within the coastal zone, and may include the designation of certain 

areas for specific purposes. By determining use priorities the 

program begins to 'zone' the coastal area for particular uses 

and activities. This choice process will determine the trade-off 

between conservation and development. It is import:int to undcr­

sta:i d this component of the management pror;ram as it determine:.; 

the allowable landscape elements of the coastal zone and how they 

will be permitted to develop. 

The final link in the manar;ement proGram is the type of 

regulation and enforcement which will be used to implement the 

goals of the program. Administrative arrangements will vary with 

the size of the coastal zone and the degree of management control. 
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Without an effective enforcement procedure, the goals and guide­

lines of the program will not achieve the desired results. 

Each of the three states has taken a different approach to 

managing its coastal zone. By comparing these three components 

in Washington, Oregon, and California it will be possible to 

determine the relative merits of different manaGement policies. 

The final section of the paper will discuss the present 

status of coastal zone management in Bri tlsh Columbia. Dy 

analysing the present policy it will be possible to determine the 

purpose and direction of current management stratec;ics. Lessons 

drawn from the United States' experience will be used as a basis 

for suggesting directions to be pursued and pitfalls to be 

avoided in the British Columbia context. 
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FOOTNOTES - CHAPTER 1 

1. An indication of this increasing awareness can be 
found in the type of material being covered in the 
following references. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

.. 

9. 

D.M.Johnston, Coastal Zones Framework for Mana ement 
in Atlantic Canada Halifax: Institute of Public 
Affairs, Dalhousie Universfty,1975) 

W.B. Merselis, Coastal Zone Management and the Western 
States Fub1re (Washington:Marine Technology Society,1974) 

Evidence regarding this movement can be found in 
several British Columbia provincial programs which 
will be discussed in chapter 6. 

C.S. Russell and A.V. Kneese, Establishing the 
Scientific, Technical and Economic Basis for Coastal 
~ne Management (Unsourced mimeo) p.2. 

W.H. Spencer, Environmental Management for Puget 
Sound: Certain Problems of Political Or anization 
and Alternative Approaches Seattle: University of 
Washington,1971), p.12. 

Province Of British Columbia Land Resources Steering 
Committee, The Mana ement of Coastal Resources in 
British Columbia Victoria,1977 , p.2. 

Ibid., p.11. 

J.M. Heikoff• Coastal Resources Management (Ann Arbor: 
Ann Arbor Science Publishers Irtc.,1975),p.7. 

Puget Sound Task Force of the Pacific Northwest 
Basins Commission, Comprehensive Study of Water 
and Related Land Resourcesa Puget Sound and Adjacent 
Waters A endix 21 Political and Le islative 
Environment Seattle,1970 , p. -1. 

M.L. Barker, Water Resources and Related Land Uses: 
Strait of Geor ia - Pu et Sound Basin (Ottawa: 
Department of the Environment,197 ,-p. 46. 
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10. J.C. Hite and J.M. Stepp, eds., Coastal Zone Resource 
Management (New York: Praeger Publishers,1971), p.20. 

11. Ibid., p.21. 

12. Ibid., p.22. 

13. United States Coastal Zone Management Act Section 305. 

14. Ibid., Section 306. 
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DEFINITIONS 

There are several key terms which should be clarified before 

the main body of the paper is presented. 

COASTAL DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES are those activities which to be 

able to function at all require a site on, or adjacent to, the 

coast. 

COASTAL RELATED ACTIVITIES are those activities which are more 

economically feasible if they locate along the coast. 

CONSERVATION is the planned management of a natural resource to 

prevent its exploitation, neglect, or destruction; wise utilization. 

DEVELOPMENT means a use consisting of the construction or exterior 

alteration of structures; dredging; drilling; dumping1 filline; 

removal of sand or gravel; bulkheading; dri vin{'; of pilinr;; placing 

of obstructions; or any project of a permanent or temporary nature 

which causes changes in the natural state of the coastal zone. 

PRESERVATION means the maintenance of the present landscape, 

especially in those areas which have not been developed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

WASHINGTON 

In the state of Washington a serious governmental concern 

for the protection of the state's shoreline predates the approval 

of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act in 1972. The sequcr:ce 

of events which led to the establishment of the Washington 

coastal management policy can be traced to a state Supreme Court 

decision in December, 1969 which ordered the removal of a landfill 

from a major Washington lake. At the time of this decision the 

presiding judge urged the Legislature to establish a comprehenHive 

shoreline planning and use regulation program.
1 

In the following year the Washington State Department of 

Ecology was created. The underlying philosophy of the Department 

was that it was a "fundamental and inalienablE' ri{~ht of the TH~ople 

of the state of Washington to live in a healthful and plea~,;ant 

environment and to benefit from the proper development and u:;e 

of its natural resources. "2 

Despite governmental concern for the protection of the :;ta te '~:; 

natural resources it was the residents of Washington who brour,ht 

the coastal zone management question to a climax. A petition 

which called for the establishment of statewide shoreline controls 

was circulated by the Washington Environmental Council. 3 

Under the Washington State Constitution, a citizen petition 

which contains sufficient signatures forces the Legislature to take 
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action. In response, the Legislature developed an alternative 

proposal and included both choices in the November, 1972 state 

election. The differences between the two proposals concerned 

the size of the coastal zone and the institutional arrangements 

for its management. The proposed coastal zone of the Washington 

Environmental Council extended 500 feet inland and wa:; to be 

administered by local government. The Shoreline !V!ana1-~ement /\ct 

proposed by the Legislature designated a 200 foot boundary limit 

which would be under the jurisdiction of the State Department of 

Ecology. The Shoreline Management Act was approved by the voters 

and ratified by the Governor in November, 1972. 4 

With the provisions of the Shoreline Management Act already 

established, Washington was in a very good position when the 

federal Coastal Zone Management Act was passed by Congress in 1972. 

Rather than having to establish a new program, the state of 

Washington had only to demonstrate to the Office of Coastal Zone 

Management that the Shoreline Management Act met all of the 

requirements of a coastal zone management prof;rarn. 

THE COASTAL ZONE 

As outlined in the first chapter there are several key 

aspects which must be understood in a coastal management program. 

'l'he first of these is the definition of areas and activities to be 

managed. In Washington the concern was not only with the co:u:;tnl 

zone but also with other shorelines in the state. !\~: a re:;ul t, 

state controls apply to marine waters and Lhcir :1:~:;oc ia tcd 
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wetlands, including at a minimum all upland area 200 fePt land-
ward from the ordinary high water mark; streams with a mean arrnual 

flow of 20 cubic feet per second or more; cmd lakes l::irr;er than 
20 acres. In total there are 791 lakes, 965 t~ivers and streams, 
some 2,400 miles of marine shoreland, and over J,000 square miles 
of marine waters subject to the Act.5 Along with the 200 foot 
provision, the Shoreline Management Act ab:;o designates r~uidelinc~; 
for 'shorelines of statewide significance'. '11hese areas are not 
bounded by definition but rather by specific geor;raphic location 
(i.e. Birch Bay - from Point Whitehorn to Hirch Point). 6 [ t. 
should be noted that all federally owned lands which fall within 
the coastal zone are excluded from th0 state rer;ulations, :i:-: 

specified in the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. 

Within the scope of this paper the primary interest lies 
in the marine shoreline boundary. The Washington program involves 
a two-tier concept within the management strateeY· The first 
tier is the Shoreline Management Act boundary which extends 200 

feet inland from the high water mark, and also includes state­
controlled coastal waters. This is the most import~t tier in 
terms of shoreline management responsibility as the provision::; 
for its management are clearly defined in the Shoreline Management 
Act. The second management tier comprises the area contained by 
the fifteen coastal counties which border on saltwater. Within 
these counties, the management responsibility falls upon environ­
mental legislation other than that of the Shoreline Management Act. 
Examples of thie legislation includes the State Pollution Control 
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Act (1973) which controls wastewater discharges and the Forest 

Practices Act (1974) which oversees the harvesting methods w_;ed 

to ensure that erosion, stream pollution, and related problemf; 

are minimized. 

It is very important to have coordinated management beyond 

the coastal zone, especially when the zone is so limited in 

extent. Many of the problems which affect the coastal zon8 

originate upstream and thus it is crucial to have supportin~ 

environmental protection beyond the coastal zone boundary. At 

present, the coordinative effectiveness of the many :::;tate environ­

mental provisions has not been fully demonstrated. Until this 

supportive legislation is fully operative the management of the 

narrow coastal zone will be jeopardized by activities beyond the 

jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act. '11he necessity for 

this support has been recognized and as the program matures the 

coordination of environmental legislation should rer:ul t ir1 a 

stronger shoreline management program. 

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

The second important factor in a coastal mana{~ement pro~jram 

is the type of management policy implemented. The approach in 

~rJashington was to design a system in which all propo~:ed develop­

ments within the coastal zone would have to recei vc a pc nni t. 'l'hc 

{~uidelines for developing the permit system arc· f_;ta l1·d in t.tw 

Shoreline Management Act and have been further developed by the 

state Department of Ecology. Once the guidelines and priorities 
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were designated, local government was involved in the implement­

ation of the system. Each of these steps in the development 

process will be detailed in the followin~ sections. 

From the beginning of the program there was a concern for 

balancing the conservation and development of the shoreline. 'l'he 

Shoreline Management Act was designed to plan for all 'reasonable 

and appropriate' uses and the following priorities were established: 

For Shorelines of Statewide Significance 

1. Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local 
interest; 

2. Preserve the Natural Character of the shoreline; 

3. Emphasize long-term over short-term benefit; 

4. Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline; 

5. Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the 
shoreline: 

6. Increase recreational opportunities for the public in 
the shoreline.7 

For Regular Shorelines (where alterations of natural 
conditions are permitted) 

1. 8ingle family residences; 

2. Ports 

3. Shoreline recreational uses; 

4. Industrial and commercial developments that are partic­
ularly dependent upon their location on or use of shore­
lines; and 

5. Other developments which will provide an opportunity rgr 
substantial numbers of people to enjoy the shorelines. 

The importance of a shoreline location to the applicant iG 

also given careful consideration in the permit proces:;. 'J.'ho sc 
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activities which are consider.ed to be shoreline-dependent are 

given priority over those which are shoreline-oriented or non­

shoreline oriented. 

It was the responsibility of the Department of Ecology to 

develop these broad goals into guidelines that local government 

could use to manage their shoreline area~. This involved the 

classification of shoreline environments, permissable and priority 

uses, and the identification and management of shorelines of 

statewide significance. 

The initial step was to establish a system for categorizing 

shoreline areas that local governments could use in evaluating 

their shoreline land use. The categorization system is designed 

to encourage uses in each type of environment which enhance the 

character of the environment and to utilize performance standards 

which regulate use activities in accordance with the locally defined 

goals and objectives, rather than to simply exclude any use for 

any one environment. 9 The four types of environments designated 

were natural, conservancy, rural, and urban. 

