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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105·2219 

VOICE AND TDD (415) 904·5200 

September 25, 1996 

To: Commissioners 

From: Joe Bodovitz 

Subject: Background Information for October 9 Workshop 

Here are some suggestions to help make the October 9 workshop as productive as possible: 

1. Purpose. As I understand it, the purpose of the workshop is (a) to determine the scope of a 
management audit with enough specificity to enable potential consultants to bid on the work, and 
(b) to organize this material, and its determination of goals and priorities, to help begin the required 
Commission work on a strategic plan. 

2. Approach. Accomplishing this in the short time available will require staying with an 
agreed-upon agenda, which I'll suggest below. Before doing this, however, a couple of other 
matters: 

First, it's important to have a clean break between the Commission's morning session and 
the afternoon workshop. Therefore, I'd suggest that after the morning session and lunch break, 
you change (if needed) into comfortable, casual clothing. 

Second, it's my understanding that the workshop will be an open, public meeting. The 
participants in the workshop discussion will be commissioners (and alternates) together with the 
Commission's senior staff. People in the audience will have an opportunity to state their views 
during the appropriate time for public comments. 

3. Proposed aa:enda for workshop. I suggest the following general order to the workshop 
agenda: 

a. Determine topics to be discussed. 
(1) List (not discuss) perceived coastal program strengths, using responses received from 
commissioners and senior staff, and from others responding to the request for comments. 
(2) List (not discuss) perceived coastal program weaknesses (again using responses from 
commissioners and others). 
(3) Add to these lists any additional topics suggested at the workshop by commissioners 
and senior staff. It's important that all major matters be included: evezything else should 
be left for later discussion. 
( 4) Group the topics on the two lists into a smaller number of general subjects for 
discussion, and determine which are most important to the largest number of 
commissioners and senior staff, so that these can be discussed first. 

b. Discuss topics. 
( 1) Discuss strengths, and what steps may be needed to continue them. 
(2) Discuss weaknesses Gust what they are, not, at this point, what the appropriate 
remedies might be). 



(3) Establish general Commission priorities, goals and objectives--at least preliminary 
ones. 
(4) Discuss· challenges/constraints/barriers to achieving priorities, goals, and objectives. 

c. Determine next steps. 
(1) Now, the most important part: for each agreed-upon strength, weakness, and 
priority/goal/objective, what's the best approach to take? In other words, decide which 
topics are suitable for a management audit, which for a strategic plan, which for both, and 
which need further consideration. 

All this isn't as daunting as it may appear, because you will be determining the framework 
for action, not the action itself. That is, this meeting is not to write the report of a management 
audit or to adopt a strategic plan, but rather to determine, at least initially, what each should cover. 
(Of course, along the way the discussion may yield some things that can be done without delay.) 

l understand that my responsibility will be to keep the discussion moving and to try to ensure 
that all points of view are heard. I'll do my best. 

4. Public comments. Because the Commission wishes to provide for public comments on the 
workshop, I suggest that this be done in one of two ways: allot 30 minutes for this purpose before 
a supper break (although this will be done before conclusion of the discussion), or provide 30 
minutes for comments at the end of the meeting (when the discussion will be completed but 
everyone will be tired). If time allows, you could consider having both comment periods. 

5. Next steps. Ideally, r d meet with each of you individually before the workshop, to ensure 
that the top-priority matters of concern to each of you are covered. Unfortunately, that is not 
possible and we will have to try the next best thing: if you have specific concerns that you want 
me to know about before the workshop, please let me know. My telephone number is (415) 543-
1855; fax (415) 543-8185. I'll treat all communications as completely confidential. 
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STRATEGIC PLANNING REQUIREMENTS 
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RtP!AINCII: 
Chapter 771,. Statute• of 1114, Budget Letter M-08 

.I\ING AaiNC'I'! 
Department of Finance 

Critical to the continuina success of the Governor's efforts to make state govemment 
programs and operations more efficient and effective is strategic plrmning. Building on tho 
initial efforts related to Chapter 779, Statutes of 1994 that required the Department of 
Finance to .u.scu the status of strategic planning conducted by· state departnumtt aao othor 
entities. the Department o£ Finance will now require all state apnci• to develop a at:ratt~Pc 
plu by July 1 t 1997. Tho so steto departments that have serio111Jy engaged in strategic 
planning have demonstrated that this process fosters better organizational management and 
promotes better service delivery to their customers. 

All strat.e$Jic plans require Governor's Office approval and must be transmitted through the 
agency sec:retary, where appropriate, for approval. For departments and offices that do not 
report to an aaency secretary, tho strategic plan must have the department director's or the 
executive director's ~val. 

After the Governor's Office approvalt two copies of the stratesic plan shall be forwarded by 
the agency or tho appropriate departmont to the Office of State Audits and Evaluations of the 
Department of Finance. 

All state entities should keep their Department of Finance budget analyst apprised of the 
progress of their strategic plannina effort. 

The provisions of this numaaement memo shaD not apply to constitutional offices, the 
. judicial· 'branch of state government, tho {!niversity of Calitomta and the California State 
University system. However, these organizations are encouraged to dcvolop strategic plant 
for use in preparing their budgets and to forward copies of their plans to the Department of 
Finance. 

A strategic plan is an overall plan for accomplishing an organizauon•s mission in a changing 
env1rorunent with tho resources it can reasonably expect to M available. Beainning with 
fiscal year 1998·99J strategic plans will be linked to the budset process. RosoW"Ce requoatl 
must be logically related to key objectives in the strategio plans. No budget augmentation 
requests for the 1998·99 fiscal year will be considered for approval unless an oraanization 
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has an approY•d strato1ic plan. There will be a requirement that budgetary requests provide a ( 
cross· reference to the apecific objectives in an oraanization's strategic plu. 

~Qmponmts of Stratelic Plans 

The Department of Finanoc will provide a strategic planning handbook containina pidelines 
on strateaic planning processes and products. The Strategic Pl~~nning Handbook wt11 be 
distributed in late summer of 1996. · 

. 
• Strategic plans provide a blueprint for fUture programmatic directions. The ltrltegic 

planning process produces fun~ntal decisions and .ctions that shape and guide what 
an orglnization is, what it docs, and why it doos it. The stratepo plan defmot and refines 
the business funotions within an organizacion to efficiently Uld effectively CRJTY our·its 
proarammatic missions. The basic process for. completina a str1tesjc plan ind the 
components to be included aro detailed below. If specific components aro not included in 
an organization's stratcsic plan, a statement as to the reason thit component is not . 
applicable must be included. · 

• The orsanization conducts an lnternaVextern•l a~M~Smmt (with input &om various 
levels of the organization and extornal $lakehoJders). This assessment is an evaluation of ( 
intemaJ conditions and external factors that affeet the organization. 

• The orsanization's director and planning team dofino the miuloa (purpose) and express 
the prineiplea whieh ate the core values and philosophies. 

• The director articulates a vision (a compellina. coneeptual imago of the desired future) 
for the orpnizadon. This vision is communicated to ovcry level of the organization. 

• The director and planning team establish ca•lt and objectives for the organization as a 
whole:. based on Qensidoration of external facton and intemal capacities (revealed in the 
intemaVextc:maJ assessment.) 

• Tho director and plannina; team identify .performance llltiiURI for the pfs 811d 
objectives and set performance targets. Measure• wbfch esseu efFectiveness or pt08fll'l' 
impact on solvins a problem are more desirable than measures which simply quantifY tbe 
workload. 

• The director and plannins team communicate the naiaion. prinoip1t~, pis. and 
objectives to every level of the orpnization. A~d011 piau aro then developed to f. 
implement the stratepo pl111. ~ 
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• The organization puts the strategic plan into action and uses a trac:kln1 and monitorina 
ayatem to moaS\U'C progress. Strategic Plma and perfol'IDIU\ce r~sults are regularly 
evaluated, .,d the plan ia revised accordingly. 

The Office of State Audits and Evaluations will provide assistance to state organizations on 
an advisoty basis and is available on a contractual basis to facilitate the development of 
strat.ogic plans. Please contact Sam Hull. Chief, Office of State Audits and Evaluations. 
Department of Finance at 916-322-2917 for further information. 

/-0/:?{J ' 
~._,...r~ ~~~ 

cit(fa ~BROWN . ··-·­

Director 
Deparhnent of Finance 

AUG 191996 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105·2219 

VOICE AND TOO (415) 904·5200 

September 16, 1996 

TO: 

From: 

Re: 

All Commissioners, Management Team & Interested Parties 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

Input for Commissions Goal Setting Workshop 

PETE WILSON, Governor 

The Coastal Commission has scheduled a "Goal Setting" workshop at 2:00pm on Wednesday, 
October 9 at its monthly meeting in Los Angeles. The workshop will be facilitated by Mr. Joe 
Bodovitz. The purpose of the workshop is to help the Commission prepare its "Strategic Plan", 
due June 30, 1997, and to focus the proposed management audit called for at its July meeting. The 
Commission has asked that this request for input be sent and the responses copied and distributed 
prior to the October meeting. Please FAX your response to me no later than 5:00pm Wednesday. 
September 18 at (415) 904-5400. 

1. Please list the five aspects of the coastal program that you consider to be program 
strengths. 

2. List five program weaknesses that you think need improvement. 

3. List five program goals for the next several years that you think the Commission should 
set for the coastal program. 

4. Please rank, in order of priority (from 1 - most important- to 5 - less important), the 
goals you identified. . 

Your response will be distributed to the Commission, with your name associated with your 
response, to provide input for the planned workshop. 

Thanks for your help! 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

September19, 1996 

Peter Douglas, Executive qirector 
California Coastal COIIl.IIUssion 

Francesca M. Cava 
Alternate Coastal Commis >ioner 

854 Jimeno Road 
Santa Barbara, CA 93103 
805-966-6312 (phone/ fax) 

Subject: Input for Commission's Gcal Setting Workshop 

Sorry for this 1-d.ay late submission, but I just received your fax this morning. 
I look forward to attending the upcomi11g October workshop to address these 
issues. 

Five Strengths of the California Coastal Program: 

1. The Coastal Act is the program's greatest strength. 
2. A comprehensive way to insert the importance of the California Coast in 
the decision making process at the state and national levels. 
J. The ability and requirement for public participation. 
#/: A 20 year plus history of decisions tlwt has done its best to balance 
environmental protection and responsib te development. 
5. The dedication and knowledge of the ,::ommission staff and 
Commissioners. 

Five Weaknesses of the California Coaott.al Program: 

1. The Commissioner appointment systt>..nt and the perceived political 
pressure on Commissioners. 
2. The ability to quantitatively measure the success of CCC decisions over the 
last 20 years (i.e. have individual decisions led to supporting or eroding the 
premises of the Coastal Act), as well as the ability to take the implications and 
those decisions into accourtt during current decision making process. 
Improvements are also needed in thew;, y to present material for the decision 
making process during Coastal meeting.;, more paper is not always more 
helpful, better summarization and prese :nation of this material is needed. 
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3. The public"s general lack of understandlng of the rights and responsibilities 
of th~ CCC and the need for greater exposure of CCC meetings to the public. 
4. The lack of technical expertise, and staff/ resources in general, to support 
the Commission and its staff, as well as the lack of non-biased, "state 
certified" technical experts to support the applicants. 
5. Lack of compliance, continued lack of defl.nition of certain requirements of 
the Act and reinterpretation of the intent of the Coastal Act has d.tminished 
the overall intent of the Act to balance t:J:).e need for protection and 
development. 

Goals of the Coastal Commission: 

1. Provide the best possible continued implementation of the California 
Coastal Act, including developing incent:l.yes for completion for gll coastal 
communities to develop their local coastal plans, completing def:lnitions for 
sections of the Act still requiring def:lnition, providing new summaries for 
the public on the intent of the Act in light of new legislation or legal 
decisions, etc. 
2. Increased public involvement and understanding of the Commission and 
its decisions through improved outreach, i.e., public access televised · · 
Commission meetings, increased access to computerized/ internet 
information on the Commission and its d.edsions, etc. 
3. Protect the current system of Commissioners from political pressures; real 
and perceived, by recommending changes to the appointment system. 
4. Pooling review I evaluation processes to result in a more realistic and 
quant:l.tat:l.ve assessment of the Commission's decisions. Even if its 
impossible to complete a 20 year assessment of past Commission decisions, a 
system should be set up to look at "churli.-G" of decisions in certain time slices, 
for example, to look for trends. Some consideration should also be made to 
look at how successful the Coastal Program has been at a regional level, say 
for the West Coast as a whole, for example. Invite national CZM or other 
state coastal program experts to attend our Coastal meetings periodically to 
update the Commission on progress in <..'ther areas. 
5. Look for ways to hnprove the use of s.:ientifl.c and technical data in the 
decision making process and educating Commissioners on this information 
to allow for better dedsion making. 
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Goat Setting Workshop 

Five aspects of the coastal program that I consider to be program strengths. 
1. Commitment to prOVIding a:airlng pUblic aceess . ....,..-an.«. el\~~""""""''u!.,-fa.( c.onLe~ns 
2. Ability to balance devetopm In the mandates of the Coastal Act. 
3. Independence, integrity and knowledge of the staff. 
4. Multi-agency cooperation in the Santa Monica Mountains. 
5. Ability to work with a wide variety or interest groups. 

Five program weaknesses that may need to be addressed witt\in the economic and 
political limitations. 
1. Inability to mandate completion of lOcal governments LC.P's using 

staff resources and incentiVes or sanctions and moratoriums. 
2. Real or perceived problem of interference and political pressures placed on 

Coastal Commissioners and/or staff by the Governor's or Speaker's 
Offices. Directly or lndlrec1J.Y • .;1 c.,.,.ntA....mcus 

3. Laok of consistent concerrffiQarding the mandates of the coastal act as 
outlined In the Chapter 3 policies. I'm concerned about the precedent 
set by some decisions and the long term implications &f coastal manage-
ment. ~ ut\frra:Lu~ · 

4. lnordinatEJamount of reading matariat presented at the day of the hearing. 
5. Need to create a public awareness of the benefitS of the Coastal Act. 

ReView of the progress and accompliShments of the past 20 years. The 
commission and staff need to analyze the effectiveness Of the public's 
initiative and recognize the challenges and goals· of the future of the 
California coast for the 21st Century. 

Five Program Goals 
1. Update technology, computer sy.r1:ems, etc. to better serve the public. (#4) 
2. Completion of LC.P.'s (Goal# 1) 
3. Secure maintenance agreements f:hrough grants or other available options 

to open all acquired easemer~. (Goall2) Update statewide access map. 
4. Promote/publicize !he accompliShments and benefits of a strong coastal 

program and management policies. (Goal IS) 
5. Develop long-term strategies for storing contaminated sand that has been 

dredged from our pons and harbors. Has there been a study that 
determines the environmental· effects of burying these hazardous 
materials? (Goall3) 

6. Hire an in .. house geologiSt by adjuSting applicant fees if they are building 
in areas of potential geologic lnstabittty. (Goa116) 
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Peter Douglas 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94106·2219 

BY FAX #415-904-5400 

Dear Peter and Commissioners: 

Here are my "Three Fives" for the workshop. 

Strengths: 

1. The law. 

2. Public Support. 

3. The Staff. 

'A£ CQ ~ 
llv1MJsstoN 

4. It has made and .can continue to make a difference. 

5. Much of the work is meaningful and many of the decisions have lasting 
benefits. 

Weaknesses: 

1 . The interference by some appointing uuthorities in the work and decisions of 
the Commission. 

2. The undue influence of lobbyists behind the scene. 

3. Not enough funding for the staff expertise and technological tools the 
Commission needs to do a more effective and thorough job. 

4. Absence of the necessary teeth in the Coastal Act or money from 
Sacramento, to force and/or entice local governments to complete their 
LCPs. 
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5. No ability to go back and require local governments to make changes in their 
LCPs when new information and compelling circumstances warrant such 
changes. 

Goals: 

1 . Find a way to lessen the back-room influence of lobbyists on the decisions of 
commissioners. 

2. Find a way to ensure that the appointing authorities don't meddle in the work 
of the Commission. 

3. Find a way to complete all LCPs. 

4. Increase funding for the program to enable the Commission to hire the staff 
experts and get the computers and equipment necessary for the commission 
to do a better job. 

5. Strengthen the Commission's ability to ensure permit condition compliance 
and enforcement of the Coastal Act. 

y truly yours, 

Supervisor • Fourth District 
Coastal Commissioner · 

GG:pf 



September 16, 1996 

1. Qpa.Htt gf Staff I 

The staff is th, best "plus.,, For educationt courtesy, demeanor, 
helpfulness and ,.nllingness they are ofhigh~ quality. 

2. Acce.ptance of Reali!;)! 
Once there is a legislative or judicial discussion which negates a 
California Coastal Commission practice, the discussion is accepted. 

3. Tolerance of Public Expressign 

4. 

The Commission procedures are tolerant of extended nonsequiturs on the 
pan of the public. 

Pyblic Notice pragjces 
Contrary to the opinion of a few, the Commission/staff are extremely 
careful to assure adequate notice. 

S. State-Wide EXPOsure 
While not perfect, the Califcmtia Coastal Commission practice of meeting 
within. the full length of the state should be commended. 
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Mr. Peter M. Douglas 
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September 16, 1 ~6 t 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Future Activities . t/ 
With the certification of 90% of the LCP's, the great,. goal has been 
achieved. What comes next is not clearly defined. 

Coromissione~ Participation 
Little use is made of Commissioners' .time and talents outside meetings. 

Verbose 
Reports tend to be windy and lack conciseness. 

Graphig · 1 

Applicants should;be, asked to provide better graphics. Too often 
graphics are misleading, if not confusing. 

Fundine 
There is a conflict between funding and legislative expectation. 

Sincerely, 

WBR:lsk 
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September 17. 1996 

TO: P~rDouglas 

FROM: Arnold Steinbera 

Coastal pgram strenstbl 
Committed. bard-working staff 
Good reputation in environmental community 
Continuity in staff 
Preservation of coastal access 
Smff productivity 

Coastal program weaknessu 
Ex parte communications 
Overly broad jurisdiction 
Rigidity and inflexibility 
Bad reputation in business community 
Overregulation, especially ofhomeowners 

Coastal program &QI1! 