The purpose of the natural environment is to preserve and 

restore those natural resource systems which exist relatively 

free from the influence of man. Activities which may result in 

the degradation of this environment are restricted. The desig-

nation of this category has been sparing a::; a result of its 

restrictive regulations and on the whole it l ', 
·~ mor·e 1 ikc.>ly to be 

t\•und ill puh1 i r· ly owned rather than privatc>ly owned 10 areas. 

'J'he conservancy environment has been desiened to protect, 
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conserve, and manage existing natural resources and valuable 

historic and cultural areas. The general purpose is to maintain 

the existing character of these areas, empha~hdng noncxploi tative 

uses of the physical and biological resources of the region. 11 

The prime objectives of the rural environment deGif:nation 

are to protect agricultural land from urban expansion, restrict 

intensive development along undeveloped shorelines, provide a 

buffer zone between urban areas and to maintain open space and 

opportunities for recreational uses compatible with agricultural 

uses. In essence, activities which reduce the pressure of urban 

expansion on prime farming lands will he encouraged. 12 

Within the urban environment category the emphasis is upon 

maximizing the utilization of the shorelines, incorporating the 

guidelines for use priorities. The development is to be managed 

so that it enhances and maintains shorelines for a wide variety 

of urban uses. One of the suegestions for accomplishing this goal 

is to require new developments to provide public access to the 

shoreline. Priority is also given to planning for public visual 

Llccess to the sights of the shoreline. 13 

Once the land use· environments had been designated, the 

Department of Ecology turned to developing controls for specific 

activities~ Each activity had a set of guidelines imposed which 

controlled the impact of use on the coastal zone. 

The guidelines for Forest Management Practices have been 

»th\Si'fl as they have a significant impact upon the protection of 

the coastal zone in a state where the forest products industry 
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plays a dominant role. The general goal of this section is to 

ensure that the harvesting of timber and its related activities 

do not severly affect the coastal zone. 'l'he spE>cific r:uidP1.i.11ps 

designed to achieve this goal are as follows: 

1. Seeding, mulching, matting, and replanting should be 
accomplished where necessary to provide stability on 
areas of steep slope which have been logged. Replanted 
vegetation should be of a similar type and concentration 
as existing in the general vicinity of the logged area. 

2. Special attention should be directed in logging and 
thinning operations to prevent the accumulation of slash 
and other debris in contiguous waterways. 

). Shoreline area having scenic qualities, such as those 
providing a diversity of views, unique landscape contrasts 
or landscape panoramas should be maintained as scenic 
views in timber harvesting areas. 

4. Timber harvesting practices, including road construction 
arxi debris removal, should be closely regulated so that 
the quality of the view and vi~WJ>oints in shoreline areas 
of the state are not degraded.14 

The guidelines for Forest Management Practices also include 

regulations for road construction, harvesting practices, and 

buffer zones. 

Similar guidelines are also given for thf. following coastal 

activities: agricultural practices, aquaculture, commercial 

development, marinas, mining, outdoor advertising, residential 

development, utilities, ports, water-related industry, bulkheads, 

breakwaters, jetties and groynes, landfill, solid waste disposal, 

dredging, shoreline.protection, road and railroad design and 

construction, piers, archeological areas and historic sites, and 

recreation. 
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PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

Using the guidelines set out in the Shore].ine Management Act 

and by the Dep~rtment of Ecology, each local government has been 

responsible for formulating a development plan to guide proposed 

activities along its own shoreline. As required by the f\c t ;ind 

the final guidelines of the Department of Ecology, master protSrams 

are to include goals, policies, a map of generalized shoreline 

environmental designations (using the four designations described 

earlier, if possible), and specific use regulations. 15 

The first step taken by the city o~ county was an inventory 

of its shoreline resources, including a map or series of maps 

depicting existing land uses, ownership patterns, topography and 

other analysis which lends itself to graphic presentation. A 

written analysis which accompanied the map described the non­

quantifiable resources of the coastline. Due to the restricted 

time, money, and training of the local government staff these 

two data sources provided a broad overview of the coastal resources 

rather than a detailed analysis. 

The Department of Ecology outlines three factors which 

determine the effectiveness of the management effort in the coastal 

zone. These factors are the quality of the applicable legislation, 

the data base upon which decisions are formulated, and the skill 

of the user in synthesizing·the data and legislation into a 

management dPcir:ion. Without the data base the other two factors 

;! ;-e 1 imi ted in their application. The Washington Coastal 2one Atlas, 
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being prepared by the Department of Ecology should serve to fill 

many of the information gaps le :ft by the local governments. 

The second step in the local master program was the formation 

of citizen advisory committees to participate in the pl·anning 

process. These committees worked in coordination with the local 

government staff during the development of the master plan. The 

main purpose of this coordinated effort was to incorporate a wide 

scope of opinion and to maintain local character in the final plan. 

After the local planners and citizen advisory committee had 

completed the plan for their area, it was forwarded to the Depart­

ment of Ecology for review. The Department reviewed the program 

to ensure that the guidelines of the coastal management program 

had been incorporated into enforceable local legislation. Within 

90 days the program would either have to be approved or sent back 

to the local government for modification. 

In order to present a more detailed·picture of the formulation 

of the local master program and the type of controls which are 

designated in such a plan, a selected review of the Shoreline 

Management Master Program for Skagit County will be given. 16 Map 

number 3 indicates the location of Skagit County. 

Essentially a local master program sets forth civic or county 

legislation to enforce the shoreline management provisions as 

indicated by the Shoreline Management Act and the Department of 

Ecology. As a result, each type of activity mentioned on page 22 

1 :: noted wi I h r:pccific policies and rec;ulations attache·d. As would 

l.:·EJ expected, the range of allowable uses narrows as one moves from 
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the urban designation towards the natural environment designation. 
However, in most cases the uses within the environmental designation 
are subject to more specific regulation within the activities 
legislation. An example of this can be found by looking at the. 
residential development classification. In the urban and rural 
residential (a fi.fth category created by Skagit County) zones 
residential development is permitted subject to general re~ulations, 
but in the rural shoreline area an additional clause appears. 
In this environment "alterations to the natural topography, the 
shore-water interface, and vegetation of the site shall be min­
imized to that extent necessary to the placement of the residence."17 
The Conservancy environment residential restrictions again tighten 
while in the Natural environment classification residential use 
is prohibited. 

These increasing restrictions also occur in the allowable 
building height limits. In an urban designated area the height 
limit for a building within 100 feet of the ordinary high water 
mark is J5 feet, a limit which drops to 25 feet in the con~crvancy 
environment area. The shoreline setback is also very sensitive to 
the type of designated environment as it rises frem 35 feet in 
urban areas to 7 5 feet in the conservancy areas. 18 From the.se 
examples it is possible to note the type of action taken to enforce 
the state guidelines and also the importance of the original 
designation of type of environment. 

Under the permit system set up in the Shoreline Management Act 
substantial developments and shoreline modifications mu:; t 
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receive a permit before work begins. 'l'his includes pri vatv 

development and all state projects within the coastal zone. 

(Federal projects are excluded from the provisions of the program 

but ehere has been cooperation between the state and federal 

governments to ensure that this privielege is not abused.) The 

type of projects which are excluded from applying for a permit 

include those that will not exceed $1,000 in total cost as long 

as they will not interfere with normal public access to the shore­

line; normal maintenance and repair; protective bulkheads for 

single family residences; most agricultural construction, and some 

special exceptions. 19 

Upon filing an application for a substantial development 

permit the applicant must publish two public notices a week apart 

in a newspaper of general circulation within the area in which the 

development is proposed. Once the local government has received 

the application it must wait JO days in order to ensure that all 

objectors have a chance to voice their opinion. In the case of a 

major development proposal the local government may use public 

hearings to help formulate_ and assess public opinion. After the 

local government has given notice of approval the application must 

be forwarded to the Department of Ecology and the Department of the 

Attorney General which have 45 days to appeal the decision to the 

Shoreline Hearings Board. If the applicant receives approval from 

all government agencies he will be able to proceed in a minimum of 

B::' <lays. The shoreline permit procedure is shown in graphic form 

in figure 1. 
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F\GURE 

WASHINGTON SHORELINE PERMIT PROCEDURE 

APPLICANT SUBMITS 
APPLICATION TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
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0 ~ 
7 DAYS 
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. i COMMENTS BY CITIZENS 

ILOCe' tlOVER!!HP wt!t 
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APPEALS APPLICANT APPLICANT 1 APPEALS REVISES PLANS 

I surihoR couRT ACtioNI 
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The Shoreline Hearings Board was created by the Shoreline 

Management Act to provide for both appeals by applicants who 

have been rejected by the local government and for local govern-

: ments which take exception to regulations and guidelines adopted 

"by the Department of Ecology. Once a decision has been handed 

down by the Shoreline Hearings Board the final level of appeal 

is the State Superior Court. However, due to the efficiency of 

the appeals system those appeals which move on to the judicial 

represent only 7 percent of all certified appeals received 

the Board. 20 

In summary a brief review of the major highlights of 

Washington's shoreline management program is appropriate. The 

Washington system as outlined in the Shoreline Management Act 

1971 involved the preparation of guidelines by the Department 

Ecology which could be enforced by local government. Under 

this plan a 200 foot shoreline zone was adopted along with controls 

for development within its boundary. Local Government is faced 

initial evaluation of permit applications but final 

approval must be received from the Department of Ecology before 

construction begins. 

There are several aspects of the Washington plan which should 

be emphasized. The first of these is Washington's concern with 

shoreline management as opposed to coastal management. This wider 

term of reference has helped to alleviate many of the problems 

which would seem to arise out of a restrictive 200 foot boundary 

limit. For example, by having jurisdiction over the major streams 
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and rivers which flow through the coastal zone and into the 

Pacific Ocean many of the sources of upstream pollution can be 

controlled and thus their impact on the coastal areas negated. 

As a result, the 200 foot boundary in Washington has proved 

effective even though it is considerably smaller than those in 

Oregon and California. 

The imple~entation of the permit system has worked wc·ll in 

the state, partly as a result of an effective appeals ~ystem 

which has avoided long court cases and kept the paperwork to an 

acceptable level. Another factor in the success of the system 

has been the ability to formulate and administer the plans at a 

local level. Fr6m all indications local control is working 

successfully and is providing the kind of close contact between 

the citizens and government agencies necessary to maintain a 

good working relationship. This must be in part due to the use 

of the citizen advisory committees in the development of the 

local planning programs. 