RECEIVED 

·St P 1 8 1996 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

1/Complete Local coastal plans (example: raise fees for no-LCP areas) 
2/Streamline pennit process (example: speedier, simpler rosolution) 
3/Streamline meetings (example: shorter meetings, reformatted) 
4/Streamlinc administration (example: new computer and B-mail system) 
5/Survey of past applicants (example: discern problems) 



---- ----- ------------------------

,frO(Il: WAN To: CCC/Petor Dougla 
- I 

Dato: 9/18/96 Timo: 17:03:08 

GOALS 

1- Protect public access, public views and natural resources 
2- hnprove public participation in the process 
3- CertifY all LCP's and begin 5 year reviews 
4- Expand current professional staff 

Pago2of2 

5- Code of conduct for commissioners (limit ex-parte communications with applicants, limit 
commissioner discussions with lawyers, applicants and/or their agents on issues under litigation) 

What's not working: 
1- Last minute major amendments to projects byapplicants 
2- Project by project planning for uncertified areas. Use ofLCP amendment process to deal with 
project by project approvals instead of limiting it to 5 year reviews. 
3- Lack of public's ability to be involved with the process prior to the hearing 
4- Failure to use independent scientific experts 
5- Over emphasis on takings of private property with no regard for public property rights or the 
public trust. 

What's working-
1- Professionalism of staff and quality of staff reports. Efficient of use of limited staff time. 
2- Balancing of diverse interests 
3- Current enforcement program 
4- Good underlying enabling legislation 
5- Open, public hearings throughout the State 



STAFF RESPONSES 
TO QUESTIONNAIRE 
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To: Peter Douglas September 18, 1996 

From: Jim Bums~ 
Subject: Iaput for Commil1ioa's Goal Setting Workallop 

1. PrograiD Strengths 

• Staff professional and effective. 

• Public aware and involved in the Commission's activities. 

• The Coustul Act contains clear and ~ttrong goals, policies and standards for coastal 
resource protection and management. 

• Effective public education proaram (e. a., Coastal Access Guide. Coastal Resources 
Guide, Adopl-A-&,acb, Save Our Seas cirr.iculum). 

• Federal Coastal Zone Management Act gives the Comn:dasion authority over federal 
activities. 

2. Proaram Weaknesses 

• No incentives for local jurisdictions to complete their LCPs. 

• State budget insufficient to support core program. 

• Insufficient incentives for local jurisdictions or nonprofit groups to accept access 
dedications and to take over the management of public accessways. 

• Part time Commissioners. 

• Coastal huards management. 



3. Pro1ram Priorities 

• Assist local jurisdictions with the completion of their LCPs. Work with the 
Administration and Legislature to provide fiscal and other incentives to local 
jurisdictions Cor completing tlleir LCPs. Provide Commission staff support to nssist 
local jurisdictions develop certifiable LCPs. 

• Periodically evaluate certlfied LCPs on a regional basis to ensure they arc being 
properly implemented urul ure cUITtmt with rell-pect tu recenl cuurt decisium~, scientific 
knowledge and plannin& procedures. 

• Assist local jurisdictions with the implementation of their LCPs. Restore the 
Commission's Looul Assi!dunt-e Prugrum wherein the Commission staff published 
Local Assistance Notes and held workshops with local jurisdictions to advise them on 
a variety of coastal management issues (e.g., recent court decisions on taldnas law, 
model ordinances, nonpoint source pollution control, ifeotechnic:alassistance). 

• Work with local jurisdictions to create coordinated, regional approaches to the 
enforcement of coastal development. 

• Increase the breadth oftechnieal expertise on the Commission's staft'(e.g., computer 
specialist, geologist, geographic information systems/cartographic specialist). 



CALIFORNIA COAST AI.. COMMISSION 
INV!'!NTORY OF CORE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Al. The Coastal Commission's principal goals are to: 

a. Protect, maintain. and. where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the 
coastaJ environment and its resolll'CCS. . 

b. Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal n:sources taking into 
account the soda! and economic needs of the people of the Stare. 

c. Maximize public access to and along the coasr and maximize public RCteation 
opportunitfes in lhe coaalal zone CODSistenl with sound resources conservatinn principles 
and CODStitutionally protected rights of private property owners. 

d. Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other 
de~~tondmcoaL 

e. encourage swe and local initiative.s and cooperation in preparing procedures to 
implement coordinaled planning and development for mutually beoeficJal uses, including 
educational. uses, in tbe coastal zone. 

A2. We measure our suec:css in achieving the above goals by observing the extent to which: 
a. Environmentally sustainable economic development is achieved. 
b. Resources are protected. 
c. Public access is povided. 
d. ·Risks to people 8nd property are minimized. 
e. Local coastal programs are certified. amended, reviewed and implemented. 
f. Project impacts am mitigated. · 

. 
B 1. Our principal customers are coastal, local 1ovemmenas; industrial ports; development interests 

needing coastal development pennits; JWional, statewide, reg!onal and community-based 
envirorunental orpnizations; special districts: state agencies; federal agencies: universities; 
utilities and energy companies; tourist industry: recreational organizations; sport and 
commercial 6sbiD& industries; and shipping interests. 

B2. Our core responsibilities to our customers are to carry out our statUtory reli'J'Onsibillties in a 
professional. effective and efficient manner, and to provide permits. plans, technical 
assistance. public information. public education, interasency coordination, and dispute 
resolution. 

C. The essential components of the services we provide include public participation. coastal 
development pormits, local coastal plans, zoning ordinances, public infonnation and 
education. permit assistance, and coordination with local governments and other agencies. 

'. 
' ., . 



TO: Peter 

FROM: Ralph 

RE: Coastal Program Strengths & Weaknesses 

5 Strengths 

1. conceptual structure of Coastal Act 
2. efficiency: we move regulatory items quickly 
3. litigation records success 
4. public outreach: adopt-a-beach; Access & Resources guides 
5. program as broad-based public support 

5 Weaknesses 

1. appearance that decisions are not made for the right reasons 
2. lack of consensus on the goals of the enforcement program 
3. under funding 
4. lack of modern technology (e.g., computer systems) 
5. lack of scientific & technical expertise 



State of Cllffornia 

MEMORANDUM 

Caltforn1a Coasta1 Commission 
San Diego District 

TO: fleter Douglas OAT£: September 17. 1996 

FR<»t: 
QjY. 

Chuck 0... 

SUBJECT: Response to your memo regarding: •rnput for Colltss1on•s Goal 
Setting Horkshopu 

In response to your September 16th memo regarding the above referenced 
subject. the following comments are being provtded. My comments are tn bullet 
forM and follow the order contained tn your memo. 

I. Eive Strengths of thl CIJifQrnia eoastal erogram: 

1. Federal Consistency rev1ev authority; 
2. Authority to revtew tapacts of energy developMents on coastal 

resources; 
3. Strong coastal access progra. whfch maintains, enhances. and where 

feasible, pr01110tes new coastal access opportunittes: 
4. Strongly protects, preserves and promotes enhancement of marine 

resources, including wetlands; 
5. Encourages. and prov1des for. prov1sions within LCPs to prOMOte public 

recreation fact11ttes and v1sttor~servtng c011erctal developMent. 

II. Five ~eatoesses of the Ci]1fornta CQastal Program: 

1. Electrontc data equipment Ccomputers, ete.) ts inadequate; 
2. No grant funds avatlable for local governMent. 1nd local government 

assistance in order to complete LCPs is inadequate; 
3. Inability for the·Commtss1on to requ\re changes to LCPs that are 

outdated, and vhtcb have been identified as be1ng deficient; 
4. Need for more techntc•l staff experttse: 
s. Need to strengthen the Colltsston•s regional presence by .-phas1ztng 

the role of district offices tn confltct resolution. workshop/task 
force partlc1patton, public access and public educatton outreach. 

III. F1ye Prggram ypala for Next several Yeata Jn Order of PrJotitx: • IV. 1. Include a Budget Change Proposal (BCP) for purchase of ~are personal 
c01puters (PCs> so that each staff person has a PC and the PCs are 
networked; 

2. Include a BCP to htre an Information Systems Analyst 1n order to 
enhance the content and ava11ab11ity of an electronic datib&se; 

3. Include a BCP to reinstitute a grants program to local govern•ent tn 
order to encourage tomp1et1on of LOPs: 

4. Include a BCP to hire a geologist, wetlands btolog1st, and traffic 
eng1 neer; · -

5. Mike public access and public educatton programs a priority. 

1349A 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200 

September 16, 1996 

For: Commission Goal Setting Workshop on October 9 

From: Peter Douglas 

Coastal Pro~:ram Stren~:ths 

PETE WILSON, Governor 

1. A highly skilled, motivated, creative, professional, competent and dedicated staff. 

2. A strong, comprehensive and effective statutory foundation. 

3. An open and highly visible program that invites broad public participation and generates 
public support. 

4. Generally effective in promoting environmentally sustainable economic development 
and sound conservation and use of coastal resources for the benefit of current and future 
generations. 

5. Effectively balances public rights, interests and responsibilities with private rights and 
responsibilities. 

Coastal Proa:ram Weaknesses 

1. Inadequate and unstable funding to support the program at the level (i.e., for sufficient 
staff and staff expertise, training, and for computer technology) necessary to carry out Coastal Act 
requirements. 

2. Absence of contemporary, networked information technology that would enable the 
agency to more effectively and efficiently conduct its work. 

3. Program instability and inability to plan ahead due to the role of politics, tum-over 
among decision-makers, and uncoordinated, unpredictable and often unreasonable and conflicting 
demands on staff and the Commission. 

4. Inability to conduct long-range planning due to time pressure and demands to meet 
short-term needs. 

5. Inadequate review and monitoring capabilities to ensure that Commission-approved 
coastal permits, certified LCPs are carried out as intended or updated (in the case ofLCPs) in light 
of new circumstances. 

Program a:oals (in order of priority) 

1. Secure adequate State funding to hire additional staff and staff experts (i.e., geologist). 



2. Acquire the computer equipment and put in place a networked information technology 
system to enable the agency to do its work more effectively and more efficiently. 

3. Evolve a Commission whose members work harmoniously, cooperatively and 
constructively with each other and the staff to carry out the Coastal Act. 

4. Ensure adequate support to carry forward to implementation the coastal non-point 
source marine water pollution control program. 

5. Secure adequate funding to enable reinstatement of staff training and development 
programs. 
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September 18, 1996 

TO: Peter Douglas 
Executive Director 

Elizabeth Fuchs, AICP'X" 
Manager, Land Use & Local Assistance Unit 

FROM: 

Five aspects of the coastal ptQ{Uam wbich I consider to be strengths: 

1. The highly skilled, motivated, professional staff committed to serving all the people of 
the state and to protecting the resources of the coast. 

2. Protection and enhancement of public access to the coast. 
More than any other state, local or federal agency, the Commission protects the interest 

of the public to reach and use its coastline. 

3. The provision of maximum public participation. 
Public participation is a centerpiece of the coastal program, since this is a program 

established by the public through initiative and the Coastal Act contains strong policies assuring 
public participation. Attention is paid in almost all agency activities to maximizing 
opportunities for broad public_ involvement. 

4. The clear, strong resource management standards contained in the Coastal Act. 
The policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act to guide regulation and Local Coastal 

Planning are a great program strength. They provide the means to successful and effective 
management of coastal resources. 

5. An organizational structure which is not rigid and hierarchical but is flexible and 
geared to completing large amounts of work quickly and efficiently and to responding to 
emerging problems. 

Some suggestions from the field of business management have been in practice at the 
Commission for years, including aspects such as flattening the organization, designating one 
lead analyst to take charge of a project throughout its project life to coordinate review, and 
organizing work teams to complete project objectives. The organizational structure also allows 
the agency management to allocate resources quickly in response to emerging issues and to 
cross train staff to be able to work on multiple tasks as needed 

Five aspects Qfthe cQastal program which I believe need imprQvement: 

1. Stability in staffing. 
Additional financial resources are needed to assure permanent staff Relying on limited 

term, contingency staff can make it more difficult to implement longer term goals. In addition, 



relying on limited term staff often results in higher turnover as well as inefficiencies from 
continually training and supervising new limited term hires. 

2. Ongoing training. 
Because of budget cutbacks, only limited efforts have been made to provide ongoing 

training for staff While many of the staff pay for their own training, staff could increase their 
effectiveness given ongoing training. Additional training for Commissioners and local 
government planning staff is also an area needing attention. 

3. Additional resources to non-agenda workload, such as comprehensive planning, 
technical assistance, monitoring, intergovernmental coordination, early project 
consultation etc. 

This in an area that has szif.fered due to staff cutbacks and lack of sufficient budget for 
travel but is just as important in saving applicants and local government time in the process and 
achieving protection of resources through non-regulatory means. 

4. Equipment and technical support to fully utilize computer technology. 
The Commission staff has made significant gains in this area through special grants, but 

additional resourt;es are needed to expand capabilities. 

5. Additional resources to assist local government in completing, reviewing and updating 
Local Coastal Programs. 

The five goals I identify with 1 being most important: 

1. Gain stability in funding, fill vacancies and convert limited term positions to permanent 
positions. 
2. Expand information systems capabilities. 
3. Increase coordination and early consultation for projects and LCP planning activities. 
4. Increase access to training for staff, local planners and Commissioners. 
5. Improve public education and outreach programs. 

eaf\lumngt\stratpln.doc 
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MEMO 

September 18, 1996 

To: Peter Douglas, CCC Executive Director 

· From: ~Deputy Di.t:ector, Central··· Coast District and StateWide land Use and 
~ .~ ~ · Local Assistance Unit · 

Re: Input for Commission Goal Setting Workshop 
\ 

Below please find my response to your September 16, 1996 memo. As you undoubtedly 
have heard from others, I regret that I have not had more time to give thoughtful 
consideration to this exercise. I have also found it difficult to describe the complexity of 
aspects of our program in a limited number of simple statements. 

~m Strenr:ths 

1. Designed to ensure that a broad vwj,ety of~~ are considered in planning for, and. 
regulating, the future of the California coast. Furthermore, the program's organizational 
structure (with a statewide office and disttict offices as well as the development of 1ocal 
coastal programs) promotes a broader regional approach to coastal management issues· 
while at the same time aJ1owing for an understanding of, and sensitivity to, local 
conditions. · 

2. Maintains a focus on protecting iinportant n:sources in the coastal zone and allows for 
environmentally sensitive/sustainable development. 

3. Often able tn foster interagency approaches to solving resource management 
problems. 

4. Program directives p1ace a high priori.!.y on ensuring public participation in coastal 
zone management decisions and prompt/ a citizen focus on the special character of the 
coast. 

5. High standard of performance and efficit: ncy expected from professiona4 non-partisan 
staff. 

Propam Weak;nesses 

1. Continued funding reductions have cut staffing levels below that necessary to cany 
out the core functions of the program. · 

2. Outdated word processors and other office equipment oftx:n break down, do not allow 
for the ready exchange of data and information from the personal computer platforms 
used by nearly everyone in both the public and private sector, have limited options for 
analyzing and displaying information, and requne jlf a 1atge investment of staff time for 
even simple productions. 

01 
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3. Lack of incentives or mandatory updates of J .CPs increasingly is resulting in local 
programs that: ro not. reflect improved scient! He knowledge of many coastal resources 
and process.r.s~ do not take into account foe m.11: ;r cban,ges that have occurred in various 
regions of the coastal mne; have not incorpo:ra~·;d many of the lessons learned by other 
local jurisdictions about making resource management sttategies more effective; are not 
responsive to the needs of the jurisdictions they senre; and mil to make the linkages 
between the new landscape of various local, state, and federal resource ·management 
programs. Moreover, the :frequent turnover of ttaff at the lcx:allevel and the inability of 
the statewide coastal program to provide consistent local assistance has resulted in 
limited understanding of the history and cont.mL of LCPs by the staff of some loea1 
jurisdictions. 

4. Inadequate staffing levels and funding do not allow staff to spend the time in the field 
and in log1l ,mities that tbey need to: do thorough site inspections; fully 
partici~ in C A reviews to ensure coastal issues (and, hopefully, solutions) are 
identified early in the development process; follow through on permit conditions; conduct 
a comprehensive ~nforcement program; assist local government departments; answer 
que._q.i.ons of pennit applicants and other members of the public, etc. 

5. Cumbersome state processes for amendin& .quJations hinder even simple updating of 
Commission rules and procedures. 

Program Goals 

1. Ensure that the goals and mandates of the Coastal Act, including the protection and 
enhancement of public access, sensitive marine and Jand resources, coastal agricultmal 
lands, scenic views, etc •• are carried out tbm. gh a comprehensive coastal program that 
meets the needs of the 21st century. 

2. Increase staffing and funding resources to meet the demands of the State's coastal 
management program, including the addition of tecbnical experts and/or the ability to hire 
outside expertise as needed for specific projects. 
3. Provide a fully operational and integrated •:omputer system, as well as other affordable 
technologies, needed to increase the efficiency, atpabilities, and services of the coastal 
program. 

4. Pursue initiatives such as the completion CJflocal coastal programs or the adoption of 
pre-certification permitting programs that would help to focus the coastal program's 
attention away from more routine items toward broader issues and strategies such as · 
improved localltechnical assistance, waknhecl and water quality issues, overall resource 
trends/problems resulting from the cumulative impacts of individual developJnents, 
regional planning, public education and outreach, etc. 

5. Establish periodic tta.ining programs for all staffing units and the Commission (both 
internal and external training sessions are ~ particularly tbose focused on the 
continued professional development of staff). 

0017SI706S!I7!6 01 



September 18, 1996 

To: Peter Douglas 
Executive Director . . 

From: Susan Hans~h ~ .... ~ 
Deputy Director 

Subject: Response to your September 16 Memo Requesting Input for Commission's Goal 
Setting Workshop 

A. Five Program Strengths 

1. The California coast is worth protecting. The Coastal Act is a good law and the 
Commission has generally done well in meeting Coastal Act mandates. 

The 1 , 1 00 mile California coast is a fabulous resource for current and future 
generations to enjoy, utilize, protect, and restore. The Coastal Act is a sound well­
tested, workable law that includes the vital components of public participation, 
partnerships with local governments, strong resource protection policies, and 
balanced use of coastal resources. Implementing the Coastal Act is a job worth do.ing 
and doing well! 

2. The Coastal Commission has a professional, strong, committed staff team. 

The Coastal Commission staff is a team of resourceful, hardworking individuals 
committed to the fair implementation of the Coastal Act and to public service. The 
Executive Director has built an organizational structure based on personal 
responsibility, integrity, honesty, fairness, professionalism and high quality work. Team 
work and innovative problem-solving approaches are valued. 

3. The Coastal Commission has unique responsibilities and authorities. 

• Federal Consistency 

For example, the federal consistency authority under the CZMA Act gives the Coastal 
Commission the only state regulatory review of offshore oil and gas activities in federal 
waters and of federal projects and other activities with federal licenses or permits. 

• Public Access 

Public access is one of the core reasons the Coastal Commission was created. With 
very limited resources the Coastal Commission (in co-operation with other agencies) 
has been very successful in securing, protecting, and improving public access to and 
along the shoreline. The best selling Coastal Access Guide and Coastal Resources 
Guide, written by the Coastal Commission staff and published by UC Press, are key 
tools in increasing the public's enjoyment and knowledge of tt".;~ coast. 



Peter Douglas 
September 18, 1996 
Page2 

4. The Commission staff has been very effective in developing resourceful ways to 
address problems with very tight budget constraints. 

o Special Grants 

The Commission has been very successful in identifying important and innovative 
approaches to address important coastal resource and use issues with support from 
state, federal, and private grants. (wetlands, cumulative impacts, non-point source 
water pollution, GIS, shoreline erosion, public access, public education) 

• Resourceful approaches 

The Commission staff is adept at doing a lot on a "shoe-string" budget through staff 
task forces, and special project teams and volunteers. Examples: Access 
program/Adopt-A-Beach/ Beach Erosion and Response Task Force. 

5. The Coastal Act set up an effective Commission structure. 

The membership of the Coastal Commission established in the Coastal Act works well 
because it includes people from locations all along the state and includes locally 
elected government officials as well as citizens with special expertise. 

B. Five Program Areas that Need Improvement 

1. The Coastal Commission is and has been inadequately funded. 

The Commission is not funded at an adequate level to provide needed staff, training, 
travel and equipment to do the job of implementing the Coastal Act. 

2. The Coastal Commission needs additional technical and scientific expertise on 
its staff or through advisors. 

The Commission staff needs an in-house geologist, another biologist, water quality 
specialist, etc. Also need adequate training funds for all staff i\.J keep up with new 
techniques. 

3. Staff reports and Commission meeting procedures can be overwhelming to the 
public . 

. The staff and the Commission have been working together on ways to make the work 
of the agency more "user friendly". There is still room for improvement here. 

4. Inadequate state support to local governments to complete critical local coastal 
programs. 

LCPs for important areas of the Coastal Zone {Malibu, L.A. County portion of Santa 
Monica Mountains, some Monterey Bay communities, City of Los Angeles) are yet to 



Peter Douglas 
September 18, 1996 
Page3 

be completed. Financial and staff support from the state and incentives may speed up 
LCP completion. 

5. Inadequate commitment to important long-term issues/ long-term planning and 
permit compli1Jnce effectiveness. 

Because of the Commission's severe staff limitations and current workload demands 
inadequate attention is focused on long-range planning, permit compliance, and 
periodic reviews of LCPs. 

c. Five Program Goals 

1. Obtain long-term, stable, and adequate funding for the Coastal Commission. 

To improve the Coastal Commission's effectiveness and ability to meet its basic 
mandatory responsibilities, increased funding is an absolute necessity. Agency has far 
too much dependence on federal grants for its basic core operation. Funds for travel, 
training, work with local governments, funds for permanent staff are all severely 
lacking. 

2. Expand the Coastal Commission's computer technology/information systems. 

• Geographic Information System 

Develop and implement a Coastal Environmental Information System to support the 
Commission's land and ocean planning, regulatory, and enforcement activities. The 
system would advance our currently limited capability for automated map production 
and would allow access to, and analysis of documents, images, tables, text, 
spreadsheets, maps, and plans by CCC staff (headquarters and area office) and the 
public using personal computers and commercially available software. 

• Accelerate implementation of agency-wide modern PC computer system. 

While the staff has achieved initial improvements through grants and federal funding 
and donations the Coastal Commission staff still relies, in part, on outdated WANG 
computers. In order to properly serve the public and efficiently do our work the 
Commission must accelerate its efforts to use computer technology to increase 
efficiencies. 

Specific Information System Goals: 

a) Hire in-house information systems manager by January 1, 1997 to build an 
effective information technology system. 

b) Comprehensive availability of current technology personal computers in all 
Con !mission offices by December 31 , 1997. 

c) Networking of computer systems by December 31, 1998. 



Peter Douglas 
September 18, 1996 
Page4 

3. Increase in-house technical and scientific expertise. 

The Coastal Commission staff needs to be strengthed by adding staff with specific 
scientific and technical credentials and training. Immediate needs: geologist, additional 
biologist, GIS specialist, water quality specialist. 

4. Focus on partnership/teamwork with local governments to complete most 
critical LCPs. 

Work with local governments to identify the LCPs whic_h have local support to 
complete. 

5. Make long-range planning, mitigation monitoring, periodic review of LCPs a 
higher priority. 

Establish long range planning, LCP periodic reviews, permit compliance of large 
permits, and mitigation monitoring as high priorities. Focus on the geographic areas 
and issues that make the biggest difference in coastal resource protection. 

ed.doc/27/energy/david 



$TArE OF CAUFOINIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNtA COASTAL COMMISSION 
sount COASt A.ltEA. 
U5 W. aROADWAY, STE. 310 
P.O. lOX 1450 
lONG lEACH, CA 90102...;.416 
PI Ol 590· 5071 

September 18. 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Peter Douglas, Executive Dtrector 

Teresa Henry, South COast Dtstrtct Manager~,-~~ 
Input for CO..tsston•s Goal Setting Workshop ~<r~··-lf 

f1ye CoastAl PtQitll Strengths 

- Provtstons for the aaintenance of and enhanc818nt of public access. 

- Preference for vtsttor-servtng uses <1ncludtng lower cost recreatton) on 
oceanfront land 1n order to enhance pub1tc enjoyaent of coastal resources. 

-Protection of wetlands and other scarce, envtron~entally senstttve coastal 
resources. 

- The encourage~~nt of aaxtmu• local pub11c parttctpatton tn the Local coastal 
Plan planning process thereby Increasing public education and support for the 
Coastal Program. 

- The Coastal Program balances the rtghts of private property owners vtth the 
protection of public rights of access to the sea and the protectton of untque 
and environmental sens1t,ve coastal resources. 

Etye Ca11t1l PtggTJI Halknesses 

- No real tncenttves for local governments to prepare and subltt LCPs for 
CU..iss1on certification. 

- Lack of training funds for staff to attend seMinars. workshops, etc. on 
planning and environmental issues. 

- Lack of technical staff (geologist, plant ecologist/wetland btologtst. 
traffic engineer, etc.) 

- Procedures do not allow adequate ti.e and resources to review cQ~Plex LCP 
sub•1tta1s. 

- OUr prhaary tOIIPUter syst• h outdated UWIG) and insuff1chnt rMiber of 
(non-networked) personal cOMputers. 



Page Two 
Goal Setting Horkshop 

Five Progra1 Goals for the Upcoming Years. Ranked 1n the Order of Pr1orttx 

1. Obtain funding for adequate number of personal computers (networked) and 
the full develop•ent of a database to allow research of CO..isston acttons on 
permits and LCPs and to assist 1n cumulative impact analysts. 

2. Obtain funding to hire technical staff <geologist. plant ecologist/wetland 
biologist, traffic engineer>. 

3. Provfde incentives to get local governments to prepare and sub•tt LCPs for 
Commission certification. 

4. Become .ore active in regional issues Cwater quality task forces, hazards 
and cumulative impact assess•ent. etc.). 

s. Provide funding for staff training in the areas of planning and 
environmental issues. 
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CA LOASTAL COMMISSION TEL:619-521-~~[2 Sep 18.96 13:40 No.006 P.02 

i ,. 

I 
jftate of Ca11fo~n1a 

JtEHORANDUH 

Ca11forn1 a Cou ta 1 Conn1s.s1 on 
San D1ego D1strtct 

TO: Peter Douglas DATE: September 18. 1996 

FROM: Debo~Ah Le~ 
SUBJECT: Cqnlmbs \on's Goa 1 Settt ng Workshop 

I , 

f I 
In response to ou September 16, 1996 memo regarding the Goal Setting 
Workshop schedu ed,for the Commission, followtng are my comments on the 
coastal programts strengths, weaknesses and future goals. Consistent with 
your request. I have ranked the future goals 1n order of prtortty from "most 
important• to "les~ important11

• Hope .this helps and I wt11 be interested tn 
the results. 1 : 

' 
1. flye Strengfhs.,of Ca1.1forn1a's Coastal program . 

A. Strong resource protection standarqs, particularly for wetlands and 
environmentally. sensitive habitat areaf, spec1f1ed tn the Coastal Act: 
B. Federallcons1stency review; t . c. Provistons for the creation, improvement and maintenance of public 
access opportua1t1es; 
D. Integraf1on of regulatory activ1t1es wtth comprehensive plann'ing. 
dating back,to the original Coastal Plan; and 
E. Coordi~ted planning and regulatory efforts with local. state and 
federal agencies, as well as strong public part1cipat1on emphasis. 

2. Ejye Weakn~saes of Ca)1fornta•s Coastal Program 

A. Absence of grant funds to support local coastal program development 
and implementation, as well as provide technical ass.htance; 
B. Inadequacy of the agency's information systems program (personal 
computers/networking) and its ltm1ted avatlabtltty; c. Lack of technical axpert1se in spactftc areas (geology; transportation 
planning.; Southern California wetlands biology>; 
D. Inadequate periodic ravtew process; and 
E. Need for cumulative impact assessment and consideration of tha 
sustainab111ty of development. 

3. Fiye Eutyrg prggram Gga]& 

A. Improvement 1n the agency'$ 1nformat1on systems program with the 
addition of more personal computers, networking and expanded databases; 
8. Expanded development and implementation of a public outreach and 
education program; 
c. Re-establishment of an LCP grants program for local government! and 
technical assistance; . 
D. Staff development and tra1ntng, tncludtng add1t1onal technical 
support; and · · 
E. Expanded efforts in coordinated problem-solving 1n1t1atives w1th other 
entities and interest groups. -
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH COAST AREA 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 

(415) 904·5260 September 18, 1996 

TO: Peter 
FROM: Bob Merrill 
SUBJECT: INPUT FOR COMMISSION'S GOAL SETTING WORKSHOP 

Aspects of the eoastal Program I Consider to be Program Strengths 

1. Provides framework for looking at the cumulative impacts of 
development on coastal resources from a regional perspective. 

2. Opportunities for public participation in the decision-making process. 
3. Strength of policies in concentrating development around existing 

urbanized areas, reducing geologic hazards associated with new 
development, and minimizing the impacts of development on wetlands, 
other environmentally sensitive habitats, and coastal agriculture. 

4. Ability to expedite the approval process for projects that don't 
adversely affect coastal resources through permit waivers, de minimus 
LCP amendments, exemptions, categorical exclusion orders, etc. 

5. Ability to promote public stewardship of the coast through 
Adopt-A-Beach, Coastal Cleanup Day, Coastal Resource and Access 
Guides, Heb-site on the Internet, and other public education efforts. 

AsPects of the eoastal Program I Consider to be Program Weaknesses 

1. Lack of a Coastal Commission office in the northern counties of the 
coastal zone to provide better service to the public, better 
participate in local coastal planning and development issues, and to 
more effectively enforce Coastal Act requirements. 

2. Insufficient staff resources to provide optimal assistance to local 
government in implementing Local Coastal Programs. 

3. Insufficient computer resources to perform business of the Commission 
as efficiently as possible. 

4. Slow rate of acceptance of offers to dedicate public accessways and 
opening such accessways to the public. 

5. Difficulty for interested public to attend meetings that are often 
hundreds of miles away, especially for the public in the north. 

Program Goals For the Next Several Years 

1. Open a Commission office in Eureka. 
2. Upgrade the Commission's computer resources to provide for up-to-date 

pc network accessible to all staff. 
3. Institute regional cumulative impact assessment procedures in 

accordance with the RECAP project to better utilize the regional 
framework the Coastal Act provides for addressing the cumulative 
impacts of development along the coast. 

4. Hark to ensure acceptance of at least 501 of the recorded offers to 
dedicate public access required by existing coastal development 
permits. 

5. Provide sufficient resources to improve Commission staff assistance 
to local governments in implementing Local Coastal Programs. 
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CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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89 SOUTH CALI'CRNfA ST.., SUITE 200 
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September 17, 1996 

TO: Peter Douglas 

FROM: Steve~'f.$ 

Strengthslweakneeeeslgoala SUBJECT: 

Aspects of the coastal program which I believe are strengths: 

1. Concentration of most new development in existing communities. 
2. Protedion of agricultural lands in the coastal zone against conversion to 

other uses. 
3. Protedion of community character of coastal towns which are visitor 

destinations. 
4. Providing for growth of ports, coastal-dependent uses, and industrial 

uses, while protJiding mitigation for adverse impacts. 
5. Public education through California Coastal Access Guide, California 

Coastal Resouree Guide, Adopt-A-Beach program, beach clean-ups. 

Aspects of the coastal program which I believe need improvement: 

1. Lack of financial support for local governments to complete local 
Coastal Programs and to respond to 5-year LCP reviews. 

2. local Assistance Progr.am operates only intermittently. 
3. Few new coastal accesaways opened to the public since 1972. 
4. No Coastal Commission office in Eureka to provide service to 

applicants, appellants, and others on the North Coast. 
5. Inadequate computer systems in Commission offices. 

Program goals for the next several years: 

1. Provide financial support for local governments to complete lCPs and to 
respond to 5-year reviews of LCPs by the Coastal Commission. 

2. Strengthen Commission's local Assistance Program so as to provide 
regular workshops and newsletters for local governments. 

3. Work with other agencies and organizations to get significant number of 
new coastal accessways opened to the public. 

4. Re-open Coastal Commission office in Eureka. 
5. Provide modem, PC-based. networked ·computer system in all 

Commission offices. 
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September 18, 1996 
SEP 1 9 1996 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Peter Douglas 

GaryTimm b 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

Coastal Program Strengths, Weaknesses And Goals 

Coastal Proeram Streneths 

1. Protection and provision of public access i.e. offers to dedicate obtained through permits and 
subsequent acceptance and opening of the accessway, access policies contained in certified LCPs 
which protect existing access and facilitate provision of new access, and publication of the 
Coastal Access Guide and the Coastal Resource Guide. 

2. Protection of resources i.e. ESHAs, wetlands, agricultural lands and the visual quality of 
coastal areas. With some notable exceptions I believe we have been successful far more often 
than not in protecting and preserving these resources. 

3. Preservation and protection of "community character" of coastal towns and cities by utilizing 
established (zoning) and innovative (TDCs) planning techniques to prevent overdevelopment and 
urban sprawl, concentrate development in appropriate locations and protect the visual quality of 
the coast. 

4. Provision of public education and participation through the Adopt-A-Beach program, Access 
and Resource Guides etc. 

5. The overall knowledge, ability and dedication of Commission staff. 

Coastal Proeram Weaknesses 

1. Budget constraints - inadequate staffing, critical equipment needs and lack of training 
opportunities for professional growth. 

2. Lack of current technology i.e. PCs and related system components. 

3. Continual focus on meeting immediate needs of program and inability to change focus to 
long range planning and problem solving. 
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(Coastal Program Weakness Continued) 

4. Inability to provide solutions to continuing and increasing shoreline erosion problem 
(notwithstanding current efforts) due largely to permissive Coastal Act policy regarding shoreline 
structures, staffing and legal constraints. 

5. Perceived intrusion of "politics" into Commission decision process and appointment process 
and lack of requirement that at least a certain number of appointed Commissioners have some 
kind of qualifying credentials. 

Coastal Pro~:ram Goals 

1. Educate public and elected officials that coastal protection is important and ongoing process 
(that coast is not protected by existence of Coastal Act alone) and that it is necessary to provide 
adequate staffing to meet program needs. 

2. Improve and provide "state of the art" technological tools - personal computers and related 
system components. 

3. Complete all LCPs and move program toward long range planning and problem solving i.e. 
alternative solutions to shoreline erosion as a continuing effort, 5 year reviews of LCPs, shoreline 
effects of climate changes etc. 

4. Put even greater emphasis on public education and assistance in the form of workshops, 
publications etc. 

5. Revise appointment process to require a certain percentage of Commissioners to have some 
particular skills related to coastal planning and protection. 
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e 
~ter for Marine Conserv&tton · 

· september 1s, (996 l:IY F~imile 

Mr. ·Louis Calcagno . . 
Chair. California Coastal Commission : 

. 45 Fremont .Street~ Suite ·2000 · · 
San Frari~isco~ CA 94105·f.219 '1 . 

. . j · ... ; 
oear ch.a~an ~alcagr:·: .- ·.· .t · . . . . . 

· . · l qffer the fot~f'-:utg co~rkots for y9ur consideration at t4e Commissjon "Goal Setting".· 
. ·. workshop 'sch~ul~ f(f' Octo~er ~. ·.It ~s my u~der.stand.i~.&.that·the pu~s~·.of f:his works~op is to 

help the Cor,nm.Jsston prepare 1ts "~trategtc Plan" and prov1de.focus for the proposed ~gement 
aUdit.· · r · · · · . 

. . I bave had the privilege otlivi~g in the Monterey Bay area for the past 13 years. puring rhat · · 
time I have had. !}le go~d ·fortune C?,f wo,kiilg with Coastal·. Commissl~n staff o~ a varietY of coastal . 
and marine resource .issues - first in my capacity ~ Staff Scientist for Friends of the Sea ~. and. 
currently as the Director of the Center for Marine C0nservation~s Pacific Ecosysiem Pr()te¢on · 
Program. I also currently ~erve as·. the "conSe('Vation representative" on the Monter~yBay National 
.Marine Sanctuary :Advisory Council and I ~air the Conservation Working .GroQp, one of three 
working groups ~sOCiated with the.Council.. .. . . 