Washington has been the first state to f 1lly implement a 

coastal zone management program. As a result, it will be studied 

carefully and possibly used as a model for other programs. The 

type of controls which have been developed work well within the 

narrow Washington coastal zone but may not be as successful in 

a larger management area. However, a good deal of the work which 

has gone into the development of this program will provide a firm 

foundation for other states to base their programs on. 
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CHAPTER J 

OREGON 

The development of Oregon's coastal management pro,n;ram 

reflects a long-standing concern for protecting and managing 

the state's coastal resources. As early as 191J the state had 

declared all its wet sand beaches to be a public highway vrhile 

in 1967 legislation was passed which provided for public use 

of the ocean shore in perpetuity. 1 This 'Beach Bill' provides 

that the entire ocean shore, from low water to the line of 

vegetatiCl'l, be for public use, recreation and enjoyment. This 

approach contrasts greatly with washington state where private 

O\mership has been an accepted characteristic of mru1y shore­

line areas. 

In March 1970 the Oregon Coastal Conservation and Development 

Commission was established to initiate a coordinative process for 

coastal management. Between 1971 and 1975 this Commission worked 

to evaluate Oregon's coastal resources and to develop plans and 

policies for their management. 2 

During the same period a move towards statewide planning 

controls was underway which resulted in the formation of the 

Land Conservation and Development Commission~. The purpose of 

thi::; Commisr:i.on was to develop comprehensive statewide planning 

controls, a part of which would, in time, include those controls 

deemed necessary for coastal zone management. As a result, the 
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resource management responsibilities of the Oregon Coastal 

Conservation and Development Commission were incorporated into 

the wider perspective of statewide land use controls. 

It was during this period that the Federal Coastal Zone 

Management Act was introduced and, as a result, the Oregon program 

set out to comply with the federal regulations in order to receive 

funding aid. As in the case of Washington, it was a matter of 

proving to the Office of Coastal Zone Management that the controls 

which were being developed met all of the federal requirements 

for a coastal zone management program. With this brief overview 

in mind of coastal zone management up to the establishment of 

the Oregon Conservation and Development Commission, it is now 

possible to study the development of Oregon's coastal zone strategy. 

THE COASTAL ZONE 

Oregon's coastal zone extends from the Washington border 

on the north to California on the south, seaward to the extent 

of state jurisdiction as recognized in federal law (J miles), and 

inland to the crest of the nearest coastal mountain range. As a 

result of this broad definition, the coastal zone varies in width 

from approximately 8 to 45 miles. This results in a total land 

area of 7,811 square miles.3 

Several criteria were used in the establishment of the nearest 

coastal range as the inland boundary limit. The most important 

of these was the establishment of a boundary which coincided with 

most biophysical processes, such as the coastal watershed, while 
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at the same time providing effective administrative units. For 

the most part the coast range boundary closely follows the shore­

line counties boundary limit which results in the combination of 

both the biophysical and administrative requirements. The final 

selection of management boundaries for the coastal zone reflects 

the need to control enough area to manage the uses which dir·ectly 

impact upon the coastland. As an example, one of the key problems 

to be controlled is the sedimentation of coastal waters. Without 

control of upstream uses, such as logging practices, no positive 

steps towards its control could be made. In many ways the choice 

of coastal zone in Oregon reflects a scientist's view of the 

management area but as will become evident the establishment of 

such a large area resulted in the loss of some administrative 

control. 4 

As in all states which comply with the federal Coastal Zone 

Management Act there is an exemption for certain federa.lly-

owned lands. However, this provisiai. does not exempt federal 

agencies from the consistency requirements of the Coastal Zone 

Management Act or from existing state authorities over federal 

lands. These final two points are very important as federal lands 

represent approximately )6 percent of the land area of Oregon's 

coast.5 Without full federal cooperation the management of the 

coastline would be placed in a very uncertain position. 

MANMl EMENT STRATEGY 

The second component in establishing the scope of the Oregon 
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Coastal Zone Management program is the degree of control placed 

on land use within the coastal zone boundary. Oregon's program 

is based on two major components. The first of these is the 

regulations set out by the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission to control land use development throughout the state. 

The second component consists of those statutes which deal with 

related issues such as water quality. 

The purpose of the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission is to develop goals for the management of the state's 

land, air, and water resources which could be included in the 

legislative jurisdiction of cities and counties. The Land 

Conservation and Development Commission will review the city and 

county plans for consistency with statewide goals and help to 

coordinate other agencies in the management of the state's 

resources. The agency is also responsible for issuing permits 

for activities of statewide significance which do not conform 

with the guidelines and for identifying areas of critical state 

concern along with plans for their managemen~ ... 

As an initial step in its planning process the Commission 

developed a set of planning Goals with associated guidelines. The 

Gbals are regulations intended to enforce the authority of the Act, 

while the guidelines are suggested directions to be taken to 

achieve the Goals. The Commission adopted Goals and supporting 

guidelines for 12 specific resource elements or uses. The 12 

Goals concern agricultural lands, forest lands, open spaces, 

scenic and historic areas and natural resources, air, water, and 
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land resources quality, areas subject to natural disasters and 

hazards, recreational needs, economy of the state, housing 

public facilities and services, transportation, energy conser-

vation, and urbanization. 

Once ttw coastal zone management program was unde1·w<1y I our 

more statewide Goals were adopted. These additional Goals were 

estuarine resources, coastal shorelands, beaches and dunes, and 

6 
ocean resources. It is important to note that these four new 

categories were in addition to the existing goals so that the 

coastal zone not only receives specific coastal management control 

but also receives the added protection of the initial 12 Goals. 

All four of the coastal Goals require that the natural resources 

and values associated with these areas be protected, that develop-

ment be planned to minimize the threat from natural hazards to 

life and property, and that appropriate areas and facilities be 

d f d 
. . . 7 

reserve or water depen ent uses and activities. 

As a more specific example of the type of Goals and guide-

lines set forth, a brief review of the Forest Lands Goal (one of 

the original 12) and the Coastal Shorelands Goal (one ol the 

four additional Goals) will be given. The general goal or· the 

Forest Lands category is to conserve the forest lands for forest 

8 uses. All existing lands suitable for forest uses are to be 

inventoried and designated as permanent forest lands. Two of the 

~;pccific gui<lr:Jines for achievinr; this Goal stipulate thdt before 

lorest land is changed to another use the productive capabilities 

of both uses should be evaluated, and forestation and reforest-

ation should be encouraged on land suitable for such pruposes, 
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including marginal agricultural land not needed for farm use.9 

It is very important to note the differences between this 

approach to forest management in the Oregon coastal zone and the 

one adopted by the state of Washington. In Washington the emphasis, 

in a narrower coastal zone, was on the protection of the coast-

land habitat while in Oregon the emphasis is on the maintenance 

of a viable forest industry. As a result it is questionable 

whether the Goals which do not specifically deal with the coastal 

zone will be able to provide the intensity of protection neces-

sary to encourage orderly development. 

The Coastal Shoreland's Goal sets as its overall objective 

the conservation, protection, and where appropriate the develop­

ment and restoration of the resources and benefits of all coastal 

shorelands. In order to inventory and evaluate the resources of 

the shorelands a planning area was designated which includes 

most lands west of the Oregon coast highway and all lands within 

an area defined by a line measured horizontally 1,000 feet from 

the shoreline of estuaries, and 500 feet.froi:i the shoreline of 

coastal lakes. Once these inventories are completed there is 

to be a series of comprehensive plans which will identify coastal 

shorelands and develop policies for their management. 1° Fragile 

coastal resources such as marshes and significant wildlife habitats 

would be strictly regulated with only those uses allowed which 

would not interfere with their protection. 

Shorelands in rural areas would be available for a wide 

variety of uses as long as these activities did not significantly 
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change the character of the landscape and could not be located 

in upland locations or in urbanized areas along the coastline. 

Shorelands in urbanized areas which are suitable for water-

dependent uses will be preserved for those uses. This includes 

deep water areas necessary for ports, protected areas for marinas, 

and areas with potential for recreational utilization of coastal 

waters. 11 

In addition to these specific priorities for designated 

coastal land uses there are also overall priorities of use for 

development in shoreland areas. Ranked from highest to lowest 

these include: 

1. Promotion of uses which maintain the integrity of 
estuaries and coastal waters; 

2. Provision for water-dependent uses; 

3. Provision for water-related uses; 

4. Provision for non-dependent, non-related uses which 
retain fle*ibility of future use; 

5. Provision fG>r development compatible with existine 
or committed uses; 

6. Permanent or long-term uses which create a permanent 
chanr:e in the features of the coastland, 12 

It is interesting to note that the Shorelands Goal serves 

as a specific coastal management strategy. It has its own 

boundary, designation of allowable uses and a system of enforce­

ment. In es;,ence, it is very similar to the entire Washington 

p1·0p:ram and thus provides the necessary protection for the 

.. '\l;u~tal resources in the immediate shoreline area. 
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PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

Once the planning Goals and guidelines had been established 

the Land Conservation and Development Commission require an 

administrative system to enforce the regulations. As in Washing­

ton, the decision was made to make local. p,overnment rc~:pon~~ibJc 

for the deve I opm8nt ·of coordinated comprQhcrH; i vc plc1n~;. 'l'lw::(' 

plans will serve to implement the Goals, and will establish the 

basis for specific local government regulations and ordinances. 

As the coastal management program is a component of the overall 

planning scheme in Oregon, information about the process applies 

equally to the four coastal Goals and the 12 overall land use 

Goals. 

In Oregon the development of the coordinated comprehensive 

plans for local government is currently underway. When one 

considers that this plan serves as the single, common basis for 

decisions regarding conservation and development within an area 

one realizes the magnitude and importance of this undertaking. 

As in the case of Washington there is a strong emphasis on 

public participation in· the formulation of the local plan.. One 

of the Goals set forth by the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission deals specifically with citizen involvement and sets 

guidelines to ensure that the maximum use is made of local input. 

The procedures followed in the preparation of the local 

comprehensive plan will vary somewhat with each locality. 

However, there are certain requirements of each plan. These include: 

1. A clear indication ·of the specific land, air, and water 
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use problems, issues and needs of the local jurisdiction; 

2. Inventory data and other information which establishes 
the basis for decision making; 

J. Information showing how each applicable planning Goal 
has been met; and 

4. An evaluation of alternative courses of action. 1 3 

As a result of the emphasis on local orientation, each plan 

should interrelate the capability of an area's natural resource 

and man-made systems to support existing and future needs with 

demands for economic stability, housing, environmental quality, 

and efficient public facilities and services. 14 

Once the local plan is completed it will be forwarded to the 

Land Conservation and Development Commission which will review 

it for consistency with the Goals. Once the plan has been approved 

there is provision for adjustment using the same process as used 

in the development of the initial plan, including approval by the 

Commission. 

Once the plan is approved the administration of coastal 

development is in the hands of local governme1t. There is some 

concern over the scope of local government control as the only 

tie to the Commission will be an annual report. This may not be 

a strong enough bond to ensure that all of the requirements of 

1 . f 1 ~ the Goa s are being en orced. ~ Washington's Department of 

Ecology has been criticized for maintaining a close watch over 

the local plans but perhaps this is a necessary precaution to 

ensure that state interests are given priority over local concerns. 