Based ~n my expeci~ce ov~r the· past· 13 years .in pr6viding public input .to the Commission 
in writing and during orat..testimony, and my d~ings·with CoiQDiissio.n staff. here are some brief 
thoughts on the strenitbs of the'coastal program: · 

. ' ' . 

·1. Committed, competent, and independent staff. In. my experience I have .found Comm..i.Ssion staff·to 
be among the -most dedicated ·public servant$ I have ever. worked with~· They are technically 

.. competent, ~ere. to ~e letter. aqd $pi~ it of the Coastal Act in ·bringing forth recommendations for 
·Commission coh$iderarion, a~d treat applicants fairly: ~deed, they bend over backwards iil working 
with applicants to communicate clearly. address their concerns and needs while at the s~e qme 

. adhering. w ·the mandate of. the coastal program. · · . . · 
. ·. . . ' . ! . . 

2~ The mandate and br~qth of the program a~d tl.tr~ authority.prQvide4 ~the Commis~~on to· work:tO · 
. protect, over.the lon~-ter91~ Calif~rnia's natural coas~ and marine he~itage. Tile. public depends on 
the Commission tO overs~ .and s~eguard the California··coast by addressing. a ·wide-range .of co~­
related issues in ~~e mpst. comprehensive manner possible ~d. with futore 'generations in ~\lind •. 

. . . . . .. . . . . I . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 
3. The invaluable role. Conimissi6f! staff liave played .to :help in~egr~te and coo(dinate NQAA · · · 
programs. e.g., ·the Co~taJ Zone Management PrograqJ,·6217· :Nori-Point.Source.Pollution Program, 

·· and the National M.arij'te ~anctuary J:lrogram. The ·Oomnrlssion has been a construetiv~ panner and. has 
.helped facilitate a coop.erative/colfabo.tative approa~ to the implemenGU:ion of NOAA .mandates ·.on .. · 
state .and Io~al levels: , · . . . : . · . . · · · . . · . · . . ~ . 

! . 

. . ·4. The consist~ncy review p~ovision on fed~ral' programs; ·the use of mitigation. measures; the . . . . . . . . 

1 .. 

.• 

. t . . . 
· Pacific Regional Office: 580 ~~ Street; Suite 550 .. San &~cisco~ CA 94104 (415) 391-6204· · Fax· (415) 9~7441 

National Headquarters: .. 1725 De?a1es Street, NW, S~. sao Washington,.D.C.·20036 (io2) 429-S6o9 Fax' (202) 872;.o(,19 
. .. ... · .... · 
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identification and ad~e.!Jing of "cumulative impacts'". continuing efforts to streamline permitting. and 
the application of enf~rrt provisions. 

In terms of '!MS§ses, the following come quickly to mind: 
. l . 

1. Lack of a truly independent Commission. Ex-parte communications with Commissioners by 
members of the Legis~ature and directives to Commissioners from the Le&islature undermine the 
independence of the Commission and interfere with its ability to carey out its mandate in a fair and 
rational way and undermines integrity of the program. ' . 

2. Lack of staff resourceJ (i.e., lack of staff J.rut la~ of resources for staff); lack of support for 
carrying out mandate from the Governor's Office (under various administrations, including the current 

. one), and at times, coveri and overt attacks on the Commission carrying out its mandate (through the 
budget process. political process, ete). 

3. Lac1c of any consisteD~ reasonable, clearly stated criteria/qualifications for the appollltment of 
Commissioners. Extr~in y unqualified Commissio.ners cast a pall over the reputation of the 
Commission and fosT . blic distrust and disgust. 

4. Lack of resources f<,r Commission staff to travel and for more frequent and more accessible public 
meetings. 

Finally, suggf, program goals in order of priority might include: 

1. Development of c~iteri,, qualifications, ethical conduct for Commission appointees. 

2. Requirement for full disclosure of ex-parte communications from aU sources. 
I 

3. Acknowledgement.of CCJmpetence and dedication of Commission staff and development and passage 
of statement of confidence in the current Executive Director by the Commission. 

4. Strong support for adequate resources to hire additional staff, to bold more frequent and more 
accessible Commission :meetings; to purchase more up-to-date equipment (e.g., computers) and 
provide necessary staff enr~cbment and technical training. 

A very tight time line for this input was provided; however, I do appreciate the opponunity to express 
my views. 

erely. ~-
~ &: ·~ ~----

Rachel T. Sau ers 

cc: Peter Douglas. CCC 
l Warner Chabot, CMC 
j 
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Center for. Marine Conservation 

September 18, 1996· 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Comniission 
45 Fremont Street 

. San Francisco, CA 94105 

VIA FACSIMILEAND U.S. MAIL 

· Re: Input for Commission's Goal-Setting Workshop 

D~ar Mr. Douglas: 

The Center for Marine Conservation (CMC) welcomes this opportunity to provide 
input for the California Coastal Commission's (Commission) upcoming. Goal-Setting 
Workshop. As indicated in your memorandum dated September 16,. 1996, we have listed 
below: {a) five CCC and coastal program aspects that we consider to be strengths, (b) five· 
areas· that need improvement, and. (c) five recommended program goals fo.r the next several· 
years. 

We have drawn many of these suggestions from· recent, exhaustive audits of the 
Commission and its programs. · These audits include the following: Evaluation Findings for 
the California Coastal Management Program for the Period from Sept. 1989 through June 
'1993, which was conducted by the National Oceariic and Atmospheric Administration 
pursuant to Section 312 of the Coastal Zone Management Act ("NOAA Review"); and the 
Report on. the California Coastal Commission,- which was conducted in 1989 by the California 
State Senate's Advisory. Commission on Cost Control in State Government ("Senate Report"). 

I. FIVE COMMISSION/PROGRAM STRENGTHS·: 

A. Breadth of Authority under Coastal Act to Protect California's Coast 

The Commission's ehiefstrength is the broad mandate and authority given it by the. 
Coastal Act (as well as the federal Coastal Zone ·Management Act and the· California 
Constitution) to maintain public access to the coast and to manage development so that the 
state's invaluable coastal resources are protected 'for future generations. The Commission has 
used this authority well over the years, developing a "long list of noteworthy achievements in 
securing public access" and in protecting coastal resources. NOAA Report at ii. A key . 
component of the Coastal Act that has greatly assisted the Commission in achieving this 

Pacific Regional Office: 580 Market Street, Suite 550 San Francisco, CA 94104 (415) 391-6204 Fax (415) 956-7441 

National.f:leadquarters: 1725 DeSales Street, NW, Ste. 500 Washington, D.C. 20036 (202) 429-5609 Fax (202) 872-0619 -

" ., . \.1 Printed on 100% post-<:ot!5Utmr, wtbleached recycled paper 
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m~date lias been the. requirement to afford the. public the "widest 'opportunity"· for . 
participation in Commission decisions. · 

B. Interaction with Other Agencies 

Th~ Commission·has "foundways to develop new interagency coordination initiatives~ 
- making it possible for diverse entities to work together ... more effectively than any single 
entity to do alone." NOAA Review at ii. ·Examples inClude key roles in the designation of 
the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary and the development of the Monterey ·Bay · 
Sanctuary Water Quality. Protection Plan, as well as outreach to staff at the State Water 
Resources Control Board through the Coastal Nonpoint.Pollution Control Prograin. 

C. Effective Use of To~ls Available through -Coastal Zone Management Act 

Under. the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, the 'state has the authority to ensure. 
that certain federal projects are developed consistent with. the Coastal Act and the state · · 
Coastal Management Program. ·In spite of.serious budget constraints, the Commission has for· 
the most part performed this importantduty with "exemplary efficiency.~' NOAA Review at 
iv. Indeed, NOAA's review of the Commission'found that California .. remains at the 'cutting 
edge' on Federal consistency. Id. at iv. . . . . 

D. Efficient Permit P~ocessing hi Light of Resources 
. . 

Despite r~cent, unsupported statements to the co~trary, the Commission has a history 
·of overall efficient permit processing, particularly in light ofthe resources available to staff. 
For example, the Senate Report found that, despite over a 56% reduction real dollar fundi.tig 
from 1977 to i 989 (and further reductions since th~n), the Commission from its inception · . · 
through the. Report date: 

has processed. well over 65,000. permits authorizing billions· of dollars in development : 
along the coastline, frequently modifying propoSed development to protect coastal 
resources and mitigate environmentai side . effects, but ultimately approving · 
approximately 95% ofthe permits submitted. · 

Senate Report at 1. 
. . 

E. Professional and Independent Staff 

It has been CMC's experience that Commission staff are extremely.professional and 
dedicated to their mandate to implement the Coastal Act independent frQm often· significa,nt 
political pressures .. Moreover, staff often hav:e been at the Commissio!l for a number of years, 
providing the Commission withpolicy consistency and invaluable institutional.memory. 
However, CMC is concerned that recent extreme pressure on the staff to accede to political: 
demands rp.ay be impacting staff morale·and efficiency; CMC urges the Commission to 
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. redress this potential problem by publicly and strongly supporting the independep.ce of the 
staff and the Coastal Act's ·mandate to protect .the coast and public coastal access. 

II. FIVE COMMISSION/PROGRAM WEAKNESSES 

A. Increasing Political Pressures and Lack of Standards for Commissioner 
. Appointments 

The chief weakness of the current Commission and coastal program is increasing and 
severe political pressures on Commissioner selection and ·staff procedures and analysis. The 
problem -has escalated to the point that Commissioners with clear biases against the 
Commission ·and the Coastal Act are being appointed, and the Governor's o-wn Secretary of 
Resources has publicly complained that Commission staff had upheld the Coastal Act and "not 
responded" to political pressures to construct holll:es in a wetland. 1 

The Seriate Report similarly found that there i~ a "perception among much of the 
public that the Commission has increasingly often been influenced by political considerations, 
rather than functioning in the independent manner that was intended by its creators.'' Senate · 
Report at 2. Until this problem is. fully addressed, the Commission's independence, and the· 
integrity of California's coast, will continue to be threatened~ 

B. Inadequate Funding 

It is well-documented that a "fundamental problem affecting the Commission's 
operations has. been continuous pressure from the Governor to reduce the agency's budget," 
cuts that have harmed the coast and "have notbeen cost-efficient." Senate Report at ·1, 3. 
Lack of funds for a full staff threatens implementation of the state's Coastal Management 
Program in several key areas, including permitting, monitoring and enforcement, local coastal 
planning, public access, and lo.ng-term research and planning. NOAA Review at iv. The 
health ofthe state's coast and public access will continue to suffer without adequate funding 
for Coastal Act implementation. 

C. Hurdles to Full Public Participati~n in Commissi?n Decisions 

CMC is concerned that the applicants and institutional players in the Commission's 
permit review and decision-making processes are provided far more opportunities for input 
and participation than members of the general public. Section 30006 of the Coastal Act 
requires that the public be afforded the· "widest opportunity for public participation" in 
decisions affecting the coast. However, there is a significant need "[t]o improve citizen.­
accessibility to the decision-making process." NOAA Review at vii. 

1 "Key Official Backs Firing of Coastal Panel'sDirector,u Los Angeles Times, p. 3 (July 4, 
1996). 
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' The following current practices, among others, minimize public participation and 
emphasize inp~t by applicants and instit1Jtional players:· . · 

Negotiations with·applicants can continue well after the staff report, which is 
the publjc' s primary piece of information about a. proposed coastal project, is 
. prepared.· Thus, the public may arrive at a meeting ready to address a project 
that has changed significantly since the staff report. The public therefore could 
he unprepared to deal with changes that the. applicant is. already familiar with. 

Coriununications with applicants, but not with project opponents,· can occur 
after the ·public segment of a hearing is closed; If significant changes are made 
as a result of these discussions, the public would have no opportunity to . 
respond. · 

Last minute changes· or addenda to projects .and/or staff recommendations limit 
participation by the public, who would nofhave the ability to review such 
changes in a timely fashion and so would be unprepared to comnient on the 
project that fmally appears before the Commission. 

D. Lack of Effective, Long-Term Coastal.Research ·and Planning 
. " ' ' . ' ' .. 

The Senate Report found "long-term. coastal research and planning to be the 
Commission function of the greatest long-term significance to carrying out its mandate under 
the Coastal Act." Senate Report at 55 (emphasis in original). One long~term program of 
particular importance to CMC and the coast is the CoastalNonpoint Pollution Control 

·Program (16 U.S.C. § 1455b), whose staffresources appear to be rapidly disappearing. · · 
. . . - . 

Despite the importance of long-term planning, budget cuts and increasing short-term . 
staff responsibillti¥s "drive the Commission toward simply coping with the crises of today 
rather. than exploring the implications of changing cori.dit~ons for the· coast of tomorrow." I d. 
at 56. · 

· E. Local Coastal Plans Incomplete 

Despite numerous extensions of the Local Coastal Program deadline, many coastal 
localities still have not submitted approved plans. The inability, or refusal, of these regions to 
assume this responsibility lias left the Commission with the enormous burden of overseeing . 
and permitting coastal development·in these jurisdictions. See Senate Report at 23-26. This · 
takes limited staff time away from other· Coastal Act mandates. 
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. . 

. · The following goals are pre~ented in rough order. of priority, with the m~st_important 
listed first. Of course, CMC hopes that each will be addressed in.the Commission's · · 
·upcoming Gmil-Setting Workshop. 

A.. ·Develop St~ndards for Commissioner Appointment~ and.Activitles andReaffirm 
Independence of Staff · - · ·. · · 

The Goal-Setting Workshop must address the alarming increaSe in political interference 
. with the Commission's mandate to uphold the Coastal Act. Th,e Senate J{eport recommended 
·that the Commission adopt ''qualification-s criteria for appointment to the Commission · . 

. -§Uggested by the 1975 Coastal Plan:. 'persons with a demonstrated ability and commitment to' 
carry out the Coastal Plan." Senate Report at 58-59 (emphasis in original). The Senate . 
Report also found that, "(t]o address the _gen~ral issue of conduct and ethics, we recommend 
that the Commission draw up and adopt a code of conduct for Commissioners. and that 
existing law barring ... decisions where there is any type of conflict ofinteresfinvolved be 
strictly enforced~~· Id. at 59 (emphasis in original). We request that the Commission adopt 
these. recommendations in· its Goal-Setting Workshop· and implement much-needed changes to 

· Commission appointment and conduct ·procedures. 

We also request that the increasing role of politics in Coffimission decisions arid staff 
· analysis be reduced by i11cluding in the Goal-:-Setting Workshop and in future decisions a clear 
statement of support for ,the Coastal Ac~ and for staff independence in upholding the Coastal 
Act, which has been virtually ignored by many Commissioners in recept mqnths~ . We .. alsoask 
.that the Commissioners cease attempts to fire or intimidate staff who have simply presented -
independent, professional findings to the· Commission. Finally~ we recommend that the . 

· Commission ensure that all ex parte communications, including those between Commissioners 
and legislators and Administration officials, be made fully available to the public. . . . . .. 

B. . Cond:uct Campaign to Increase Budget 

_ ·To implement its mandate effectively·, the Commission must s~~k ·additional funding · 
sources, particularly until ~11 LCP's are certified. See Senate Report at 61. We agree with 
the Senate-Report's recommendation-that "the Commission .... make an ail-cut effort to make. 
its case regarding the inadequacy of the Commission's budget to. its statutory duties to all 
concerned;... the Governor, the Legislature, and_ the public." Id. at 62. We ask that"this 
critical goal be incorporated into the Commission's Goal-Setting Workshop·. 

_ The· Commission also should investigate additional opportimities fo~ · i~crea~ing staff . 
expertise and abilities at reduced costs. For example, the Comrilission could investigate · 
utilizing pro bono g~ologic and ~ngineering expertise; similar to ·the program developed bythe 
San Francisco Bay Conserv3:tion .and Development· Commission. NOAA Report at vi. The 
Commission could also research pro bono legal assistance for proc~ssing public access· 
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easements. ld. at viii'. 

C. ·improve Public Accessibility to Decisi~nmaking Process 

The ·above-described. problems with .public access to the staffs analysis and the · 
Commission'sdecisionmaking processes must be addressed in order to comply with the 
Coastal Act's mandate to provide the • public With the "widest opportumty'' for participation. 
We request that the Goal-Setting Workshop include the following objectives: (a) once a staff 
report is prepared, all negqtiations and changes should cease; (b) changes to a project made .. 

. after the public hearing should be noticed for public review an4 response; and (c) last minute . 
changes or addenda to projects or staff recomni~ndations should·be prohibited, and•such issues 
should instead ·be continued if needed ·to address signific~t remaining _issues. 

·.D. Focus Staff ~esources on Long..;.Term Research· and· Planning Efforts 
.· 

We urge the Commission to allocate sufficient resources to iong-term coast81 research 
and plarining, a vital aspect of the Commission's mandate. See Senate RePort at. 56. In­
particular, we ask that the Commission.dedicate funding to. the development and . 

. · implementation of a strong state Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program, which will 
· address the most serious .Poliution threat to .oirr coasts today. . · 

. E. Develop Program t,o Encourage Completion of LCP's :•. 

Much work has been done to develop incentive and penaltY programs to encourage 
coastal regions that have J?-Ot yet adopted LCP's to do so as quickly as pos:sible. 'For ex~ple, 
the Senate Report includes a report 'financed by NOAA and the Commission on completion ·of 
LCP's.' Senate Report at Appendix E.· We request that such reports and-analyses be 
reviewed, and appropriate procedures implemented, to ensure-speedy completion of all LCP'·s. 
The Commission may wish to focus more staff resources in the shoq-terni on LCP 
development, as success .in t~is area could greatly reduce ·staffworkload in the future: See 
Senate Report at 62. · 

.. 
* * 

Thar~ you for your consideration of these corn..nients. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely,· 

~o/9cl2-
· Linda M. Sheehan Warner Chabot 
Pollution Programs Manager ·. Pacific Region Director 
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DALL & ASSOCIATES 
. 6700 FREEPORT BOULEVARD I SUITE 206 I SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95822 USA I TEL 916.392-0282 

FAX 916.392.0462 

TO: 

FA X TRANSMITTAL 

PETER M. DOUGLAS, ESQ. 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 

FAX NUMBER: +415.904.5400 TIME: 2040 PDST 
C;;,UfOR~~il\ 

COASTAL COtvHv\ISSION 

ORIGINAL FOLLOWS: By Mail PAGES: 9 MATTER CODE: 9650.003 

FROM: NORBERT H. DALL DATE: September 18, 1996 

SENDER's DIRECT DIAL NUMBER: +916.392.0283 

SUBJECT: COASTAL COMMISSION GOAL-SETTING: PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

Thank you for your facsimile note of Tuesday afternoon (2:41pm), 
September 17, 1996, in which you invite "input" on four very 
serious topical and priority-setting California Coastal 
Management Program (CCMP) issue clusters by 5:00 pm today for 
the Coastal Commission "goal setting" workshop scheduled for 
October 9, 1996 in Los Angeles. You indicate that the purpose of 
this request is for two undertakings of potentially watershed 
significance for the CCMP: (a] a Commission "Strategic Plan", and 
[b] the proposed management audit. 