As mentioned earlier the development of the local comprehensive 
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plans is only half of the Oregon Coastal Management Program. 

The second half consists of those statutes and authorities of 

state agencies which address specific natural resource management 

concerns within the coastal zone. The permit requirements of 

these agencies, along with any other regulations, provide a 

supportive arm to the ordinances set forth in the local compre-

hensive plans. Some of the most important agencies in terms of 

their requirements for the coastal zone include: the Division 

of State Lands which has ownership and management responsibilities 

for submerged and submersible lands; the Department of Transport­

ation's Highway Division which manages the ocean shores and 

beaches for public use and recreational access; and the Department 

of Forestry which administers the Forest Practices Act, whicfl 

Pstablishe~ policies and standards for forest management and 

harvest practices on forest lands in the state". 16 State agencies 

with pel'.tllit authority in the coastal zone cannot authorize actions 

in the coastal zone which would conflict with the statewide 

planning Goals. Regulatory agencies are required to examine 

their standards and procedures for consistency with the Goals 

and are to adjust any discrepancies. 

In summary, there are several key points which should be 

emphasized. The first, and most important of these, is that the 

Oregon Coastal Management Program is part of a statewide compre­

hensive, coordinated land use planning program. As a result, 

the coastal management strategies are supplemented by the provisions 

of all the other land use controls. However, in many cases, 
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there is too much reliance on these supplementary Goals which 

weakens the protection of the coastal zone. Only in the Coastal 

Shorelands Goal is there enough protection given to the resources 
of the coastal zone. 

The second characteristic to be noted in Oregon's program 

is the broad definition of the coastal zone which extendG inland 

to the nearest coastal mountain range. Using this geographical 

boundary allows control of most of the elements which effect the 

coastal area. However, the establishment of such a large coastal 

zone has resulted in a different approach to management than is 

found in either Washington or California. Rather than using a 

permit system to monitor development the Oregon plan combines the 

legislative authority of state agencies with the regulations and 

ordinances designed by local government to enforce the Goals 

set forth by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. 

As a result someone who wants to proceed with a project on the 

coastal zone must meet all local and state agency requirements 

rather than applying for a specific coastal d£~ velopment permit. 

In conclusion, it appears that the success or failure of the 

Coastal Zone Management Program in Oregon will depend upon the 

effectiveness of state agency permit review procedures and on how 

the local governments develop ordinances to enforce the principles 

of the Goals. Without the necessity for state agency approval of 

coastal projects the emphasis has been squarely placed upon the 

:\bility of tho local governments and state agencies to coordinate 

their efforts in managing the coastal zone. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CALIFORNIA 

As in the other two states the history of coastal zone 

management in California can be traced to past efforts at" shore­

line protection. In 1931 a joint legislative committee issued 

a report on seacoast conservation which probably marks the initial 

expression of concern over the loss of ocean shorelands to 

development forces. Despite the continued rapid growth of 

development along the shoreline it wasn't until 1965 that the 

first significant attempt at coastal management was made. In that 

year the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

was established, largely as a result of public outrage over the 

seemingly uncontrolled use of the San Francisco Bay shoreline for 

industrial and commercial purposes which conflicted with recre­

ational and aesthetic values. In spite of t 1 e apparent need for 

statewide coastal controls it was not until the issue was placed 

on the state ballot in November 1972 that any meaningful action 

was taken. With the passage of Proposition 20, the California 

Coastal Conservation Act of 1972, coastal management in California 

became a reality. 

·\'HI•'. f!OJ\STAJ. zoNg .... -~·--·--·-··#··-· 

The choice of the coastal zone boundary in California has been 
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one aspect of the coastal plan which has been under constant 

attack and revision. As originally set out in the enabling 

legislation of Proposition 20 there were two boundary limits. 

The first of these extended 1,000 yards inland from the mean 

high tide line and was referred to as the ·'permit area' . The 

purpose of this designation was to create an area in •nhich permits 

for development would be required during the preparation of the 

actual coastal plan. Without this permit control it was felt 

that coastal growth pressure would accelerate during the plan 

development period and thus worsen the situation. The second 

boundary limit was referred to as the 'coastal zone' and ex­

tended inland to the highest summit of the nearest coastal 

mountain range, except in Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego 

counties where it extended to the nearest coastal range or five 

miles, whichever was the shorter distance. 1 

When the Coastal Plan was completed by the Coastal Com­

mission in late 1975 it contained a proposal for two juris­

dictional areas. The first of these was bas!cally the same as 

the initial zone established in Proposition 20, that is inland 

to the nearest coastal mountain range. The second area was termed 

the 'coastal resource management area' and replaced the 1,000 yard 

permit area. The criterion for this new designation were 

resource•based. The zone extended from the high tide line to 

include all 'significant coastal resources' and those adjacent 

~reas in which development could adversely effect the coastal 

zone. 2 'rhe significant coastal resources included beaches, dunes, 
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wetlands, estuaries, significant wildlife habitat areas, agri­

cultural areas influenced by the coastal climate, and existing 

public recreation areas. 

When the coastal plan reached the state legislature, the 

representatives were not bound to accept or reject the plan but 

could alter provisions of which they did not approve. As a 

result of this opportunity they struck a compromise between the 

1,000 yard boundary and the resource-based limit. The official 

Coastal Act of 1976 defined only one boundary termed the 'coastal 

zone'. The inland boundary of this zone is set at 1,000 yards 

with the exception of significant coastal estuaries, habitat and 

recreational areas where it may be extended to the first major 

ridgeline or five miles from the mean high tide line, whichever 

is less. It may also be adjusted downward in developed urban 

areas.3 This boundary is illustrated on a series of maps which 

provide the exact inlarxi limit of the coastal zone. Any ~ig-

nificant changes in the coastal zone may be made only by the 

state legislature, al though the .Coastal C.ommi::rnion has authority 

to shift a boundary up to 100 yards to avoid conflicts with 

either physical or legal boundaries. 4 

Although the 1976 Coastal Act has been approved and is 

being implemented there is still pressure to adjust the coastal 

:~one boundary seaward. At present there are two proposals before 

Lhe state lee;islature, one of which would reduce the coastal ~one 

to 500 yards, the other to 200 yards.5 
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In order to properly discuss the degree of management control 

in California it is first necessary to review the goals which the 

plan is expected to achieve. Within the California Coastal .:\ct 

(1976) the state legislature set forth five major objectives for 

coastal management in the state. These are designed to: 

1. Protect, maintain, and, where feasible, enhance and 
restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 
environment and its natural and man-made resources. 

2. Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation 
of coastal zone resources taking into account the 
social and economic needs of the people of the state. 

J. Maximize public access to and along the coast and 
maximize public recreational opportunities in the 
coastal zone consistent with sound resource conser­
vation principles and constitutionally protected rights 
of private property owners. 

4. Assure priority for coastal-dependent development over 
other development on the coast. 

5. Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation 
in preparation of procedures to implement coordinated 
planning and development for mutually beneficial uses 
in the coastal zone.6 

These general goals are converted into specific policies 

in the Act; policies which provide the basis for the California 

Coastal Plan as they determine the acceptability of both local 

coastal programs and individual permit applications. This point 

will be clarified later when the development of local plans and 

the pP.rmit system are discussed. Suffice it to say that these 

individual po] icy :1tai cments are the backbone of the Californi3. 

coaGtal management program. The shoreline uses and activities 

dealt ;vi th in these statements are public access, recreation, 
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land resources, marine resources, development, and industrial 

development. Each of these stat(:")ments has its own r:;oal ~' _ind 

methods of achieving them but for the purpose o.f this clt:1p ter 

the overall priorities will be summarized. In all ca.Ge::; if 

there is to be a change in the present landscape coastC<l-dep­

endent uses are given the highest priority. For example, the 

highest priority for recreation use are those activities which 

cannot be accommodated at inland water locations. The other 

overall stipulation is that, wherever practical, new development 

should be located in areas which have already been developed for 

that type of use or activity. The purpose of this regulation 

is to control low density strip development along the coast, 

especially in the construction of new housing. 

Supplementing these general priorities are individual 

policies to ensure the protection of a particular shoreland 

resource or to regulate the effect of a use on the shoreland 

area. As an example of coastal resource management, aGricultural 

lands ar'e protected through restricting their fragmentation into 

small parcels which would no longer be economically viable. 7 

As an example of a use restriction, industrial -development is 

only allowed in a previously undeveloped area if there are no 

alternative sites and all adverse environmental effects are 

mitie;ated to the maximum extent feasible. 8 

The agency responsible for coantal zone management in 



- 51 -

California is the California Coastal Commission, which lies 

within the Resources Agency. The Commission was responsible 

for the development of the California Coa8tal ?lan of 1975 

which was the basis for the California Coastal Act (1976). At 

present the state is divided into six regions (map number l~) 

each with its own coastal commission which is responsible for 

administering the Act's policies. This is only a temporary 

situation as local government controls are being developed 

which will be responsible for the administration of the Act. 

As a result the Regional Commissions are due to be phased out 

no later than June JO, 1979· Until the local governments take 

over the responsibility, the regional commissions are reviewin:s 

all coastal development permit applications in their jurisdictions. 

As the local coastal controls are destined to become the ad-

ministrative backbone of the management strategy it is important 

to understand their jurisdiction and responsibility. 

The Coantal Act places a great deal of administrative 

responsibility on the shoulders of local government. The reasons 

for this decision include: 

1. The avoidance of duplication at a state level by using 
the existing local government land use planning and 
development review system. 

2. The accessibility and accountability of local government 
to the citizens. 

J. Local governments are best able to reflect the different 
conditions and values of the many communities along the 
1 , 07;' m ilc coastline. 

As a result of this opinion, each of the 15 counties and 53 

cities along the California coast is required by the Coaatal Act 
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to prepare a local coastal program. 

These local programs will include a land use plan, zoning 

ordinances, zoning district maps and, where required, other 

implementive actions applicable to the coastal zone. The most 

important of these is the land use plan as it indicates the 

kinds, location, and intensity of water and land use allowed. 

'rhe land use plan also indicate·s the resource protection and 

development policies which will be used to accompli::;h ~he 

objectives of the Coastal Act. The Commission has adopted 

regulations outlining a basic me·thod for analyzing proposed 

land uses within the plan for conformity with the Act's policies. 

These guidelines suggest that the following steps are necessary 

in the development of an acceptable land use plan. 

1. The evaluation of the needs of development and their 
potential impact upon coastal resources. For example, 
will the improved access created by a new highway result 
in overcrowding problems along the coast. 

2. The determination of the types of activities which are 
suitable for habitat areas, agricultural lands, and 
natural hazard prone areas. 

3. The designation of certain areas for uses such as public 
and commercial recreation, port and coastal dependent 
energy facilities, and commercial fiahing, all of which 
are given high priority in the Coastal Act. 

L;.. The assessment of the long term effects of the develop­
ment which would be allowed and the coordination o1 
this gro·'lth vlith public service and recreation facility 
expansion.9 

Once thP 1 :md use plan is complete it must be certified 

~'.\ I !It' Gli:u: l.:1 I Commirrnion. 'rhe phm is firf1t sent ta the regional 

,',Jmm i.:;~don wh i"·h has 90 days to review the ::;ubmission. If the 

rq lorwl cornmi :;:.1ion :i.pprove::; the plan it is sent on to tho st<1te 
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commission which has an additional 60 days to assess its adequacy. 

If either commission finds the local plan does not meet the 

requirements of the Act it will be returned to the local authority 

for revision. 

The final step in the development of the local program is 

the formulation of zoning ordinances to carry out the land use 

designations and policy. These must also be approved by the 

regional and state commissions before they are enacted into law. 

Once this has been accomplished the responsibility for coastal 

zone management is placed in the hands of local government. 

The final cog in the California coastal zone mechanism is 

the permit system which has been designed to enforce the prov­

isions of the Coastal Act. In addition to any other local, state, 

or regional permits required a person wishing to undertake any 

development in the coastal zone must obtain a coastal development 

permit. At present these permits are being processed by the 

regional commissions but once the local programs have been 

approved the permit administration will becomr a local govern-

rnent responsibility. Regional commission-issued permits will still 

be required for developments on tidelands, submerccd lands, mid 

public trust lands. 

Permits are not required for the following types of 

developments: 

1. Most n1n, .. ;le family residence improvemPn t}~; 

MalntPn:mcc dredging as long as the material is lisposcd 
of outside the coastal zone; and 

. . t t' •t• 10 J. Repair or main cnancc ac ivi ies. 
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The application process itself is quite simple. One:: the 

necessary forms are received by the governing body it h:i.s 21 to 

1+2 days to schedule a hearing. A decision is required within 21 

days of the hearing and it becomes final if an appeal h:t~; not been 

made within 10 days. Work on a pro jcct cnn be· started 1~2 days 

after the application is filed if all things go smoothly. 

There are two key characteristics of the California coastal 

zone management program which differentiate it from the pro?:rams 

in ~"Jashington and Oregon. The first of these is the 1,000 yard 

boundary limit which is a result of compromise from prcviow;ly­

suggested boundaries which were more extensive. Al thouch thi~.> 

is strictly a politically-designated boundary limit, it has 

proved to be an effective boundary in terms of controllin:~ 

development alone the immediate shoreland strip. It is important 

to take into consideration the enormous development pressures 

in the California coastal zone (as evidenced by the proposals for 

boundary revisions to 500 or 200 yards) when evaluatinG the 

chosen limit. At present the California Coas~~al Commission 

would be very happy if it could maintain the <'Xistinr': coa:.c~t:i.l 

zone. 

The other important characteristic is the degree of management 

control as expressed in both the Act's guidelines and in the extent 

of permit cover:i.ge. By reviewing nearly all developments for 

compliance with the intent of the Act, the California system 

L'nsurcs close Gcrutiny of coastal activity while at the same time 

delegating the administrative responsibility to local government 
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which should be both accessible and willing to listen to local 

citizens. 

Until the local coastal programs have been implemented, it 

is impossible to evaluate the entire management stratc,·.iY· 

However, if the local governments are abJe to implement the 

policies of the Coastal Act the future of the Californi:1 

coastal zone would appear to be secure from the indescriminate 

development of the past several decades. 
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CHAPTER 5 

COMPARISON OF MANAGEMEWI' S'l'RATEGIES 

IN WASHINGTON, OREGON, AND CALIFORNIA 

So far, the coastal zone policies of the three states 

have been dealt with in isolation. It will be the purpose of 

this section to compare and contrast the components of each of 

the three plans in order to gain a better insight into the 

strengths and weaknesses of each coastal ma.'1.at;ement stratee;y. 

In order to maintain consistency, the major points of comparison 

will be the three criteria discussed in chapter l: the definition 

of the boundary, the type of management control exerci3cu 

within the coastal zone, and the implementation of the m:c11·1::~cmcnt 

plan. 

THE COASTAL Z Q\JE 

'I'he most significant difference in the coastal plans is the 

choice of the inland boundary limit of the coastal zono. '.lhe 

three boundaries which have been chosen are:\r'Jashington - 200 feet; 

Oregon - the nearest coastal mountain ranr;e (creating a zone v!hich 

varies from~. to 11-5 miles in width); and California - 1,000 yards. 

Ficure 2 gives a graphic illustration of these zones. 

With such n wide range of boundary limit::: there arc obviously 

~·.1nw v1•ry di rt\~rcn t. management capabilities in each of the three 

states. Only in Oregon is there a specific explanation for the 
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choice of the boundary: a decision was made to use a biophysical 

boundary rather than an administratively chosen line. An :i result, 

Oregon has the potential to be the mo Gt inclu::d ve of t.lH· t.h t'('<' 

plans: a plrm which has the boundary riuthori Ly I.cl con t.r·P I t.11,• 

entire upstream watershed. 

Contrasting this relatively secure, broad coastal zone are 

the narrower zones of Washington and California. Both of these 

zones are the result of compromise between the development and 

conservation forces within the re spec ti ve states. The ·trade-off 

between the forces of development and conservation has occurred 

in two areas: first, in the designation of the boundary o.nd 

second, in the uses allowed within the zone. 'l'hesc two ckcisions 

are interrelated as the size of the coastal zone determines the 

extent of management control in each of the three states. There 

is an inverse relationship between the size of the zone and the 

degree of control. In Washington and California, narrow zones 

are strictly regulated through the use of a permit system ·while 

in Oregon the zone is much larger and the con·1 ~ols proportionately 

weaker. In both examples it is the development prcr.::mn' which 

has resulted in the trade-off between physical extent and admin­

istrative control. Proof of the significance of the development 

forces can be found in the reduction of the California coastal 

zone from a once-proposed five miles to the present 1,000 yards 

which is still under pressure to be reduced to 500 or 200 y2.rcl:::::. 

In ifa~1hlngton thcr.~c in a dintinct hesitancy t;o try to expanc: tho 

shore land boundary for fear of the effort:::; of the devcloprnt·n t. 
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lobby to reduce already attained power. 1 It seems therefore, 

that the major determinant in the coastal zone boundary decision 

process is the strength of the development lobby. In On·c:on, 

which has the least-developed or· the coastlines, there has only 

been a limited amount of anti-coastal control feeling and this 

has allowed the wide coastctl zone to be e:::;tabli::;hed. 2 Howf~ver, 

along the more fully-developed Washington and Californi2. coast­

lines the anti-coastal control lobby has kept the coast.al zone 

to the narro·:1cst possible extent through consistent pressure 

on state politicians.) 

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

The second point of comparision is the degree of management 

control exercised in the coastal zone. As mentioned previously, 

this factor is directly related to the size of the coa::::tal zone. 

In all of the states the government agency in charge of coastal 

zone management developed the overall strategy for the management 

of the coastline. This included determining v.·hich uses and 

activities would be regulated, .the degree of regulation, the 

priorities of use, and the locations for different uses and 

activities. ~he most important decision to be made is the 

definition of permissible uses. In War:-hington this decision is 

based upon restrictions on the activity and the proposed location, 

i~ Oregon upon the type of shoreland resource (i.e. estuary, 

;,,,:1~~h, dune), and in California upon a combination of the. 0.ctivi ty 

:md :.he proposed location. 
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Becauct' co:1stal controls aro included in Ltw ovPr:il 1 ::L:tLl' 

land use plan, Oregon's program approaches the question of 

permissibility of uses in a different manner than the other two 

states. The four coastal resource Goals created by the Land 

Conservation and Development Commission outline procedures for 

the preservation or strictly controlled development of estuarine 

resources, coa.stal shorelands, beaches and dunes, and ocean 

resources. When a project is proposed for the coastal zone 

it has to meet the requirements for the type of resource ,mviron­

ment (estuary, dune, beach) it will be located in. As a result, 

a proposed housing subdivision will have to meet different 

standards in a shoreland environment than it would in a beach 

environment. No type of use is completely restricted from· 

locating in the coastal zone but it may be restricted in several 

of the coastal zone environments. The key point is that it is 

the type of physical environment which determines the permissib­

ility of an activity or use locating on it. 

Washineton is similar to Oregon in that the plan designates 

environments in which certain activities are permitted while 

others are restricted. However, in this case the ~reas are 

designated according to land use and not physical characteristics. 

Each of the four major categories, natural, conservancy, rural 

and urban, have their own restriction on the type of activities 

:1llowed to locate within them. The analysis of the Skagit County 

:.·:,~~ Ll'r Program (page 24) illustrated how building requirements 

vary between the four land use categories. It is the type of land 
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use which determines the permissibility of ::m activity or use. 

The Wa~;hinr;ton plan also differs in that n•ntrictiun:: :1r.·., 

placed upon ac ti vi ties located in the shorel:md :lrea r:1Llw1 · Lhari 

on the shore land itself. Each ac ti vi ty which is considerc~d to have 

a significant impact in the coastal zone has restrictions which 

control its effect on coastal resources. The Washington strategy 

can be illustrated by referring to page 22 where the Forest 

kanagement Practices guidelines are presented. The. _emphasis 

in this case is on how to harvest timber in a way whic11 will 

minimize the effects on the coastal zone. The coastal resource 

use is beinc managed to control its impact on the coast:1l zone. 

The approach to permissible uses in California varies from 

those in Washington and and Oregon. The coastal zone has not been 

sub-divided into either physical or land use environments. It is 

strictly the kind of use proposed at a specific location that 

dE~termines whether a project will receive a development pcrmi t. 

The Coastal Act has provided specific guidelines for those 

activities which it feels create a significan-i- impact on the 

coastal zone. These activities are described on pages lt-9 and 50. 

If an applicant complies with all of the guidelines for his 

proposed development he will be allowed ~o proceed. 

Of the ! '.1ree policies, Washinr;ton 'a is the most ~poei fie 

jn detailing •:rhat may or may not be developed, and if it i~; ,'.';oinr: 

!() h\' develo1>hl. where it may be located. 'rhis is a r0sul t of 

·l···,·\.r.vin1·. 11i."'.V 1lil'l'crent. Ly1w:: Qf co~:..;t:tl activities (sL1ch ~s 

~qu~culture, Jredgin~, marinas, and residential development) 
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along with guidelines which set standards for their development. 

'h'hen these use and activity guidelines are coupled with the 

allowable uses in each of the four environments (natural, 

conservancy, rural, and urban) it becomes very clear which uses 

will be allo,ved and where. 