My preliminary response is enclosed. The headings of each of the 
responses below may constitute a simplified list, if that is what 
you seek. The short descriptions that follow each heading are by 
way of clarification, since, after all, ·23 years and the millions 
of stakeholders in the California coastal program are not that 
easily reducible to fifteen sound bites. 

The following responses are informed by my extensive coastal 
experiences since 1973. I have worked on the CCMP in various 
capacities since then, including as reporter and managing editor 
of California Research's state Coastal Report and Coastal Legis­
lative Monitoring Service, California coastal and land use 
representative of the Sierra Club, and as an independent 
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FAX TRANSMITTAL 
RE: COASTAL COMMISSION GOAL-SETTING: PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 
TO: PETER M. DOUGLAS 
FROM: NORBERT H. DALL 
DATE: SEPTEMBER 18, 1996 

consultant to public agencies, non-profit organizations, and 
private sector interests. I have also worked in various 
capacities on coastal zone management issues in other parts of 
the us, as well as in Europe and in Australia. I am a member of 
the Commission on Environmental Strategy and Planning of the 
World Conservation Union (IUCN), Geneva~ Switzerland. 

The amount of time you have allowed for a reasoned full response 
to your open-ended mini-questionnaire is insufficient. I 
therefore respectfully reiterate here my verbal message to your 
office of earlier today that the deadline for responses be 
extended to 5:00 pm this Friday, September 20, or -- for those 
who are willing to work on this matter over the weekend -- 10:00 
am on Monday, September 23, 1996. 

In any event, I expect to transmit a copy of my formal comments, 
which may include revisions or additions to the material herein, 
to each Commissioner, alternate Commissioner, ex officio 
Commissioner, senior Commission staff, and you on Monday. 

Methodologically, this open ended mini-questionnaire contains 
serious flaws, in part because of the reportedly very small 
universe (of about 125 respondents) to whom it was sent (which 
appears to exclude many stakeholders in the CCMP), and because of 
the insufficient, inexact, partial, or ambiguous wording, or lack 
of definition of key terms (e.g., "coastal program") in the 
instructions, that may likely produce non-parallel and hence not 
truly comparable responses if someone tries to "add them up". 
[This will be more fully addressed in my formal response. I 
would appreciate receiving, by return fax, a list of the persons 
to whom your subject September 16, 1996 memo was sent.] 

Furthermore, the unrealistic short response period, your 
emphasis that respondents' names will be provided to the Coastal 
Commission, and the requirement that responses be transmitted to 
you by facsimile may also have a severe chilling effect on the 
number and types of responses you receive to your memo. 

Based on my experience with public opinion surveying, I recommend 
that, in addition to a significantly refined questionnaire, 
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definition of the universe to be sampled, and professional 
implementation of any survey, serious consideration be given to 
convening focus group workshops in each of the Coastal Commis­
sion's administrative regions, as well as in inland California. 

Note: The responses below constitute solely the comments of the 
author based on his experience, knowledge, information, and 
belief relating to the CCMP. The responses are not the opinion or 
recommendation of any client of Dall & Associates, or of any 
organization with which the author is affiliated. 

In response to the memo from Mr. Douglas, the responses are 
listed in order of declining programmatic priority to the respon­
dent [Response 1.1. constitutes the most important, Response 
1.2. constitutes a somewhat less important, etc,. ranki~g]. 
These prioritizations are not otherwise weighted. 

1. Aspects of CCMP Strengths 

1.1. Symbolic Support. Residual widespread public symbolic 
support for coastal management in California, which, 
however, appears significantly tempered by the mildly 
to severely negative opinions of many experienced 
coastal program stakeholders. 

1.2. Individual Staff Members. Individual CCC and coastal 
local government professional, administrative; 
clerical, and management staff persons who fairly, 
creatively, and rigorously apply the conservation 
and development provisions of the CCMP, and who 
demonstrate a civil regard for the rights, 
obligations, and objectives of applicants, 
citizens, and other persons who appear before them, 
and for true and valid information. 

1.3. The Coastal Act. The California Coastal Act, 
especially its proposed (but still often elusive) 
partnership inclusion of local governments in all 
aspects of the CCMP; provision for maximization of 
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public understanding of, and participation in, the 
CCMP; and framework for achieving sustainable coastal 
conservation and development within the albeit 
cumbersome system of State and federal law. 

1.4. Federal Consistency, Properly Applied. The inclusion 
of certified Local Coastal Programs and Port Master 
Plans, and amendments thereto, in the 
CCMP approved pursuant to the federal coastal Zone 
Management Program, which should be maintained to 
be current and be given the full force and effect 
regarding federally approved or funded actions by 
the CCC working directly with the affected local 
government(s) in a cooperative joint review process. 

1.5. State Coastal Conservancy. The co-creation in 1976 
by the Legislature and Governor on the recommendation 
of the Proposition 20 Coastal Commission of the State 
Coastal Conservancy as an essential, cooperative, 
and pro-active multi-sector implementation, 
enhancement, and restoration component of the CCMP in 
the areas of public access, wetlands and other 
ecosystem habitats, shoreline/waterfront (re)develop­
ment, and coastal agricultural resource conservation. 

2. CCMP Weaknesses That Need Improvement 

2.1. Self-Centered Program, with Uncertain Positive Effects. 
The CCC and many of the implementing local governments 
have churned mountains of paper in the pursuit of 
coastal management, but measured by the 
performance indicators embedded in the Coastal Act, 
how procedurally fair and substantively effective 
has the regulatory program been? 

Procedurally, many CCMP components invite rigorous 
correction, redirection, and improvement. A general 
paucity of data about CCMP physical implementation 
should be corrected through a rigorous performance 
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evaluation, using the performance standards contained 
in the Coastal Act as an appropriate measure. 

Procedures: The reality and appearance of ccc•s and 
some local governments' practice(s), under color of 
the CCMP, contain many instances of actions that 
are (appear to be) exclusionary, subterranean, and 
extra-coastal Actjcertified LCP coastal governance 
in nature. They include (apparent) reliance on staff 
or decision-makers' highly subjective (non-CCMP) 
preferences; treating each pending matter as sui 
generis, when similar administrative cases or--­
relevant judicial decision have preceded it; 
reliance on, or interpretation of, regulations 
contrary to statute; extensive closed session 
proceedings that give the appearance of avoiding 
public session deliberations, and being based on 
very restricted information; a round-robin of rudeness 
to witnesses, staff, and fellow members; private 
communications off-the-record between and among Com­
missioners, staff, and others about pending matters; 
plainly untruthful testimony for which there is no 
well-institutionalized opportunity to rebut; apparent 
apriori decision-making; late distribution 
of recommended decisions and other documents; etc., 
which fundamentally undermine the fairness and 
soundness of the CCMP, and of informed public 
support for it. 

Substantive: Because CCC has not prepared a detailed 
annual report on the CCMP since the early 1980's and 
substantive detailed legislative policy implementation 
oversight has been virtually absent for a decade, 
there is very little comprehensive coastal 
zone data to suggest that the physical results 
(including achievements) of the CCMP through the 
spectrum of coastal Act performance criteria, from 
Sec. 30210 through 30260 have been dramatically 
positive to date. (It should be noted, however, 
that focused/partial reports on the public access 
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dedication/easement program, on the status of LCPs, 
and on cumulative impact assessment around the 
terrestrial side of Monterey Bay have been 
prepared by CCC staff.) Conversely, there are numerous 
indicators of the "drop-by-drop" coastal resource 
degradation to indicate that a comprehensive detailed 
Coastal Act substantive performance review is now 
warranted. (These comments do not address the oil and 
gas industry policies at Sec. 30261 et seg., which I 
have not closely followed since 1980.) 

2.2. Precedent. CCC's intentional aversion to clearly 
identify1ng and then following regulatory or judicial 
precedential decisions to guide CCC decision-making, as 
well as local governments, applicants, and intervenors, 
and not incidentally to streamline and reduce CCC's own 
workload, constitutes a major programmatic deficiency 
that results in redundant work, costs, and (apparent) 
unequal application of law. 

2.3. Failures to Fund Local Implementation. The failure of 
the CCMP to create, fund, and implement sufficient and 
necessary local government programmatic incentives 
(e.g., CCC adherence to certified LCPs, CCC staff 
comment/participation in local project review, 
acknowledgment of substantive local government role 
in the federal consistency review process, 

· CCC requirement of substantive state agency compliance 
with LCPs, etc.) and fiscal incentives (actual 
cost reimbursement·to local government, programmatic 
improvements to monitor, plan for, and address 
changing coastal physical, conservation, use, and 
new development activities, etc.) 

2.4. Lack of an Updated Comprehensive California Coastal Plan. 

The 1975 Coastal Plan, now 21 years old, represents the 
last programmatic integration of California coastal 
issues; it is substantially unavailable and in part 
informationally and functionally out-of-date. Its 
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integrative role, including the consideration of 
cumulative and nexus relationships among coastal 
resources, the well-attended public hearings thereon, 
press coverage thereof, and Coastal Commission staff 
and commissioner decision-making played a vital role 
in educating the public and California governing 
elites, as well as legitimating the entire coastal 
program in the mid-1970's. Subsequently, the 
particularistic permit and LCP planning process has 
fractured the coherence of the CCMP; serious 
consideration should be given to a mature 
collaborative update of the Coastal Plan to give 
vision and substantive program direction to the CCMP. 

2.5. Annual CCMP Reports. Publish and widely disseminate 
accurate and attractive annual CCMP reports to the 
Governor, Legislature, Public, and media on the 
procedural and substantive actions (successes, 
failures, and inconclusive outcomes) of the CCC and 
local governments, monitoring reports, programmatic 
and other identified problems, and recommendations to 
the State, federal, and other government agencies, 
the non-profit sector, and the private sectors for 
appropriate future action. 

3. Recommended Coastal Program Mid-Range Goals (1-3 Years} 

3.1. A Positive Mission. Redefine the CCC's present 
self-ident1fied m1ssion as a reactive, half-attentive, 
last-stop, often selective, and sometimes draconian 
processor or blocker of project permit, planning, 
zoning, and inter-agency action proposals to a pro­
active guiding coastal management agency that, 
including through the above-identified Coastal Plan 
update (with possible Regional or Subregional planning 
elements), annual reports, innvative rejuvination of 
the proposed but never well-realized ccc-local 
government partnership, and by sharing some CCC 
staff as a "Coastal Peace Corps" with local entities 
that request assistance in finalizing or updating LCPs 
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or in implementing their certified local plans, 
including through possible local self-certification 
of LCP Amendments and major public works projects 
where CCC staff is involved directly in their 
preparation and local reviewjapprovaljmonitoring. 

3.2. Innovative Funding. stabilize and adjust, as appro­
priate, CCMP (i.e., ccc, local governments implement­
ing or completing LCPs, and bona fide intervenors') 
funding through an identified long-term funding 
source other than the state General Fund (e.g., a 
portion of the coastal zone real estate transfer tax). 
Allocate adequate fun~ing to local governments 
implementing certified LCPs at the start of each 
fiscal year. 

3.3. Improve CCC Operations, Training. Review and signifi­
cantly improve the CCMP's operations at all levels, 
including through: increased technical, policy, and 
legal training of staff and decision-makers (including 
by paying for continued·education courses); providing 
modern computer and other communications devices to 
CCC offices; creating an effective coastal information 
network and data base (including by providing for 
electronic filing of applications); locating CCC 
offices to optimally meet changing programmatic needs; 
convening periodic working sessions between CCC staff 
and all CCMP stakeholders; bring CCC's and local gov­
ernments' LCP/permit programs into compliance with the 
Permit Streamlining Act as to notice, availability of 
staff reports, etc.; require all testimony to be 
sworn, on the record, and subject to cross-examina­
tion; constitute CCC staff as a party to all proced­
ings to which all CCMP rules apply; etc. 

3.4. Public outreach. Reestablish maximum public and 
local government understanding of, and support for, 
the CCMP by a substantial continuing public outreach, 
education, quality assurance (stakeholder survey), and 
post-decision monitoring program. 
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3.5. Periodic Review. Institutionalize as part of the 1997 
Strategic (Coastal) Plan (Update) a 3, s, or 7-year 
periodic review process of the CCMP, to avoid recur­
rence of the current malaise, if possible. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on this 
matter. 

NHD:460.180996 
:ffpmdcagoals 

cc: stephanie D. Dall, 
Partner, Dall & Associates 
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Elkhorn Slough Foundation 
•P.O. Box 267•Moss Landing, Ca •95039 

(408)?2&-5939 FAX 72&-1056 

September 18, 1996 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Ca 94105-5200 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

RECEIVED 
SEP 1 9 1996 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL. COMMISSION 

I am writing in response to the call for suggestions regarding the 
Commission's new goal setting program. I have been impressed with the 
amoWl.t the commission has been able to acomplish in the face of ever 
sh.rin.king budgets and increasing political constraints. 

The commission has strong programs in developing coastal 
management strategies. The staff we work with have consistently tried to 
:keep the public trust at the same time st:rea.mlining the permitting process for 
coastal development. One of the great strengths of the program has been the 
networking of the commission's staff with other agencies and organizations 
to pool collective resources and to take a cooperative approach to problem 
solving. We have worked' on a number of projects with commission staff 
and are always impressed with their decUcation, knowledge and 
professionalism. 

Weaknesses we have seen stem from inadequate resources and 
political intrusions. The coast is one of California's most precious resources. 
We should allocate the fwl.ding necessary and appropriate to maintain and 
protect this resource for now and all t:lme. The commission should be 
strengthened now, as pressures to develop the coast intensify. A well 
supported and independent staff are par~oWl.t to a successful effort. This is 
the single most critical recommendatiOI). I have. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I wish you the best in 
pursuit of goal setting. 

Sincere Regards, 
!Mar~il.6ustein 
Mark Silberstein 

D111 
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Pe~er Douglas, Executive Director 
California coastal Commission 
45;Fremont, Suite 2000 
sah Francisco, CA 94105-5200 

Dear Peter: 

I 
september 18, 1996 

This letter is in response to your request for input r.egarding 
t~e California Coastal commission's ~pcoming goal setting 
w~kshop. ; 

I 

My comments on program strengths, weaknesses and potential 
are listed below. 

I 
goals 

I 
I 

S~rengtbs I 

I 
I 

i 
I 
l 

1 

I 
I 
i 

, I 

1.; coastal Commission staff. Vr;;.z.·y dedicated energetic crew. i 
tney are doing an excellent job of interpreting and implementin~ 
tt.fe coastal Act (I .have worked pe:riodically with CCC staff for f 
the last 21 years throughout the state). ! 

. l 
2,.' The Commission has done a good job of ensuring public acces' 
to the coast. i 

3~ The Coastal Commission has the support of the general 
c~mmunity for conserving coastal resources. 

. ' 

4~ The networks that the Commis$ion staff have developed with 
other agencies and organizations for sharing resources and 
information for collectively crE~e:.'.:ing solutions to problems. 

Weaknesses 
l 

I 
I 

I 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

l, Inadequate funding for the job that needs to 
more funds for equipment and sta.ff. I feel that 
i~ very understaffed. 

be done. Needj 
the organizatipn 

I 
2~ Need to do more to identify violations and encourage 
compliance (directly related to ;l tem 1 above) . 

3~ Not enough follow-up activities to ensure compliance with 
issued permits (again related tc• item 1 above) • 

i 
j 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
l 
! 

I 
4~ commissioners too often see;.;, to act according to a politic~! 
agenda rather than on sound res·:,•.trce management principles. I 
Additionally, they too often disregard staff recommendations. · 

' 
Tire E.l&:horn SlDMth Lfwllrine Reourch Rnerw is '-t.•1fillll'i by tbt Ctzli{t1r11ia Dtpllrlmtrrf of Fislr. ani Game 
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G$als (prioritized) 

1~ increase the budqet of the California Coastal Commission 
f,j.f~y percent. 

2t .Require physical and financial stewardship of conserved 
p~operties and accessways. 

p 03 

byj 

! 
; 
! 

3~ Increase efforts to ensure compliance with issued permits. 
i 4r Increase 

C9astal Act. 

r:hope these 
pfeparation. 
7~8-0560. 

efforts to locate and rectify violations of the 
' 

' l' 

comments help with your workshop and strategic plap 
If you have any questions please call me at (408)j 

·' 
Sincerely, 

~4 
Steve Kimple, Manaqer 
Elkhorn Slough NERR 

I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
! 
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~Honorable 
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LEAGUE FOR COASTAL PROTECTION 

california Coastal Commi.sston 
45 Fremont. Suite 2000 
Sen Francisco, Ca. 94105 -2219 

Dear Peter. 

September 17, 1996 

Below please ftnd my comments regarding strengths, 
weaknesses and goals for the upcoming workshop 1n L.A. 

lTD STRM'GTBI: 
1. The Coast Act Legislation. Itself. The strongest part of the 
program is the legtslat:ton that mandated lt and wbJch continues 
to provtde very apectflc guidelines for how the law fs to be 
interpreted and applied. 

2. TIK fndependen.ce of the staff. The Independence of the staff 
has been critical in achieving broad-based acceptance of the 
Commission's rulings and iS essential for futw-e success. 

3. Public access to meettn.gta. While the workings of the 
Commission may be obscure to some. the idea of holding the 
meetings in different locations and keeptng them open to the 
publiC is an excellent one that fosters public participation fot 
thoae who are Interested. 

4. Staff openess to Information fsctenUOc. technical· etcl frgm 
outside source,a. While I never feel that I can sway a staff 
member to rny point of View and have sometimes been very 
frustrated with their official Interpretation of certain sttuauons. I 
have always felt that they were respectful, open. careful to deta.n, 
and willing to do their homework to see all sides of an Issue. 

5. High gualit;y of tb.e staff. Havtng dealt with a number of 
bureaucratic agenclea on the federal and state level. I have been 
consistently Impressed With the quality of the staff at the 
Coastal Commission. They are lnteWgent. hardworking, and 
clear on their mandate. They are not partisan. do not take sides, 
and try their best to keep an parties equally informed (where 
appropriate) of the progress of applications, etc. through the 
Commission. 

I1YE WM~'NRfU!BA: 
1. CommlMtoners personal bias overlay on the mand.ate of tbe 
Coastal Act. As a member of the public. I am appalled by cerbUn ·~r 
publlc statements made by sitting Commissioners regarding 'tbeh' 
feeltngs' about public access and the rights of private property 
owners, etc. Thls 1S a quasl-judicfal body. My understandJ.ng Is ...... 

- ~~ 



that eacb Comtniestoner has sworn an oath to uphold the 
Coastal Act. That is what 1 expect them to do and wbat they 
have been appointed to do. Personal opposition to the mandate 
of the Coastal Act should be directed to the legialatlw front. 
Commissioners who feel they cannot comply should restga. 

2. Shortage Q( resources for obtatnlne independent tecl!otcBl 
ln.formatiQ.D. A number or the Issues that I address before the · 
Commission Involve complicated scientific material and require 
obtaining feedback from independent experts In the field, many of 
whom reside outside of Caltfomta. While the statf is .alwaya 
Willing to rev.lew materlal that is brought before them and t:ries 
dtllgently to obtaill this infromatton on their own, my sense 18 
that they could use addttlOnal resources to fadlitate tbe process. 

S. Lack of support for continued dedicatton of RJlbUc I}CCe88 
ftlflmlents. Despite a clear mandate under the Coastal Act, the 
Commission of late has gtvcn stgnals that reqtlittng the 
dedication of public access easements on the basis of 
'prescrtpttve rtghte' or 'nexus With development' w1ll no longer be 
VIgorously pursued. Tills ls totally unacceptable. 

4. J>ersual of LCP's fgr uncertified areas. There are a number of 
coastal communities tbat have failed to get their LCP's certifled. 
leaVIng the onus on the CommissiOn to make judgements on a 
case by case basis. Futher LCP amendments are being used ID an 
inappropriate manner to permit IndiVidual projects. Tbfs enUre 
scenario needs to be reviewed and corrective actJon taken. 

5. AbUity of appllgyrts to make last minute dlpnges to ftgdtgp. 
Findings should not be open to negotiation under last mJnute 
threat& of Jaweutts such as happened with the slant on driWng 
appltcatJ.on tn Santa Barbara that was heard in the Sept. 
meeting tn Eureka. The ethics or such maneuvering iS bJgbly 
questionable and the public's right to be informed part of tbC 
process Is denied. 

FQIQOALI: 
l. Cancel the Management Audit. FirSt. it tB an unecessary 
waste of scarce resources. Second, It ls redundant gtven the 
upcoming mandate to complete a Strategic Plan and a Federal 
Review. 

2. If Management Audit Is to proceed, Include CommJsstoners In 
the revtew. As part of the audit. prepare a Code of Conduct for 
aJl Commissioners that specifics what behaViOr ta inappropriate 
under the oath they have taken to uphold the Coastal Act 
e.g. public statements that contradict the Intent of the Coastal 
Act as It stands are a clear example of tnappropnate behavior. 
Develop a reasonable poltcy of censure for CommJsstonera who 
fafl to abide by the Code of Conduct. 

3. Prepare guldeUnea that specify th~l all persons who bave 
violated the Coastal Act and/ or who ~ve had longstandJng feuds 
wtth the Coastal Commtsslon be preelu~~m eervtt~g as 

;:"'. f,) "t· 
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Coastal Commissioners. 

4. Have Coastal Commtsioncrs prepare and deliver a Declaration 
of Support that aftlrms the Independence of the staff and assures 
the staff that they wru not be tampered with or pressured in any 
way. 

5. Extend any agreed upon reView of previous llUgants to include 
all other parties outside the Commission who opposed the 
project and interview them as to thetr satisfaction with the 
outcome and the performance of the Commission. Include m the 
revtew any ftles concerning Commissioners who are currently 
sitting on the Commission. Contact all applicants who 
successfully completed the process and include them in any 
'performance review'. 
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September 18, 1996 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Chairperson Louis Calcagno and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 91405~2219 

Re: Input for Goal Setting workshop 

Mr. Douglas, Chairperson Calcagno and Commissioners: 

In ldentiMng goals for the Commission It should not be forgotten that the Coastal Act 
, itself sets forth a series of. program goals and policies and even prioritizes some of 
J them. ~fore commencing this exercise it would be well to refer to the law as the 
'starting point. Becal!se of the extremely short notice requesting input for use in your 
goal setting workshop, the League has not had the opportunity to spend much time 
reflecting on these matters and what follows is only a quick reaction to the request. 

lPROGRAM STRENGTHS: 

1. Professionalism of the staff and the quality of its work in the face of enormous 
pressure. 

·2. Public support for the Commission's coastal protection program (now at risk). 

1
·3. At least historically, a willingness to increase public access opportunities. 
4. At least historically, a willingness to enforce Coastal Act wetland and resource 

protection policies. 
5. Coastal cleanup and educational programs. 

..._ PROGRAM WEAKNESSES: 

1. Failure of Commission to act like the "quasi judicial" body it is supposed to be. 
This includes the increasing politicization of Commission decision making and 
the private interference t;>y Commissioners: appointing powers, lobbyists, and 
others In the conduct and decision making responsibilities of Commissioners. It 
also includes the dismal failure of ex parte rules to work to accomplish that goal. 
In addition, this failure includes the lack of opportunity for the public to participate 
on an equal footing with applicants and governmental bodies in pre-hearing 
processes. 

2. Lack of independent technical resources and support, particularly in house. 
3. Lack of support for an effective enforcement program caused by a lack of funds, 

personnel, and Commissioner support. 
4. Failure of local governments to complete certifiable LCPs. 
5. Failure to initiate and complete the required five year review of LCPs and, related 

thereto, the Inability of ~he Commission to do anything to encourage local 
jurisdictions to correct or improve LCPs that prove inadequate to carry out 
Chapter 3 policies. 

PROGRAM GOALS: 

1. Adoption of reforms desi'gned to make the Commission a true "Quasi Judicial" 
body. ·' 

2. Institute more long term planning. 
3. Strengthen enforcement program. 
4. Encourage completion of certifiable LCPs 
5. Revise and update Coastal Access Guide 

R~spectfully Submitted by Melvin L. Nutter 
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As an initial matter, NRDC views the following five categories to be coastal 
program strengths {listed in no order of priority); 

1. The coastal program through LCP and pumit decisions generally does a good job of 
eoneentntlng development within or around already developed areas pursuant to 
Coastal Act section 30250. As a consequence, there is less wasteful urban sprawl and 
more protected resource land {agricultural, habitat, viewshed) in the coastal zone tllan 
in the rest of the state. 

2. The coastal program has made good progress toward protee.tlna fragile aatural 
resources pursuant to the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The Act is 
de~igned to favor resource protection over development when there is a conflict (sec. 
30007.5). Political pressure has thwarted this intent at times. 

3. The coastal program appropriately emphasizes acquisition of public access as a 
condition of granting permission to build in the limited coastal zone. (Article 2. 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act). 

4. The coastal program relies heavily on public participation in coastal management 
decisions (Sec. 30006). In recent practice, however, the Commission•s approach 
toward listening to the public seems to be one of something that has to be endured 
rather than encouraged and carefully considered. Examples of this attitude include 
cursozy attention to comments and unreasonably short time limits on testimony. 

S. The coastal program is makinJ good progress toward improvina management and 
control of nonpoint source water pollution or coastal surface runoff (CZMA sec. 
6217). Commission demonstration projects in Monterey and Morro Bays are lcadina 
the way in tenns of land use controls for surface runoff. Tile Commission needs to 
develop better working ties with the State Water Resources Control Board to move 
this important program forward. 

Coastal program weaknesses include: 

1. Too many truant local jurisdictions have yet to prepare and submit legally adequate 
Local Coastal Programs (LCPs). burdening the Commission with more ongoing 
permitting responsibilities than necessary. 

2. Commission permit deliberations are too often marred by last minute-private 
applicant negotiations. Consequently, the public is effectively cut out of the review 
process. 

3. Too few LCPs have undergone rave year reviews and updates to reflect current 
conditions and improved knowledge as required by the Coastal Act. 
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4. Enforcement of hard-won coastal permit conditions is too sparse and lax. More 
personnel.is required to properly enforce coastal permit requirements. 

S. Too little analysis of the cumulative impact of proposed development is done as 
part of the review of individual permit applications. 

To strengthen implementation of the coastal program without undermining the 
bedrock mandates of the Coastal Act, we suggest the following goals in order of priority: 

1. Complete the LCP certification process through incentives and sanctions. 
Implement recommendations ofBlayney·Dyett )988 "Incentives for Completion of 
Local Coastal Programs," report and recommend reinstituting sanctions on loca1 
govermnents that fail to complete legally adequate LCPs. 

2. Improve enforcement capability. Implement Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 1986 
"Recommendations for ... Enforcement Program" report. 

3. Improve and expand public participation opportunitie.8 through hearing reforms 
and outreach activities. 

4. Redouble etTorts to acquire and open coastalaeeess points to the public. 
Dedicate more effort to work with the State Coastal Conservancy, local jurisdictions, 
private and nonprofit &,rroups and the federal govemmcnt to secure management 
strategies to open new and existing access easements along the coast. 

5. Conduct more LCP five-year reviews. Implement Scdway Cooke's 1986 "LCP 
Review Program'' report. 

Thank you for your consideration ofNRDc•s views. We look forward to 
discussing these issues with you further. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Notthoff 
Senior Planner 

cc: Joe Bodovitz 



Mr. Peter Douglas 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

Re: Input for Goa1-Settin~ Workshop 

September 17, 1996 

VIA FAX (415) 904-5400 

This letter is in response to your request for input that will assist the Commission in its 
goal setting workshop arid formulation of a strategic plan and management audit. 
Please ensure that copies of this letter are given to the commissioners and made part of 
the record. I will respond to your information· request in the order you presented. 

I. Program Strengths: 

To a large degree the Commission has worked very hard to achieve the ecologically 
oriented goals of the Coastal Act. While Pacific Legal Foundation questions many of 
the means used to achieve these. goals, and the extent to which unnecessary hardships 
have been imposed on landowners, there is no question that the Commission has taken 
its duty to protect the ecological integrity of the coast very seriously. In carrying out 
its mission the Commission has also helped educate virtually every coastal property 
owner in the state that all development must be done in an environmenially sensitive 
manner and with Commission approval. Because that property owners have been 
educated in their environmental responsibilities, it is obvious that development in the 
coastal zone is more environmentally sensitive than it had been prior to the enactment 
Coastal Act. Rather than listing five program strengths separately at this juncture, 
however, the Foundation thinks that it should suffice to acknowledge the Commission's 
overall achievement in the ecological arena. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Headquarters: 2151 River Plaza Drive, Suite 305, Sacramento, CA 95833-3881 (916) 641-8888 Fax: (916) 920-3444 
Alaska: 121 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 250, Anchorage, AK 99503 (907) 278-1731 Fax: (907) 276-3887 • Oregon: (503J 241-8179 

Atlantic: P.O. Box 107, Stuart, FL 34995 (407) 287-4718 • Hawaii: 733 Bishop Street, 24th Floor, Honolulu, HI 96813-4070 (916) 641-8888 
Washington: I 0800 NE 8th Street, Suite 325, Bellevue, WA 98004 (206) 635-0970 Fax: (206) 635-0196 
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ll. Five Program Weaknesses: 

1. The Commission Has Ignored or Downplayed Specific 
Policies of the Coastal Act Relatine to Private Property 

For example, the Act clearly states that one of its goals is to "protect private 
property." Public Resources Code § 3000l(c). It further states that "existing 
developed uses and future developments that are carefully planned and developed 
consistent with the policies of this division are essential to the economic and social 
well-being of the people of the state and especially to working persons employed 
within the coastal zone." Public Resources Code§ 30001(d). The Commission must 
"take into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state." 
Section 30001.5(b). That includes the "constitutionally protected rights of private 
property owners." Section 30001.5(c). Section 30010, of course, reminds the 
Commission once again not to take private property without the payment of just 
compensation. 

Despite these goals, it is only with the greatest reluctance that commission staff will 
approve seawalls and other projects necessary to protecting private property. It is only 
after maximizing the pounds of flesh that can be extracted from landowners that the 
commission staff will recommend project approvals. 

That the Commission does put some goals above others was made clear in a 
Commission workshop held on September 3, 1996, where it was stated that when there 
was a conflict between the goal of habitat protection and the goal of providing coastal 
access, then habitat protection would be given priority. This hierarchical enforcement 
of the Act has historically put the provisions for the protection of private property at 
the bottom. There is no authority for this ordering of priorities. 

2. The Commission Has for Far Too Long Sought to Pursue 
Its Selected Goals at the Expense of Private Property Owners 

The Commission has used its unequal bargaining power to browbeat property owners 
into accepting dubious conditions or altering good projects. It has required, and 
continues to require property owners, to give up exactions and fees in exchange for 
necessary permits. 

It is true, of course, that Pacific Legal Foundation has been of great assistance to the 
Commission in helping it recognize the constitutional restraints on its power, through 
cases such as Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825, 837 (1987) 
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(commission action an "out-and-out plan of extortion") and Healing v. California 
Coastal Commission, 22 Cal. App. 4th 1158, 1169 (1994) ("To state the Coastal 
Commission's position is to demonstrate its absurdity."). 

While ever appreciative of opportunities to assist the Commission in understanding 
constitutional principles, Pacific Legal Foundation would prefer that the Commission 
put the goal of protecting private property rights on an equal footing with its other 
more ecologically oriented goals. If that were to happen then the problems experienced 
by property owners could be avoided. 

While it no longer requires beachfront access without any legitimate justification 
whatsoever as it did to the Nollans, the Commission continues to demand more than it 
is entitled to. For example, the Commission has forced property owners in Encinitas 
to pay a "sand mitigation fee" in exchange for permits to build seawalls. The staff has 
even suggested that such a "sand mitigation fee" be placed in· the Encinitas Local 
Coastal Plan. While the purchase of sand may be a worthy goal, the imposition of the 
costs of this program entirely on landowners seeking to protect their property is of 
dubious constitutionality. 

Ever since Nollan was decided in 1987, the Commission has never reviewed the illegal 
exactions that were taken prior to that decision and has never recommended to the 
Legislature that property owners be made whole for the Commission's unconstitutional 
taking of private property. Indeed, after Nollan landowners sued the Commission to 
recover illegally taken property. The Commission successfully resisted, however, 
asserting a 90 day statute of limitations defense against the landowners. While the 
Commission may have been successful in its legal arguments, this was hardly a just and 
moral result. 1 

1 It was suggested by the attorney general's office that any efforts to make the 
victimized property owners whole would be an unlawful "gift of public funds." That is 
nonsense. So long as there are good public policy reasons for redressing past 
government transgressions the government may act accordingly. This nation has an 
honorable tradition of paying reparations to those victimized by government (such as to 
the residents of internment camps) and that tradition is not at odds with any 
prohibitions against gifts of public funds. 
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3. The Commission Staff Has Been Unresponsive to Criticism 
That Its Staff Has on Occasion Been Hostile to the Concerns 
of Property Owners and Has Mistreated Public Applicants 

The California Personnel Board in Paoli v. Rayburn and Laychak ruled that two 
Commission employees were guilty of "inefficiency" in violation of Government Code 
§ 19572 and discourteous treatment of the public. 2 Neither the Commission nor its 
staff have ever apologized for the misconduct experienced by Marvin Paoli. Nor are 
we aware that the Commission has taken affmnative steps to avoid a repeat of the Paoli 
incident. If meaningful reforms have been instituted in response to the Paoli case, then 
we commend the Commission on having taken affirmative action. 

4. Landowners Are Not Adequately Informed of Their 
Ri&hts When Dealin& With Commission Staff 

When applicants deal with commission staff they have no readily available and 
unbiased source of information regarding the extent to which there constitutional rights 
are implicated in the permitting and enforcement processes. 

5. Minimal Due Process Protections Are Not Provided to 
Applicants in the Application, Review, and Hearing Process 

Commission proceedings have a dramatic impact on the rights of applicants to exercise 
their property rights. Because property rights can be substantially affected by 
commission exactions, it is imperative that landowners be given basic due process 
rights, of the sort allowed before most competent administrative bodies. This would 

2 I raised this problem at an August 13, 1996, committee meeting of the California 
Coastal Commission. In response to a question about the case, I provided 20 copies of 
the PERB decision to the staff for distribution to the Commissioners as well as a 
description of the case in my written testimony. I am disappointed that the decision 
and testimony were not distributed. I have attached another copy of each with the 
mailed version of this letter. Please distribute them. Incidentally, a sidebar comment 
by an attorney with the attorney general's office stating that the PERB decision was not 
relevant because the Court of Appeals sent the decision back to PERB is in error. To 
the attached decision is the one following the court decision and is the final decision 
and rule in the case and takes the court decision into full account. It was not appealed. 
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include the right to cross examine adverse witnesses, the placement of witnesses under 
oath, the right to adequate time to present a case, limitations on ex parte 
communications, and the right of discovery. 

By not providing these basic procedural protections, property owners are at a 
heightened risk of having their property taken without the payment of just 
compensation in violation of the California and United States Constitutions. The 
appellate court recognized this in Healing when it noted that "[a]s a practical matter, 
there is no way a landowner can make the appropriate record at the administrative 
proceedings at which his permit application is denied." 22 cat. App. 4th at 1175. The 
California Supreme Court agreed in Hensler v. City of Glendale, 8 Cal. 4th I, 15-16 
(1994), where it favorably cited Healing for the proposition that agency administrative 
proceedings were not necessarily an adequate forum for protecting private property 
rights. 

m. Five Goals for the Commission 

The Commission should adopt five goals for the next several years: 

1. Reform its internal and staff operating procedures, goals, and priorities in 
order to put the protection of private property rights on an equal footing with the other 
goals of the Coastal Act. To the extent that constitutionally mandated protection of 
private property is incompatible with the goals of the Coastal Act, the other 
incompatible goals should be set aside unless just compensation is paid. 