One of l.hc most important overall point~; to note i :: t.11:LL 

no use has been totally restricted in any of the three co:i~; tal 

zones. All uses are permissible as long as they are located in 

a designated area. The need for continued economic expansion 

has fo reed each policy to leave rootn for industr·ial uses alone; 

the coastline. However, in all cases industrial development must 

show that there are no other suitable locations before developing 

a new coastal location. 

Despite the difference in assessing the suitability of ~1 

activity there is one key area of agreement between the three 

plans. In an area which is to be developed, water-dependent uses 

are assigned the highest priority, followed by water-related 

activities, and then all other uses. If a shoreline area is 

going to be developed it will be done in a way to .maximize the 

use of that location. This will also control the unnecessary 

loss of coastal areas to expansion which could have, and should 

!'lci.ve, been located elsewhere. 

IROGi{AlVl IMPLEIVlENTATION 

Now that the boundary definitions and management guidelines 

have been compared, it is possible to move on to how they ha.ve 
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been implemented. It has been noted that all three states have 

opted for local government administration of the coastal guide­

lines and controls. As only ~vashington has reached tl~i s :: :.age 

it is not possible to compare the local plans.. However, it is 

possible to look·at the degree of control local government will 

have once the planning stage is complete. 

The maL1 issue being addressed in the delegation of rr:anage­

ment authority is the degree of centraliz.ation •t.:hich r::.bould be 

irco:r'r;ora teO. in the coastal program. There r;cems to be ceneral 

agreement that administration of coastal zone management is best 

carried out at a local level of government. In a decentralized 

arrangement, local residents and planners may be able to design 

a plan which will suit local tastes and needs. In a more central­

ized, situation these preferences may be lost to uniformity on 

a state-wide basis. In order to achieve local control there 

must be decentralization from the state level, where overall 

responsibility properly and inevitably belongs. The key in doing 

this is for the state to spell out its objectjves, which then 

become guidelines for local government. Only under these 

conditions can both the state responsibility and local administ­

ration criteria be met. 

At pre~· ·'1.t it appears that local government in Oregon will 

h::vc the e;rc ~test degree of autonomy in carrying out the provi­

~ i ona of th<' Lmd Conservation and Development Commission. As 

t.h,·re is no (:u:lstal development permit in Oregon the local 

governments will be responsible for enforcing the coastal Goals 
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through their own building permits, by-lawr-;, and other ordin:u1ccL>· 

No state approval is required once the local plans have been 

certified and so the local authorities will have an important 

role in the interpretation of their own administrative ordinances. 

At present, the only stipulation is that local governments 

submit an annual report covering all land use developments in 

their jurisdiction. There is some concern that this will not 

provide a sufficient local-state link, and it may be changed 

before the plan is implementea.
4 

The California local governments will also have a wide 

range of control as they will process all development permits 

except those if fragile ecological areas• As they are bounded 

by the permit and appeal system they do not have quite as wide 

a scope as in Oregon, but none-the-less the bulk of the respon­

sibility will be local. 

The situation in Washington is all together different as all 

permits must be sent to the Department of Ecology for approval 

even after being accepted by local government. This results in 

much slower processing with a minimum 82 day period from the 

time of· application to the start of construction. This compares 

with a minimum of 42.days in California. 

After reviewing the local program systems it is clear that 

there is a move toward decentralization of authority once the 

management program has been approved by the state. All three 

states cite the advantages of being close to the people and 

being able to tailor the plans to local needs but only in Oregon 
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and California is this a reality. Once fully implemented, the 

plans in these two states will allow the local governments to 

administer their coastlines, subject to their local plans which 

have been certified by the state, in a·way which they :~ce fit. 

~Vashington local government would appear to have the s;:ime scope 

of authority but with the Department of Ecology reviewing all 

permits the local government authority is greatly diminished. 

Loacl government control would appear to be very beneficial, 

but with Wa~;hington being the only state to have implemented 

local control and at the same time giving no indication of 

wanting to give up its power of permit review there may be ::;ome 

underlying problems to be worked out which are not obvious on 

the surface. 

One other important administrative comparison deals with 

the governmental responsibility for drawing up the coastal zone 

ma:1.3.gement i:Guidelines. In all three states there was a specific 

body delegated with the responsibility of developing and im­

plementing their programs. Rather than havin~ a committee of 

all interested agencies try·to take action, a lead agency, 

department, or branch was chosen to coordinate the management 

program. In Washington it was the Shorelands Division of the 

Office of Land Programs within the Department of Ecology, in 

Oregon it was the Oregon Coastal Conservation and Development 

(~ommiHsion which waB later incorporated into the Land Corrnervntion 

and Development Commission, and in California it was the C~lifornia 

Coar;tal Commission. ·with the appointment of a lead agency it was 
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clear where the responsibility for the program rested. 'l'his has 

resulted in org:mized planninc; mechanisms in each of Llw Lllrec 

states. 

'l'he final administrative comparison concerns the method of 

enforcing the coastal controls. In both ~·JashinG"Lon and Co.llfornia 

the systems hinge on the application for, and receipt of, a coastal 

development permit. With the exception of minor home renovations 

and some improvements and maintenance, a person wishin;; to under­

take a project within the coastal zone must obtain a permit in 

both of these states. In Oregon there is no specific coastal 

permit but applicants for development must comply with all other 

reculations including those being developed by local government 

in the comprehensive coordinated plans for land use. 

Permit decisions can be appealed in both Washington and 

California. In Washington the appeal goes to the Shoreline 

Fearings Board while in California the appeal goes to the regional 

commission. Once the local plans have been approved in California 

only those appeals which dispute a ruling in favour of the appli­

cant will be sent to the regional commission. All othc1· appeals 

will remain at the local level. 

In conclusion, it seems appropriate to comment on the general 

philosophies adopted towards coastal zone management. Both 

Washington and California have designated a coastal zone and 

designed specific policies for its conservation and development. 

They have accepted a need for managing the coastal resources in 

1 !~13.nner which is different from the other land cesources of the 
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state. The major argument in favour of this management str<J. tccy 

is the common-property nature of many of the major resources 

of the coastal zone. Without government intervention, the::;e 

resources tend to be overused or misused which results in their 

ultimate destruction. This situation is further complicated 

by the division of proprietary and regulatory responsibility for 

the resources of the coastal zone among numerous federal and 

state agencies. By specifically managing the coastal zone, the 

authorities in Washington and California, with support from the 

federal government, have set a precedent for the management of 

individual resource areas rather than adopting an overall resource 

conservation and development policy. 

In Oregon the philosophy shifts to one of treating the 

coastal resources as part of the overall land-water resource 

base of the state. The coastal resources are not considered 

separately but as one component in a plan whose sum is greater 

than the total of its individual parts. By developing a state­

wide approach to land use problems, all resources and all regions 

are incorporated, providing a unified base to make land use 

decisions from. 

It can be seen that there are many possible approaches to the 

question of coastal zone managemen~. Variations occur in the initial 

statement of philosophy, the development of guidelines, and in 

implementation. It is hoped that this chapter has presented and 

clarified some of these differences and will provide a basis for 

considering the application of some of the management techniques 

to British Columbia. 
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FOOTNOTES - CH~PTER 5 

1. Interview with Don Peterson, Coastal Zone Specialist 
ifashington Department of Ecology, Olympia: .Jan. Jl,1978. 

2. Interview with Neil Coenen, Coastal Zone Specialist, 
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, 
Salem: Feb. 2,1978. 

J. Interview with Paul Minx, Public Information Officer, 
California Coastal Commission, San Francisco: Feb. 6,1978. 

4. Interview with Neil Coenen, op. cit. 
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CHAP'rER 6 

BRITISH COLUMBIA 

At present, coastal zone management policy in British 

Columbia has not been developed into a unified program such as 

the ones in Washington, Oregon, and California. 'fhis is.in part, 

due to the federal/provincial di vision of proprietary ;:ind ro,r:­

ulatory rights over the many coastal resource::;; diBcusr:ieci in 

chapter 1. However, there have been some examples of specific 

coastal management policy. The purpose of this section is to 

review these policies to detennine the direction which is being 

taken in regard to coastal zone management in British Columbia. 

Once this present direction has been determined, some suegestions 

for future policy concerning our coastal resources will be made. 

COASTAL COMMISSION ACT 

The first major indication of concern for managinc; B1:i ti sh 

Columbia's coastal resources occurred in 1975· At that time the 

British Columbia Coastal Zone Commission Act was presented to 

the Legislative Assembly as a private members bill by Harold Steves, 

:,:ember of the Legislative Assembly for Richmond. 1 This Act 

proposed the establishment of a Commission consisting of persons 

representing government, industry, labour, environmental groups, 

:\:1d the general public which would have overall authority for the 

planning, zonine;, and classification of lands within the coastal 
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zone in British Columbia. The coastal zone was defined aG those 

coastal and tidal waters, foreshore waterr;hcds, and :1d .i :i<~l'n t. 

uplands which directly or indirectly affect the coastal environment. 

'rhe Commission was to assess the land use capability of the 

coastal zone and from this inventory develop an overall plan 

for the conservation and development of the natural resources of 

the coastal zone. Once this was accomplished the region2.l districts 

within the coastal zone were to develop a coastal plan which would 

incorporate the guidelines of the Commission. ;i.'he enforcement 

of the Act would be based on a permit system which required the 

developer to receive a land use permit before starting his project. 

During the second reading of the bill in the Legislative 

Assembly, there was general support for its intent from the 

Members who participated. Despite this encouragement, Jv.r. Steves 

chose to withdraw the bill from consideration. In explaining 

this decision ~r. Steves stated: 

The minister of Lands, Forests and·Water Resources, 
(Honourable R.A. Williams) has been carrying on some 
re so urcc management in the area of coasta.:!. zoning in the 
province ... i.1hile this is not right along the lines of 
the coastal zoning bill, as I have suggested, he ha3 
assured me that in the next couple of years - in f::ict, 
in the next year - they will make some decisions as to 
whether they should go the line of expanding the 
resource management teams in the coastal areas, or go 
along the lines of a coastal management authority, 
as I have suggested in this bill.2 

I:)L!\NDS TRU3'l' 

It is now possible to study current coastal zone manac;e-

mcn L policy to determine what direction has been taken in BriLlsh 
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Columbia. The first example of a coastal zone management project 

in British Columbia is the work being done by the Islands Trust. 

Established by the British Columbia Legislature in 1974, the 

purpose of the Trust is to preserve and protect "the trust are.'.1 

an.d it::; unique amenities and environment for the benefj Lor the' 

rei::;idents of the trust area and of the province generally.") 

The islands which are included in the Trust are indicated on map 

number 5. As well as the major islands shown on this map there 

are approximately 200 smaller islands within the Trust's 

jurisdiction. 

The basis for planning has been the establishment of local 

trust committees on each of the major islands. These committees 

have developed community plans for their island which will serve 

as the basis for planning decisions. The community plan sets 

broad guidelines for the development of the islands which are 

incorporated into more specific regulations through the use of 

zoning by-laws. The development of these community plans has 

been under the guidance of the regional distr5ct for the island 

with the Islands Trust serving in an advisory capacity. 

The role of the Islands Trust in the management of the islands 

in its jurisdiction is currently being revised. In 1977 the 

Legislature ammended the Islands Trust Act to transfer authority 

for all planninc; matters on the islands to the Islands Trust from 

Lhc regional districts. This should result in a more uniform 

management policy as under regional district control reculations 

varied between the districts. However, the final deci~;ion on <.'ach 
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island will still rest with the local trust committees which 

will pre.serve the individual character of ('.-:1ch i::~l::.uHi. · 

Up W1til Lhis point in time the role or· Llw h~l 11;d:: ;'1·11::l. 

has been limited due to its advisory nature. ~Jith tllt.:: 1.'L'ce1.i. 

<:iddi tion of planning authority the Trust has the opportunity 

to play a much more decisive role in the management of the 

L~lands. It is hoped that this new opportunity will be carefully 

developed a..YJ.d ,provide a basis for future coastal zone mana[~ernent 

policy in British Columbia. 

L.\ND r.:.\NAGE!\1EN'l' BnANCH PROGRAr.1S 

'l'he Land Management Branch of the British Colurnbi ~1 ~. ini s tey 

of the Environment is responsible for the coordination :md 

management of the shoreland resource~ of the province. I~ order 

to obtain an indication of the Branch's direction in termG of 

coastal zone man:-1.gement, several Branch programs will be reviewed. 

~.'he 1976/77 Shoreland Management Program was focussed on the 

g:;ohydraulic analysis of several coastal locations in order to 

dt;velop a knowledge of the physical resource b:ise before starting 

to develop planning techniques. In the next planning period, 

1977/78, the importance of the physical shoreland inventory is 

rr.aintained but there is also a move towards application of this 

information. An indication in this growing interest in applying 

l l11' physic<1l da ~a to pl:mning decisions ir; given in one of the 

:1)::1ls of the program which reads in part, "Preparation of guide­

lines for the application of diagnostic biophysical shoreland 
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process data to Regional and Community planning efforts through­

out the province. ,.5 

The first pilot project usinp, this appro2.ch was conducted 

v:i thin the Capital Regional District on Vancouver Isl:md. :·Ji thin 

the boundaries of this District. there :ire 210 miles or ma~·lrw 

shore which is experiencing many of the problems assoc ia tcd •.•ti th 

urban development, home construction in slump prone areas, septic 
,. 

t k f ~1 t t . t. d th d. ' . f b ' c an e I ue:i. con anuna ·ion, an . e 1srup·.;1on o · eo.cn processes. 

An analysis or the physical nature o~ LLe District'c shorsline 

was made using the Wolf Bauer classification system which linlcs 

the physic;il shore type with the type of biological ecosystem 

existing on it. The basic premise behind thiG system is that 

once the physical and biological nature of the shoreline is 

understood, development can be located where it will conflict 

the least with marine shore environments. Each of the marine 

shore types in a. selected portion of the Capital Regional District 

had controls placed on development which occurs on it. For example, 

on rocky shores the first 50 horizontal feet laridward frorr. the 

mean high ·.:12Lter mark is to be kept free from dcvelopmen 'c of ::my 

kind. In concluding the booklet which describe:::; the Capital 

Ret:ion prosrarn there are some recommendations for future objectives 

of ::::horel2.nd m;:nagement in the i1cgion; recommendations which provide 

:m indication of the direction which the Lnnds management Branch 

1 · • t,:i k inc: .in rc· l atlon to nhorcl:1nd m:inagcmen t. 'l'hc~c recommr:md-

1. rh::i t :1 cL?ssification be rn:Hlt' of the v::.rious shorP types 
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and their physical and biological characteristic f; 
. +h ~ •t 1 R . in ~ .e ..... ap.i a .. eg.ion. 

2. That the land use demands for rnarirn' ~~hor-cl~md:; h\· 
identified. 

J. That a regional coastal management policy be prepared 
allocating shoreland uses in a manner that v.rill not 
conflict with the physical and biological char:::!.cter·­
istics of the shore resources. 

l1.. '.J.1hat local municipalities incorporate m::1.rine sho1·,; 
management policies in community plans. 

5. That an administrative framework be established to 
facilitate the coordination of federal, provincial, 
and local responsibilities over marine shoreland::::. 

6. That a similar management program be developed for 
freshwater lake§!, creeks and 3treams within the 
Capital Region. 'I 

The emphaGis on physical process and the delineation of 

m8.rine shore environments is similar to the Oregon plan w.ith its 

four coastal Goals. Using a system such as this the manacement 

responsibility io centered on restricting uses in a particular 

area rather than determining "the overall suitability of coastal 

activities. This would result in an activity beine judc;ed not 

on its effect upon the coastal environment in general but r::1 ther 

upon its impact on a specific type of coastal environment. 

ORDERS-IN-COUNCIL 

The next important example of coastal zone m311agement policy 

has been the use of the Order-in-Council powers of the provincial 

r,overnment to restrict development in specified constal areas. 

So f3.r th'ia power has been exercised in relation to two areaa: 

1) -Che commo:1 c stuary of the Cowichan a.'1d Koksilah I{i ve.c:..: 3-ncl 
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adjacent submerged lands of Cowichan Bay, and 2) Stureeon and 

Robert Banks and Boundary and Semiahmoo Bays. These areas are 

illustrated in maps 6, 7 and 8. Within both of these areas, 

which are said to possess natural environmental significance 

to British Columbians, every proposed development is subject to 

a mandatory environmental impact assessment prepared by the 

proponent. Untll the assessment ic approved by Lhc i'nn::.i L,c·i· 

of the Environment, no person shall: 

1. approve a subdivision of land; 

2. issue a building or development permit; 

J. issue a lease on Provincial Cro\m lands; 

L~. issue a pollution control or sewage disposal permit; 

5, approve a land use permit; 

6. undertake any new or further construction, alteration, 
extension or renovation of any building or structure; or 

7. undertake any dredging or filling of land. 8 

The Environmental Services Unit of the Land lv:<.=magement 

Branch is designated as the authority to implement the Order-in­

Council guidelines on behalf of the Ministry of the E'nvironmcmt. 

'11he Unit has created administrative bodies in each of the two 

areas to determine the level of environmental impact study 

required to supervise the assessment study to ensure compliance 

with the terms-of-reference, and to make recommendationG for 

approval or rejection to the Minister. 

The type of approach being followed in the tvro Order-in-

Council 2.rc~1s r,)flects n continued cmpha . .sis on the type of 
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shoreline area being considered for development as the nl8jor 

determinant in evaluating a project. ':i.1here is m1 indirect 

preference for preservation, the impact of ~:;hich v:ill be determined 

by the evaluation of the required environmental impact assessments. 

By stating thett ·chese two areas possess environment <::ignificance 

to British Columbians, the theme of protection and conservation 

is being set. '.2he question remains as to how British Columbi8 

will deal with the management of coastal areas which arc desirable 

for both development and conservation. 

SHORE-RESOURCE N:.ANAGm1~ENT CONFERENCE 

!mother indication of present policy direction in i3ritish 

Columbia can be derived from the proceedings of a provincial 

Shore-Resource Management Conference which was held in Febru2.ry 

of 1976. Participants in this workshop represented mosi:: of the 

agencies dealing with shoreland management on a provincial basis 

as well as some-regional and federal interests. The major 

recommendation of this workshop was that ther -~ •:ras need for a 

coordinative body to assist in the development of a shore resources 

classification, assessment, and management system. 

At present, the Environmental Services Unit of the Land 

Kanagement Branch has informally been given this responsibility 

but until the Environment and Land Use Committee, which coordin­

ntes provincial resource management decisions, appoints a lead 

~1gcncy to carry out the type of duties suggested by the workshop, 

the management of British Columbia's shoreland resources ·:.rill remain 
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uncertain. 

The other significant point to come out o:!: thi:..; .. ·.·ork~J10p .1·:1s 

the growing emphasis on the biophysical knov1ledgc of the shorclnnd 

area. One of the conclusions of the s0ssion reads, "'l1he provision 

of a biophysical basis for planning is considered to be the 

appropriate essential approach to land and resource r1ianagement. ,,9 

This concern with understanding the environment and processes 

which vvill be managed, at an early stage in the planning process, 

will allow much better planning in the long run. 1\11 throe of 

the states studied in this paper are improving their kno'.·:l;.;1..1.t}c: 

of coastal resources after 'the management strategies have been 

decided upon. Having the information base to begin work from 

will certainly create a much better foW1dation for British 

Columbia's management program. 

Al thout";h the Coastal Zone Commission Act was wi thdrm .. n some 

of its proposed features are being implemented in present policy 

ac·Uons. These include the emphasis on understanding the physical 

nature of the resources being dealth with and the use of i:!cgional 

government to enforce the management guidelines. Ho\·10ver, the 

main thrust of the proposed Act has been ignored. If implc;ncnted, 

the 1\.ct would have created a Commission v1hose primary r0'3pon:Jibili ty 

was the coordination of procccrnes to manage our coastal resources. 

At present, there is no indication that such a coordinative body 

is under consideration. The manacement of British Columbia's 

coastal resources is still dependent upon informal cooperation 

between the many responsible federal and provincial deu3.rtmen-;~s 
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and agencies. Un.til this situation is resolved the m:.:l.'.1a~);cment of 

our coastline will remain uncoordinated, and a:::; ;J result, 

ineffective. 

PRESENT LEGISLATrm; 

The exanples presented in the previous section have been cases 

where the goal in mind was specifically coastal resource management. 

However, in the statutes of both the federal and provincial 

government there are many other regulations v1hich have not been 

designed for coastal management, but nevertheless could be used 

for that purpose. Due to the wide range of coastal resources, 

there are dozens of applicable regulations at all levels of 

government which are in effect and, without intent, constitute 

coc,istal zone management. For the purpose of this paper only the 

most sic;nificant of these which deal with upland crovm lands 

will be discussed in order to gain an appreciation of coo.stal 

regulations ·:1hich are already 'in the books' . The coordination 

of these powers could provide the basis for d.;;vcloping a unified 

coastal management program. 