2. The application and hearing process should be overhauled in order to 
provide basic procedural due process protections to applicants and targets of 
Commission enforcement actions. 

3. Landowners should be provided with an impartial source of information 
regarding their rights during the application and enforcement processes. 

4. All staff recommendations on a application or enforcement action should 
be accompanied by an analysis of the takings implications of the action, which should 
be made available to the applicant and interested members of the public for 
consideration and rebuttal. 
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5. An ombudsmen should be appointed in order to provide a liaison between 
members of the public and the staff. 

Attorney 
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ChaiJPerson and Members 
Califomia Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
Sm F11111Cisco, CA 941 OS-2219 

RE: Ooal Setti.n& Workshop 

Dea:r Members of the Commission: 

September 18, 1996 

I understand ~t the Commission will! hbld a ·~1 setting,. wolkshop on October 9, at .its m.ontbly 
'meeting in Los Angeles. This letter is to provide some brief"inpur' fortbe Commission to 
consider, and to respond to the topics ,;;,·hieh I understand. wlll be discussed at the worksb.~. 

f·' 

AspectS Ofthe Coastal Proaram Tbat &eflect Program ~~ 

· 1. The clear policies in the Coastal Act, which provide enforteabte· pidance to the 
CommJssion and local governments with respect to proposed ac:ti.olis affecting the 
coastal zone. · ' · 

2. The committed and experienced staff oftqe Commission., 

3. The specific time deadl.ine~ in the regulatio"u., which allow for expeditious 
processing of coastal pemiit applications. . . · · 

4. 'I'hO enhanced enforcement powers grated to the Commission in recent years by .the 
Legislature, making it mottl likely that coartal policies will actually be folloWed ln 
fact. ' 

S, The: long histoiy of collaboration aod cooperation~ the Commission and other 
federal, state and lou] agC?tcies. · 

Program Weaknesses That Need Improvement 

1.. Underfund.ing of the coastal effon by the Legislature and Gov~or. 

2. LaCk of' adequate staff resources to foUow up on all coisstal concerns, and particularly 
to enforce coastal act policies and permit conditions. · 

3. .Recalcitrance and non-performance. b)' local govemmeJ)ts, some of wbich ha\re not . 
adopted adeq.., LCP's, tbus imposing undue and unfair burdens OD· the 
Commission., and ~n permit appllcaats. · 

4. Lac'k. of adequate regloruil offices to bring the Commission and its work closer to 
those local governments and tbe individuals most affected by eoastal policies .. 

5. Inadequate funding to alkf' r for a more intensive outreach and education effort bY. the 
Com:mi.ssion. 

I . 
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Program Goals For The Next Five Years 

L Increase and stabilize funding for the Comrr.i!sion's.work. 

2. E~tablish a pro-active education and outreach activity, to inform the general public, as well as private 
individuals most affected, about the Commission and its program. · 

3. Improve and stabilize the Commission • s enforcement program, to ensure that all permit conditions are 
adhered to, and that violations are promptly a~dressed and corrected. 

4. Reestablish regional offices throughout the coastal zone, to allow better access to the Commission. 

5. Conduct a study to document the results of the Coastal Act on the CalifomiJ coast, ~ver the 20 years 
since 1976. 

(Goals Are Listed In Priority Order) 

Thank you for allowing me to provide input to the Commission, as. it begins to set goals for the~ears ahead. 

Patton. General Co\Jllsel 
ing and Conservation League 

i '. 
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VENTANA CHAPTER 

SIERRA 
CLUB P.O. Box 5667 Carmel, California 93921 408 • 624 • 8032 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: Survey for Goal Setting Workshop 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

September 18, 1996 

In response to the Survey, the five strongest aspects of the coastal program are: 

1. Protection of the coastal resources 
2. Providing for public access to the coast 
3. Providing for a wider planning perspective for the coast with a coordinated view 
4. Protecting the ocean resources 
5. Serving as a state planning body to remind local entities to balance local development 

pressures with resource protection. 

The weaknesses in the program as we view it are: 

1. The lack of funding for general planning and enforcement 
2. The lack of availability for training for Commissioners to enable them to know and 

understand the needs of the states 1100 mile coast. 
3. The difficulty of participation by the public because of the location of the Commission 

meetings. 
4. The method of appointment of the Commissioners which is too politicized and with no 

. set terms. 
5. The lack of news coverage of the Commissions hearings. Only the unusual or 

sensational get any local coverage in local news media 

Goals for the next several years are: 

1. Adequate funding for planning and administrative staffing needs, including funds to 
study and survey coastal areas that have not been adequately studied. Then funding for 
purchase of areas that need to be preserved for their habitat value or added to the 
states recreation areas. 

2. Finding , appointing and training Commissioners who are supportive of the Coastal 
Act and able to devote adequate time to the job. 

. . . To explore, enjoy, and protect the nation's scenic resources . . . 
1 



3. Providing media feed on the importance of the coast in the economy of the state and 
supplying the media with the issues that that will be decided at the meetings and the 
decisions when made .. 

4. Providing a means to ensure that local entities complete the LUP's for their areas. 
5. When all this is accomplished, the commission can serve as it was originally envisioned 

as a sort of Supreme Court of coastal planning. This role is vital . As more of the 
coast is developed there is increasing pressure from developers for inappropriate 
projects that fill our wetlands and destroy fragile coastal ecosystems and overwhelm 
our already inadequate infrastructure. These areas are always going to need vigorous 
protection. 

Thank you for the opportunity to answer this survey. Any questions or replies should be 
directed to Janie Figen, 1443 Deer Flat Road, Monterey, CA 93940, (408) 375 9667, Fax 
375 1666. 

Sincerely, 

JF/JS 

2 
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I ·E R R A c L u 
CALIFORNIA I NEVAD~ I HAWAU FIELD OFFICE 

~ 11, 1996 ~tct'"t~tt. 
· . Sfp ~ 

To: Peter DouaJu, Eucudve Director c 1 9 1996 
All Commi~si~, MaDapmcnt Team & Interested Partl~Sl:4f~OR~y~ 

OA1A1ts. 
FroiD: Made M...... SIOtv 

Sieaa Clab,Coastal r 
Rc: ~ fOF ~on. GoalS~ Workshop,. October 9, 1996 

Below pJcue find our n::spcmac to yom memo dated September 16, seeking 
information reJate4 to ~tiation of workshops m pursuit of setting goals, 
establisbina a~ plan, and COD~cring a maDageiD.ent audit Recognizing 
that these commajs reflect two days no1ice, .Sierra Club reserves the ability to 
modify, prioritize~ rcfiDe these responses as 1he issues are reviewed by and 
81D0D8 Sierra C~ ~and Group lcadcrs tbroushout the coastal area. We 

.- also refer to mel incmporate oUr previous comm.CldS aad testimony regarding the 
Mauapment Team BDd Proposed Criteria for Management Audit, at the 

. Commission's July, August & September 1996 meetings and by letter dated 
September 9, 1996. 

List jtwl STRENGm,s of cotlJtal program: 

1. Program 'can be a comprehensive planning tool for protecting one 
of the world's most UDique, ctivene and fragile habitat ecosystems. 

2. Program can be a Comprehensive planning tool for insuring 
protection of historic public rights of access to coastal lands. 

3. PrcJPam can alleviate critical present and future need for new and 
addiDcmaJ coastll &a:fSS by mpili:ing access contributions from coastal developers 
as such land is~ for development Or alteration. 

t 
4. Pro~ can serve as integrated and consistent planning and 

review process for statewide coutal development projects in order to insure the 
orderly, sustained~ balan;ed. growth of california's SlO billion dollar annual 
coastal towism. atld n:preation economy, which provides hundreds of thousands. of 
jobs 8lld beach access to over ISO million people. 

j 

i , 
1556 10"' AVINUB SAN RANCSCO, CAUFqRNIA MID (415) 665--700& FAX (415) 665-9008 

pmtecl on reoydecl...,_ 
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5. Program can insure that the public has access to infonnation and 
assist with and promote maximum public p8rticipation in all deliberations and 
decisions on the issues and interests stated above, as they regard paramount 
questions of pub)i:c interest and rights, effecting our families and future 
gcnerations. 

Ltst Jive WEApVESSES of COQSta/ program: 

1. Program is underfunded and undcntaffed. 

2. Program laeks sufficient protection, monitoring and enforcement 

capabil:itics. I 
3. Program recommendations can be ignored by Commissioners; 

Program is easilY, ~ble to political hijacking. 
I r 

4. Program allows for loss and ,struction of public trust property 
and resources. 

i 

5. Program lacks sufficient authQrity, :funding and jurisdiction to 
satisfy the need to acquire new public coastal tiails and lands. 

List five GOALS for the coastal program: 

1. Program saves remaining ,coastal open space and wild places. 

2. Program protects existing and obtains new coastal access. 

3. Program devises a way tO protect itself and coastal resources 
from Sacramento politics. 

4. Program facilitates and coordinates restoration of damaged 
coastal eco-systems. dunes, weflan~ fisheries. 

S. Program ob1ains sufficient funding allocations to do all this. 

2 
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RECEIVED 

September 18, 1996 SEF 1 9 1996 
CALIFORNIA 

FAX TO: Peter t>ouglas,_ Bxecutive tlirector, Coastal Comm~'J~iW COMMISSION 

Fram: ~ichael Paparian, CA/NV/Hl Regional Representative 

Re: Re~ponse to 1equest for input on Goals Setting workshop 

Following is/a response to the request for input dated September 
16. These reflect my views -- there may be additional input from 
other Sierra C~ub representatives. 

FIVE ASPECTS OF the COASTAL PROGRAM THAT ARE STRENGTHS: 

1. 

2. 
3. 

I 

4. 
5. 

Provides for· public access to public resources (i.e. the 
Coast) 
Public input is encouraged 
Important input about coastal resources is provided to other 
government agencies 
Educational programs are good. 
A motivated and. dedicated staff. 

FIVE PROGRAM WEAKNESSES THAT NEED IMPROVEMENT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

i 
Permits continue to be granted that allow for development of 
sensitive areas·. 
There could be more done to assure public access to the 
coastline. 
More could be done to provide input to decisions that affect 
related coastal issues such as coastal water quality, 
transportation :and coastal air quality. 
Commissioners qontinue to be influenced by politically well 
connected individuals and companies. 
More could be acne to assure that applicants implement 
mi tigati~n mea;ures and other .. requirements. 

FIVE PROGRAM rALS t 
t . . 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

Restore~-oasta~ protection as a primary goal for all 
decisio of tqe commission. 
Provide or a more integrated approach to involvement in all 
aspects of decisions affecting the coastline, including 
water·quali~y, air quality, transportation, etc. 
Provide for:greater public access to the coastline. 
Provide for'the public to have easier access ~o 
Commissioners through ·improvement of outreach and advice 
programs fo~ tqe public. · 
Take more aggr~ssive steps to assure permanent protection of 
key sensitive areas of the coast . 

• 
923 12m STREET 1200 SAOAMENJ"O, CALIFORNIA 958U (916) 557-1100 PAX (916) 557..,669 

I printed on reeyclecl paper . l ' 
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OTHER GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES' RESPONSES 

TO QUESTIONNAIRE 



City of Huntington Beach ... . . .,... .... ... . . . . ............ .. ., ............ . 
2000 MAIN STREET CAll FORNIA 92648 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Building 536-5241 
Planning 536-5271 
September 18, 1996 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: Input for California Coastal Commission's Goal Setting Workshop 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

i i ~ ~ ·-
' 

COASTAL CO,'v1MlSSION 

In response to your request for feedback regarding the Coastal Program, I consulted with City 
staff members, as well as City Councilmembers familiar with the Coastal Commission and the 
Coastal Act. In order to address the questions raised in your memorandum, the following is a 
summary of the comments I received: 

Coastal Program Strengths 

1. Preservation of coastal resources, both biological and physical. 

2. Attention to the need to maintain access to coastal resources for the public. 

3. Staff's accessibility, professionalism and willingness to compromise on judgment issues. 

4. The program allows local jurisdictions to implement special zoning designations unique to 
their city. 

5. Emphasis on local control versus state control. 

Coastal Program Weaknesses 

1. May be overly burdensome process for single family homeowners in cities without Certified 
Local Coastal Programs. 

2. Focus should be maintained on the big picture of protecting coastal resources and coastal 
access instead of the fine points (e.g., the rate of parking meters in a city). 

3. Appeal process may be too easy, encouraging frivolous appeals. Maybe a cost should be 
determined based on the amount of staff time necessary to process an appeal. 

4. How Coastal Commissioners are appointed should be reviewed. Should there be fixed terms? 
Should Commissioners be from coastal communities? 

5. Processing time could be reduced with more staff resources. 



Coastal Commission 
Page Two 

Program Goals 

1. Conduct annual workshops for local officials. the public and staff on procedures and policies 
of the Coastal Commission. 

2. Publish a bi-annual newsletter or summary of key Coastal Commission decisions that may 
affect other jurisdictions. 

3. Look to ease your own burden by reducing the scope ofinvolvement in local issues (e.g .• 
curfews for beach parking lots, parking meter rates, parking validation programs). 

4. Help cities and counties educate the public as to the role of the Coastal Commission with 
respect to local planning. Most developers, homeowners, residents. do not understand how, 
or when the Coastal Commission effects local decision making. 

Please feel free to call upon me or any other City Official to participate in discussions on how the 
Coastal Commission operates. 

HZ:kjl 

(KL535) 



September 19, 1996 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, C~9 

De~las: 
This responds to your September 16 request for input to the October 9 Coastal 
Commission "Goal Setting" workshop. Please note that with such a short turnaround, 
these comments have not been coordinated nor endorsed by the Monterey City 
Council. The comments do however represent the opinions of City staff, some who 
have worked with the California Coastal Commission in Monterey since 1973. 

The following are comments on the current coastal program: 

ASPECTS OF THE COASTAL PROGRAM THAT ARE PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

1. Effective protection of the California coast, particularly coastal access is a 
program strength. 

2. Coastal Staff is knowledgeable and competent and is deeply committed to 
meeting the objectives of the Coastal Act. 

3. Coastal Staff is cooperative in seeking solutions to problems in coastal plans 
and coastal projects. The level of staff cooperation is occasionally tempered by 
the zeal with which the Commission directs staff to interpret the Coastal Act. 

PROGRAM WEAKNESSES THAT NEED IMPROVEMENT 

1. Staff reports are too lengthy, difficult to understand, and occasionally 
redundant. Lengthy staff reports are particularly problematic given the limited 
number of Coastal staff available to research, write and coordinate them. This 
may account for difficulties in getting timely responses from staff. Staff reports 
often reflect a lack of timely coordination with the Attorney General's office. 

2. Commission and Staff time is consumed with the minutia of individual projects 
(particularly minor projects such as single family residences) rather than 
spending more time with coastal programs, major projects and policy issues. 

3. For LCP amendments, there is no formal application form nor application 
schedule. For permits, there are no published deadlines for submittal of 
applications for any particular Commission meeting. Following local 
government actions, it can take two to three months to have an item placed on a 
Coastal agenda. 



4. Commission and Staff meetings involve significant amount of travel resulting in 
time and funding costs to citizens and other governmental staff. We're 
uncertain of the best method of addressing this concern right now but use of 
District Permit Administrators should be explored, particularly for minor 
projects. 

5. Lack of funding for additional staff may be a problem but should not be 
addressed until Items 1 & 2 above are resolved. 

6. There is a lack of funding for coastland acquisition or access where other 
methods are inadequate or inappropriate. A fund is needed to compensate 
owners where compliance with the Coastal Act policies would otherwise result 
in a taking. 

7. The Commission imposes conditions of approval on projects with little or no 
staff capability to enforce them. 

8. There is no published summary of meetings either in annotated agendas or 
meeting minutes. This leads to confusion and delay in determining precisely 
the Commission's action on an item. 

PROGRAM GOALS FOR THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS THAT THE 
COMMISSION SHOULD SET FOR THE COASTAL PROGRAM (BY PRIORITY) 

1. Focus Commission and staff efforts on coastal programs, policy issues and 
major projects. 

2. Do a complete overhaul of the entire coastal permit process with a goal of 
streamlining the process, with more items delegated to staff. 

3. Establish a formal, written Commission agenda process with prescribed 
deadlines for submittals. Schedule Commission and staff meetings attempting 
to reduce travel time and funding costs to citizens and other governments. 

4. Obtain funding for additional staff and coastland acquisition and easements for 
public access; implementation of coastal programs and assistance for resolving 
major land use conflicts. Establish a dedicated fund to compensate landowners 
denied reasonable economic use solely because of Coastal Act policies/LUP 
policies designed to protect environmentally sensitive habitats, public views or 
shoreline access. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Our staff would be glad to work with you 
and your staff on addressing the issues noted above. 

FM/BF/pk 

cc: City Council 
Community Development Director 
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY ________ ._...,_... ....... ~., .... ~ ... -----------................ 
'DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING 

September 18, 1996 

Peter Douglas, Jecutive Dimctor 
California Coastal Commission· 
via FAX (415) 904-5400 

ALEX HINDS 
DIRECTOR 

BRYCE· TINGLE 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

ELLF.N CARROll SE p 1 9 1996 ENVlRONMI:NTAl COORDINATOR 

BARNEY MCCAY CALIFORNIA CHIFF BUilDING OFFICIAL 

COASTAL COMMISSION NORMA SALISBURY 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICU OFFICEI. 

Subject: San Luis Obispo County Suggestions for Your Workshop on Strengths, 
Weaknesses and Goals for the Coastal Commission 

We appteCiatc the op~ to help your agency address your future, and by extension, the 
'!lAY the people of ~orni& and San Luis Obispo County will enjoy living, working, and 
visiting in the coastal areas cit the state. Our specific responses are locally oriented although we 
are always aware of the statewide importance of our coastal mourecs. 

. . 

1,. ~: 
3. 

Gives local permitting agencies more tools to address development in the coastal areas. 
Identifi.cad.on of environmentally sensitive areas. 
Provides specialized coastal staff to assist local agencies with energy projects including 
offshore on activities. 

} 
i 

I 

4. 
s. 