·:Ji thin the broad range of upland crown lands, which are 

und0r -Che jurisdiction of the provincial government, l;hcrc are 

several agcnc ics armed v.,ri th legislation which effects -~he coastal 

zone. Tne most important of these is the Environment 8nd Land 

U:..1~' ,\ct which, throue;h the resolution of conflicts, regula tGs 

the ~dverse use of crown lands. The Environment ::md Land Use 

Committee Secretariat is the regulatory agency in chal.~ge of 
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..;i • • • • tl . ~ I- • al.cmin1s·cer1n2; · us .:1.C\,, 2. very 1mportci.:i.1.t t:i.sl~ :::>.s this Act supersedes 

all other lecicl::i.tion. 'l'he Land Act ic n.lso very import-::.n ~ rrs it 

enables the r·,:inistry of the Environment to reserve:, r1lloc.:. ce, 

lease, and dispose of lands for specific purpoGcs. Other :'\.ct~-, 

which have partial jurisdiction over upland crown resources 

include the Pollution Control Act, Land Commission t~ct, T:u.iJ.icipal 

Act, and the Forest Act in the provincial field; the Fisheries Act, 

National Harbours Board Act, and Environment Contaminunts Act 

in the federal field. This brief list only provides a small 

sample of the type of existing legislation affecting one r·2sourcc, 

but it is hoped that this will provide an indication of possible 

management strategies which arc already available. 

This concludes the assessment of the present status of 

coactal zone management in British Columbia. It has been shovm 

that the program is in the early developmental stages but that 

the type of work being done will provide a solid base for future 

r11cmagement decisions. It was also noted that there is a great 

deal of existing legislation which indirectly manac;cs the coastal 

zone and could possibly be coordinated to provide a basis for 

coastal zone management. 

POSSIBLE F~TURE DIRECTIONS 

Now that the management strategies in ':Ja.shinr;ton, Orcc:on .:J.nd 

California have been analysed, rn1d the present statun of n::-nat;e-

:1:Qn"'.; in British Columbia described, it is possible to st\:,L•)c;t some 

possible directions for future coastal zone management policy ln 
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British Columbia. 

The first point which must be made before suggestinf; some 

specific manacement strategies is a clarification of the author's 

view to·wards the necessity of coastal zone mana~ement. !~fter 

studying the plans in British Columbia, Washington, OreGon, and 

California it has become apparent that coastal resources 2rc of 

such a tmique nature and under such intense development pressures 

that there is a real need for specific policies to ensure their 

proper management. This situation is further complicated by the 

division of authority over many of the coastal rGsources bet\·,,een 

the federal and provincial governments. If this manaeement 

responsibility is incorporated with other land use policy the 

coastal resources do not receive the degree of protection neces­

sary for their development and conservation; a situation v:hich 

may well develop in Oregon and presently exists in British Columbia. 

As a result, the following thoughts and ideas 2..rc presented from 

a pro-coastal zone management viewpoint. Hov1ever, rather than 

accepting the objectives of coastal zone management in the 

American systems the proposal strives for a balance between the 

forces of preservation and development. In Nashington and 

California the main emphasis is on the development of the coast­

line while in Oregon the coastline's preservation is ::;tressed. 

The proposal for British Columbia attempts to balance these tVJo 

forces to accommodate all coastal uses and activities. 

~,he first suggestion is that it will be n:)cc:-rnary to rn~ikc 

a full committmcnt to the ideals and goals of co~~.stal ~~on.:; o:::n:·-Gc-
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ment. If the coastlands of British Columbia are to 'oc: protected, 

an agency \"hose primary function is the nanar;c:::1cmt ._:);· co~r:t~.._1 

resources must be established to coordinate t.rw dcvclopuent :.md 

implementation of a coastal plan for the province. ·..:.1his ae;ency 

does not have to be a permanent administrative fixture as once 

the prograJn is under way the enforcement of any regulations 

could be incorporated into other permit and licence proccd1.i.rP.s. 

The support for such an agency can be found in each of the 1:h:ce0 

American states studied as all three eGtabliGhed ar1 ~cency to 

set up their program. In Washington and Oreeon the initial agency 

has been successfully absorbed into a previoucly cxicting dcp-

artment for the purpose of enforcing the coa:::;tal guidelines. 

Once this management agency has been eGtablished the first 

objective should be to inventory the resource:::: of the coastal zone. 

An underGtanding of the biophysical basis of the coastal area is 

essential for the establishment of an effective management 

system. 1I1his inventory should not be limi tcd to an ccoloc;ic2.l 
/ 

framework but mu:::::t also include economic and :~oci:.:i_l f8.ctors •: 1hich 

impact the co8.s"tal zone. These include land use characteristic '.J 

such as urban, agricultural, induotrial, resource industry, 

recreation, and wilderness, as v;ell as areas of cultural cind 

historical sigDificance. 

Due to the diversity of the British Columbia coastline it 

will be necessary to create ceveral different types of m2.nac;emcnt 

areas, each of which will have varying restriction:::: on the types 
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to coordinate the trade-offs between conservation .:mcl development 

v1hich are inevitable in a province which depends so c:re::::.tly upon 

its coastLl resources. The first step in Lhic proco::..;r; will be' 

to isolate all of the fragile ecological L'?nvironmer Le, a:~ .>:'('11 

as those of cultural significance, into areas which will prohibit 

all types of development. The trade-off process al':rays works 

against the natural or cultural resources so these must be 

protected before areas for development are designated. Too of·ten 

we have allowed development to occur in irreplaceable environ­

ments V!hich are felt to be numerous and extensive only to find 

that they are not as n'W!lerous as once thought. 'l1hL~ proccc::; 

could easily occur along the coast with marchlands 211d vmtlandc 

being dredged ru1d filled without reference to their ~;carci ty ::u1d 

value. 

After thece selected areas have been designated, the rest 

of the coastline con be categorized into areas such as rural, 

urban, and natural. Within each of these areas there '::ill oe 

varying degrees of restrictions depending upc~ the presen·t and 

proposed types of activity, along the lines of the ~:Jashincton 

state environments. This will result in no activi ti0s beine:: 

to"'cally re::;trictcd, but directed to areas with oth~r compatiole 

uses. ':'he industri:tl a..11.d co1n:.11erc ial development v;hich is cruc i:::.l 

to the economy of the province will be allowed to use the co~' s·L::i.l 

zone, but only ln nreas where their u:::.:e will not interfere v:i ~h 

fragile cnvironmcnt8 and recreational area:.::. 'J.1hc key Lo mana1 ;-

inc; the conflict betvrecn conservation and dcvclopmen~ is to 

'i 
I 
! 
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designate areas for.each type of use. By setting aside areas 

for the entire spectrum of coastal development possibilities, 

all types of activities will know where and under whdt conditions 

they can locate. 

As mentioned earlier, it is proposed that the enforcement of 

these regulations would be accomplished through existing permit 

and licence requirements. Rather than creating a specific coastal 

permit, the coastal controls would be incorporated into municipal 

and civic building and zoning regulations. In meeting the req­

uirements for a building permit, the developer will automatically 

have to comply with the coastal regulations. In addition, the 

guidelines could be included in the provincial water licence and 

pollution control permit procedures which would regulate another 

level of development. All federal and provincial agencies would 

be expected to revise their procedures to meet the coastal zone 

requirements. 

In conclusion, it has been shown that the present management 

of coastal resources in British Columbia is dependent upon an 

unorganized collection of legislation which is administered by 

many provincial and federal government departments and agencies. 

As a result of this situation, there has been little attention 

paid to the development of a specific coastal zone management 

policy for the province. The few attempts at coastal zone manage­

ment which have been made have been isolated and small scale. 

In light of this situation, the author recommends the 

establishment of a British Columbia Coastal Zone Commission whose 
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function will be the delineation of a coastal zone and the 

development of policies for its management. The decision to 

establish such a Commission must be made in the near future so 

that we can develop our coastline in an organized, controlled 

manner. 
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ADDENDUM TO CHAPTER 6 

BRITISH COLUMBIA* 

Since the completion of this paper in May 1978, the author 

has had the opportunity to gain a better insight into shore 

management policy in British Columbia as a member of the staff of 

the Environmental Services Section of the British Columbia Ministry 

of the Environment. Although none of the statements made in 

relation to the work of the Environmental Services Section are 

factually misrepresented in Chapter 6, it is felt that some 

clarification will increase the reader's understanding of this 

Section's role in British Columbia's shore management policy. 

The major shore management involvement of the Environmental 

Services Section continues to be the administration of Orders-in-

Council 908 (1977) [Fraser River Estuary. and Delta] and 3339 (1977) 

[Cowichan and Koksilah River Estuaries]. Although the Section has 

been transferred from the Land Management Branch to the Water 

Investigations Branch of the Ministry of the Environemnt, the 

responsibilities in regard to the administration of the two 

Orders-in-Council remain intact. 

In both the Fraser and the Cowichan-Koksilah areas, there are 

major inter-governmental studies currently underway which are 

*The editorial views presented in this addendum to Chapter 6 are 
solely those of the author, and should not be interpreted as 
representing the viewpoint of the British Columbia Ministry of 
the Environment or of its Environmental Services Section. 
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attempting to develop management plans which will adequately 

resolve the conflicts between preservation and development. 

Until these management plans are complete, the two Orders-in­

Council are designed to evaluate any proposals for development 

within the boundaries of their jurisdiction. 

Evaluation of proposals for development within the Orders­

in-Council boundaries is the responsibility of the Environmental 

Assessment Committee and the Environmental Steering and Review 

Panel. Each of the Orders-in-Council has its own Environmental 

Assessment Committee, while the Environmental Steering and Review 

Panel is selected on the basis of the expertise required for the 

evaluation of each proposal. Both bodies are composed of govern­

ment representatives from agencies with particular responsibilities 

and expertise related to the effective management of the areas in 

question. The purpose of the Assessment Committee is to deter­

mine the level of assessment which is required for each proposal, 

while the Steering and Review Panel sets the terms of reference 

and reviews the assessment submitted by the proponent. The 

decision of the Steering and Review Panel is reviewed by the 

Assessment Committee and a recommendation is submitted to the 

Deputy Minister of the Environment. 

In addition to the Orders-in-Council administration, the 

Environmental Services Section also represents the Province on 

federal Environmental Assessment and Review Panels which deal 

with proposed development in shore areas. The Section is also 

called on to review environmental impact assessments which have 

I 
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been completed on projects proposed for the shore areas of the 

Provine~. In both of these last two representations it is 

recogni~ed that the Environmental Services Section can provide 

an overall analysis of a project from the generalized shore 

management viewpoint, rather than a specific analysi~> which 

could be provided by an agency, such as the Fish and Wildlife 

Branch of the Ministry of Recreation and Conservation. 

In summary, the Environmental Services Section continues to 

be th~ major facet of British Columbia's shore management policy 

through the administration of Orders-in-Council 908 and 3339 (1977) 

and tprough the provision of shore management analysis where 

required by the Province. However, although an effort is being 

made to coordinate the shore involvements of agencies throughout 

the Provincial government, the attempt has yet to provide a solid 

basis from which to develop an effective shore management policy 

for British Columbia. 
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