I 

Protection of.coaslal resources including public access. 
Merging land use with eJtvi.ronmental protection. 

Propwn Weaknesses: 

I. Shorfa&e of coastal skr can Inhibit early consultation as needed 1o resolve complex and 
controversial plans 8fd projects. 

2. Lack of fundina to local agencies for plan implementation and furthering state policies 
in Coastal Act. 

1 

· 

3. Local governments should be able to charge a modest project appeal fee without losing 
local jurisdiction. 

4. ~onal lack of decorum and attention by some commissioners during testimony at 
hcarinp. 

COUNIY ~· QNrEa • r •l.UIS 081510 • ~ICNIA 93408 • (80S) 781-5600 • . FAX (805) 781·1242 OR 5624 
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suaested Proanm L-;.: 
Address statewide policies on seawall design, appro~al, and construction both for 
emerscncy and permanent permits~ 
Sufficient staff available to facUitate early consultation and timely review of local plans, 
projects, and appeals. 
Bc:fer ~sup~tof local agencies in Coastal Act implementation including efforts to 
acquire COUUUJacccsS dedication and improvements. 
Asslst!oRJ r In eaforelna state .c;oaslallawa. 

Sinceroly. I • . 
~114-J' 

Alex Hinds 
Dim:tor of Planning and Building 

.. ~ . . 

J 



INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 
TO QUESTIONNAIRE 



I 

Coastal Commission Chairman Louis Calcagno 
California Coastal Commission 1 

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105-2219 

Dear Chairman Calcagno, 

Madelyn Glickfeld 

28907 Grayfox Street 

Malibu, CA 90265 

Tel: (310) 589-9{10 

Fax:(310) 457-5692 

While I have followed a policy honored by most past Commissioners not to attempt to influence 
the Commission on its decisionmaking authority with regard to applications, I would like to offer these 
comments to assist you in the beginning of preparation of your Strategic Plan. These recommendations 
are based on seven years of experience in public input to the Commission, and representing organizations 
with interests in Commission dedsionmaking, and my ten years of experience .Qn the Commission itself. 
In making these comments and recommendations, I have followed the format set for your workshop and 
limited myself to actions that the Commission can take without legislative action to improve the coastal 
program .. 

' ' 

Five Strengths of the Program. 1 

1. The extensive authority and mandate given to the Coastal Commission by state law and federal 
coastal zone management authority to give priority to protection of coastal land and water resources. 
The application of the law to state and federal agencies, lessees, permitees, etc gives the Commission the . 
ability to develop long term public works strategies that protect resources, improve the sustainability of · 
public works, and prevent pollution. The breadth of environmental issues addressed in the Coastal Act 
makes it one of the few broad interest regulatory agencies that need to balance one environmental · 
priority against another, while protecting the resources and public access as a first priority. . . 

2. The recent strengthening of the Coastal Act enforcement provisions by a bipartisan legislative effort 
and the support of Governor Wilson. This legislation, combined with reorganization of the entire 
Coastal Enforcement Program that has lead to a significant drop in coastal enforcement violations. 

3. The effective use of onsite and offsite mitigation measures, within the law, to acquire, improye, and 
maintain coastal public ac€ess, mitigate project and wetlapds and. otfter resource impacts. 



, . 

4. The effectiveness of permit streamlining in moving projects quickly through the Coastal Commission 
permit process once complete 'applications are filed, and the ability to focus the attention or"the 
Commission on more important projects needing· public hearings by providing permit exemptions, 
waivers, administrative and consent appr~val where applicable. 

·' 5. A long term, compet~nt, independent staff with an institutional memory. that uses c~se precedent and 
t~chnical analysis of the consistency of applications with the Coastal Act to bring recommendations to 
'the Commission. When applied by tpe staff and the Commission, this approach has brought what most 
local jurisdictions and applicants want from the Commission-:- ability to anticipate what will be required 
by the Commission and a sense of fairness that similar projects would be required to do the same. 

. ' 

Five Weaknesses 

1. Exemption of Legislators and Admiriistratitm Officials from ex parte communications vyith 
Cm;nmissioners and direction of Commissioners on specific votes by some appointing authorities 
undermines the ability of an independent commission to fairly consider staff recommendations, really 
respond to public hearing information, and then debate the issues to come up ~ith a fair decision legally 
based on the Coastal Act. · 

2. The problems cited in "1." aboye, insufficient staffing resources, insufficient ~ange of technical staff, 
and the uncertain fate of the Commission has led some staff to be timid on recommendations for large 
projects, or projects by state or agencies, and then apply the law stringently to smaller, less political 
projects. The Commission and its staff should be doing the opposite: ·applying the appropriate standards 
on large projects, and most certainly public works projects, and tpen insuring that the focus on smaller 
projects without substantial indiyidual impacts be limited to addressed any cumulative impacts smaller 
projects might have, treating all similar projects the same way, as in the "Gross Structural Formula" 

·standards, parking -standards, setback standards, drainage standards and open space and public access 
easement requirements. 

3. The lack of any checks, balances, standards, or qualifications for appointment to the Coastal· 
Commission. There are alsq no specific disqualifying criteria for appointment to the Commission. 
Despite this, over the life of the Commission,. most Commissioners "grow" into the position, understand 
the law and basically believe that coastal protection and public access are important parts of the law they 
~re sworn to implement and valuable to the state, the community and future generations. This common : 
understanding ofthe law among Commissioners wit)l diverse philosophies helps Commissioners come to 
some very good and important consensus decisions on projects important to the coast. However, with 
the the lack of qualifications, disqualifications and checks and balances, a few appointe~s have done 
substantial damage to the program, undermining public opinion by creating cynicism about the process, 
·increasing the influence of powerful lobbyists· and special interest groups and 'influencing some pro­
applicant decisions that just did not meet the scrutiny of the courts. Extremely unqualified 
commissioners are susceptible to ·corruption and exploiting the power of the law for their own or others' 
purposes. While these Commissioners are a ~ery small minority of all Commissioners ever appointed, 
"their action's can and have undermined the integrity of the entire program. The legislature needs to 
address this, but the Commission has some limited options to improve the situation. 

5. The Commission is directed by law to protect the coastal zone consistent with constitutiomil property. 
rights, but during my term, and more recently, there are strong indications that some Commissioners 
wish to act in a legislative capacity, redefining the Coastal Act without the proper legislative action. The 

"· 



I' 

Commission as a whole should resist this effort, leave decisions to make major changes in the Coastal 
Act to the Legislature and refocus its action on implementing the current law consistent with current 
constitutional provisions.: , 

Five Program Goals, In Priority Order 

I. Develop a Code of Ethical Conduct for Commissioners that makes clear the Commission's role in 
implementing, not.re-legislating the Coastal Act, reaffirms the commitment to fair public hearings, 
though disclosed exparte communications from all sources, and prevents Commissioners from acting 
improperly outside their legal capacity. · 

2 .. Reaffirm the confidence of the Commission in the Executive Director. This will reestablish staff 
morale, confidence and continuity, encouraging the staff to stay with the Commission, improving the 
work of the Commission ~nd its public image as well as improving-the ability of the Commission to · 
recruit diverse new staff. \ 

3. Work with the legislature and other state agencies to insure that all open space and public access 
easements are accepted by a qualified agency, and that there is money for improvement, maintenance 
and enforce!fiept of these easements. 

4. Support an adequate budget for the Commission to have adequate staff, implement its coastal 
education programs and meet mainly in areas easily accessible tothe public. Maintain staff 
independence and improve technical capacity and capabilities of the staff through training opportunities 
and recruitment. Direct management to work with staff continuously on insuring that priorities are 
consistent with the law and the importance of project impacts to the Coastal Zone. 

5. As a Commission, encourage the staff to i!lsure that big projects mitigate their fair share of impacts, 
while mitigation for smaller projects focus on cumulative impacts from many other similar projects. 
Consider staff recommendations with respect and ask for their help in addressing the concerns of . 
applicants, opponents and interested parties. On larger projects, give staff the latitude to work furth:r 
with applicants, involving the public in resolving all issues where consensus could be reached consistent 
with the Coastal Act, even if postponement of decision is requit:ed. That is how better, legally upheld 

, projects are approved. 

cc: All Commissioners 
Executive Director 

I. 
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RUTH GAI.ANTiiR 
COUNCILWOMAN 

SIX'I'M DIS"'"RICT 

To: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Califomia Coastal Commission 

P.1 

.100 N. IH'ftiNCJ liT. 
JIIOOM 2.18, CITY loiAI.I.. 

1.0& ANGEI.IiS, c::,.. 80013 
4184al7 

FAX (213) 217.0540 

CSISTRICT OPF'Ic:E 
71&eW. MANCH~AVi. 

I.OS -'INGEI.U, CA 800Ul 
~10) 514-t IIIlO 

P'AX C& 1 I) U?..OSU 

· Tbank you for the opportunity to provide input to tbe Coastal Commission in its upco.mina 
deliberations. 

In our city o£3,500,000 people. the coastal zone is a critically hnponant recreatiooal aad 
economic resource as well as homo to many people. Venice Beach, for eumple. receives rouab1Y 
the same number of visitors as Disneyland, malciq it one of the top two vilitor deltio.atioDI in Loa 
A.naeles County. 

We treasure our beaches. but we also kDow that they matter to the entire state, nOt just this city. 
Every development that makes it harder for residents and tourists to reach our beaches reduce~ 
the quality of life. We in local government~ count o.n the state to assist us in proteetiDs the 
environment and suiding development so as to assure colltinued e.nvironmental proteGtion. Often 
that help takes the form of establisbins guic!elines, sometimes of making the toup deciaiona to 
balanco conflictina priorities. 

In our very large city, mpy iuues besides coastai protection compete for our time and attention. 
We appreciate the state's usistanee and aupport and we urge you to stand behind the Coastal AJJt 
reprdless of changes in the political winds. 

s'I'R«Nams · 

1. Acknowledgment of public rights, to acceu and enjoyment, in the coaatal zone. Proposition 20 
opened with a statement that .. The coast of California is a unique and valuable resource belonains 
to all the people. .. " 

2. The Coastal Act's concept of 'balqnclng public anc:t private ri,chts and state and local 
responsibilities. The Act acknowledges that there may be eompetina priorities and leaves to the 
Commission the job of interpretina those priorities to balance all interests. 

3. ProcedureJ to provide notice of pending applications not only to nearby property-owners but 
also to those who may have other interests in the future of a. partieular area of the coastal zone­
such as horseback riders, hikers. and others and requirement.~ to provide opportunities for-
interested non-o"Wners to participate in the Commission's doliberationa. · 
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4. Technically qualifie4 impartial statr to explain Coastal Act to applicants and the public and to 
provide Commi&sioners with politically neutral recommendations. 

S. Partnership between local and state governments, throuah the development of local coastal 
programs by local goyernment with review by tile state Commission to prevent conflict with 
established statewide policy. 

WEAKNESSES 

1. Lack of effective enforcement. Local governments depend on the Coastal Conuniuion to 
enforce violations ofthe Coastal Act, particularly where the LCP has not yet been adopted and 
approved. Eft'eotive enforcement maintains the spac:e for local government decision-making its 

t lack fosters disre'fd ,r law and makes local planning extremely difficult. . 

2. Insufficient access to information. Both permit applicants and other interestecl parties, to say 
nothina of the Commission•s own staff. need access to all previous actions of the Commission. 
This is primarily a problem of insufficient riSOUTCU provided to the Commission for its 
operations, but what is required is more and better computerization. 

i 
1 3. Because the C~on has closed so many regional offices, both applicants and the 
interested public ~~errom insufficient access .to staff and files. This too is a byproduct of 
insufficient resources. 

4. Commissioners inadequately informed of coastal program's history and precedents and, too 
frequently, apparently uninterested in such details.· This is probably the result of the appointing 
authorities' apparently s~ecting Commissioners for their on ideology rather than their 
commitment to coastal protection. 

S. Inadequate commitment by the Le&islature and the Governor of resources necessary to 
maintain a comprehensive coastal protection program. 

GOALS, in rank order. 

With increasing population pressures throughout California, it is vital that the state ttrenatheD its 
coastal protection program so that all of us and our children will bave the opportunity to enjoy it. 

Strengthening the coastal protection program means first and foremost improving public aece11 
opportunities, many of which will soon be lost. The Commission should step up its program to 
open the previously dedicated accesaways. 

Impress upon appointing authorities the importance of selecting well-informed commissioners 
committed. to tairness to applicants, the general public, and local governments and equally 
committed to upholding the Coastal Act. ·· 
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i 
Assure statl' ~~ the independence from political pressure necessary to provide even-haDdecl 
service, co.asi8teDt ataff recommendations, and thoughtfiJl evaluations conslstent with state law of 
both permit applicationa and lOQl coastal prosrams. 

l Assist loc:alsovernmenta with the resourcea necessary tbr localities to finish their LCPs. (In .I'II8DY 
cases, including the City of Los Anples, budget coDIU'aintl have reduced the ability oflocal 
governments to focus on cou~ plafta in light of other 1.1lpllt prioritiu and diminished revenues 

I 

f \ 
j 

J 

I I 
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~--------------RarinS~~urRau~an~--------------
.. . , 

Suggeste4 Commeli~ ~or Goal Setting Workshop. 
of the California . C9astal Commission 

sc)Jeduled fqr Oct. 9, 1996 
... '::". 

Proa:ran1 Strenr:ths,;, 

1. The Coastal Act itselfw·good, strong statute . 
2. dedicated and experienced staff!t·good IJ18.nagement and team work 
3. visible aqd enthusiastic public ipv~Jvemenflsupport for coastal 

protection, public access · . · 
4. federal consistency -revlew .. invaluable intergovernmental link' 
5. success stories up and down the Oalifornia coast: pristine beaches, 

scenic views, access points, inten~.retive locales, unique tourist and 
recreation opportunities ''. 

Pro2ram· Weaknesses: 

1. political Interference a_t Comm,ission-level by lobbyists, partisan 
politics, appointing authorities-~all. cripple independence and r:eputation 
of the Commission .. 

2. constant turn-over of Commissiotte.rs-·insecurity in se.:-vice, loss of 
historic memory, la~k of continuity, need for cc:mstant ret.:-aining 

3. lack of enfo.:-cement due to lac~. of oversight by Commission, "mixed 
messages" from Comm.ssioners, hts\lfficient staff, underfunding, and 
weak legislation · .. 

4. grossly inadequate (and· unpredictable) budget 
S. lack of staff, insuffic1ent variety of ~xperience 

. ' \ 

Program Goals: 

I. develop longwterm (not just. annual) slrategic plan for coastal protection 
2. diminish inflpence of. lobbyists . J , · 

3. require adequate funding of programs· 
4. expand staff expertise; develop continuing training programs fQr staff 
5. finish transfer of authority (shared, tn some cases) to local governments 

Respectfully ~ubmltte~, 

Karin Strasser·. Kauffman 
Former Monterey County .Supervisor 
Representative of .Public-at-La.:-ge, 1\fonterey Bay 

National, M.uine Sanctuary Advisory Council 

{:l~O. Box 221550 
Car~el, California 93922 
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ATTORNiiiiVS AT LAW 
.1\P-.u:ICINAt..--'I'ICIN 

September 18, 1996 

VIA FACSIMI:LE - {415). 904-5400 

Peter Douglas 
Executive Directo~ 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
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Re: Input for Commission's G9al Setting Workshos 
l t 

Dear Peter: 

' ' · ·· Thank yqu for the opportunity to provide the Commission 
with input in connection with its qpcoming "Goal Setting" 
Workshop. I hope ~he brief commen~s below are helpful. 

Program Strengths 

1. A professional, well managed planning staff dedicated to 
making the coastal program work. 

2. Decisions whichtin general permit coastal development while 
maximizing the provision of public access and protection of 
coastal resources. 

l 
3. Decisions whtch.are ordinarily supported by detailed, well 

reasoned writ~e~ findings which analyze development or LCP 
matters in ter~ of Coastal Act policies and requirements. 

4. A Commission ~hich is required to carefully review projects 
to.ensure eh~t proposed development is approved, conditioned 
or denied in_~ manner which is constitutionally permissible 
and consisteqt with Coastal Act requirements. 

5. A mature enforcement program which has become more effective 
through success in litigation. 

• 
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Program weaknesses 

1.. 

2. 

3. 

The lack of an organized process by which a project 
propon~nt/opponent or local government can research 
precedential Commission decisions relating to permits or 
LCPs. 

The inconsistent application of Coastal Act policies from 
region to region. 

The absence of "teeth" in the coastal program to force all 
local gover~n&s in the coastal,zone to expeditiously 
complete preparation of LCPs. 

4. The lack of any meaningful Commission information, other 
than agendas, provided to the public chrough the internet. 

5. The absenceJof any 11 tolling" provision in the Commission's 
regulations to address where a development is approved, but 
is then delayed pending litigation challenging it. 

Comment: This one requires an explanation -- If litigation 
lasts for more than two years (which is ordinarily the case), the 
applicant must request the commission to grant an extension which 
can be blocked by a vote of three objecting commissioners 
(perhaps those who originally voted in the minority against the 
project). This encourages lawsuits'because, owing to that quirk 
in the regulations' voting requirement, mere delay through 
litigation can serve as the way ultimately to defeat a project. 

Program Goals 

l. Utilize the internet to provide better public access 
concerning Commission matters, including the posting of 
a) important staff memoranda distributed to the Commission, 
b} the results of actions taken by the commission on the 
v~ious matters set forth on the agenda, and c) findings 
from key decisions made by the Commission at each meeting. 

2. Complete certification of all Local Coastal Programs. 

3. Create an organized bank of precedential Commission 
decisions which can be used meaningfully by applicants, 
interested ~arties and local government. 

4. Undertake a further regulation review process by the 
Commission which begins with input from interested parties. 
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Director. 

5. 
·' I 

Prepare ~ r!=giQn-l:)'y·region 11 State of the 
of the coastal program since preparation 
Coastal Plan in 1976. 

213 626 0078 P.04/04 

Coast 11 assessment 
of the California 

I confess to you, ~eter, that these lists are the best 
I could come up with in the course of a day, and the ordering of 
my priorities is completely arbitrary. Nevertheless, I 
appreciate the opportunity to participate in the process. 

.. Best of luck with the workshop! 

Very truly yours, 

Steven H. Kaufmann 
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