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This 
97-348, 

PREFACE 

has been prepared in accordance wi th Section 10 of Pub c 
the Coastal Barr; er Resources Act of 1982, whi ch states: 

Sec. 10. Reports to Congress. 

(a) In General.--Before the close of the 3-year period 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary shal 
and submit to the Committees a report regarding the 

) Consultati on in Prepari ng Report. --The Secretary shall prepare 
the red under sUbsection ( in consultation th the 
Governors of the States in which System units are located and with 
the coastal zone management agencies of the States in which 
units are located and after providing opportunity for, and con­
sidering, public comment. 

(c) Report Content.--The 
contain--

required under subsection ( shall 

recommendations for the conservation of fish, wildlife, 
and other natural resources of the System based on an 
eval on and comparison of all management alternatives, 
and combinations thereof, such as State and local actions, 
(incl ng plans under the Coastal 
Zone Management Act of 1972 U. S. C 1451 et seq. ), 
Federal actions (including sition for admini on 
as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System), and 
in; atives by vate organizations and individuals; 

(2) recommendations for additions to, or deletions from, the 
Coastal er Resources System, and for ons to 
the boundaries of ts; 

3 a summary of the comments received from the Governors of 
the States State coastal zone other 

offici s and the 
and 

an analysis of the effect, if any, that revenue 
s ng made under on 102 of the State and 
Local Fiscal Assistance Amendments of 1972 (31 U.S.C. 

have had coastal ers. 



for Fi sh and 1 dl He and 
has been Coastal Barriers Study Group, a 

of professionals National Park Service, Fish and 
Service, U. S. Geological , and other Departmental offices. 

other Federal agencies have been consulted in this effort, including 
. S. Army Corps of Eng; neers, the Department of the Treasury, and the 
1 Emergency Management Agency. 
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U.S. shoreline ng the Atl c and Gulf of Mexico 
one of the longest and best ned ns of coastal ers in the 
The chain ns over 400 barri ers and totals about 2,700 mil es 
shoreline. These coastal barriers contain and resources of extra-

nary sceni c, sci ent; c, ona 1 • c, and economi 
value which can be damaged acent to them. In 

tion of s fact, the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 U.S .. 
3501 et seq.) was enacted in October 1982. This Act established the Coastal 
Barrier Resources (CBRS) consisting of 186 coastal er ts along 

of sine on the At 1 c and Gulf of co coasts. ts 
areas that and in 1982. Most Federal 

revenues that economic are no longer lable 
for use in the CBRS. 

The 1 nd the CBRA is that the ri s k as ated th new deve 1 op­
ment in these areas should be borne those who choose to live and work along 
the coast, and not all American taxpayers. restri ng Federal expendi­
tures and al assistance on spec; c undeveloped coastal barriers, the 
Federa 1 Government can ni ze the loss of human 1 He, reduce the wasteful 

ture of Federal revenues, and reduce the to sh and wil dl He 
other natural resources that can accompany deve 1 1 e 

These are the stated purposes of the Coastal er Resources Act 
b». Section 10 of the CBRA directs the of the Interi 

the CBRS and prepare for Congress a includes recommen-
ons in the CBRS based on an eva 1 on of 

a 1 ternat i ves that woul d foster conservation of the natural resources of the 
CBRS. 

er Resources 
s and the 

affect the devel 
1977 assessed 

ng coastal barriers 
The res ts of these 
Statement EIS 

years 

programs 

ronmental 
fol owed to 
vate sector. 



Omnibus 

nsurance coverage 
al i 

The OBRA gave 
( to des; 

Act, and (2) to 
to the term "coastal 

OBRA, the 

bit the issuance of 
1, 1983, for any new construc­

structures located on undeve 
of the I or a 

based on a defi 
th recommendati 

definitions deli 
188 units proposed for designation as 
1 i shed in the August 16, 1982 

to Congress general 
on cri a contained in the OBRA and recommended 

the OBRA proceed. The action recommended in this 
Congress was i cal to the on of the 1980 EIS. 

After the Secretary deli vered s 1982 report to s but before 
CBRA i ementation, s enacted the CBRA which established the 186 
in the CBRS and 1 ted new Federal 

n the CBRS, certain sped ons. 
res this and is discussed in the foll 

introduction. Section 11 of the CBRA ed Section 341 
on of s 

OBRA, e 1 1mi­
ons of undeve loped nat i ng the rement that the 001 make fi na 1 des i 

coastal where only Federal flood insurance would be ted. 

Fi 
after the 

ronmental Statement (FES) was issued in 1983, seven months 
enactment of the CBRA. It assessed the envi ronmenta 1 consequences 

of four al in the planning process between January 1980 
and October 1982. of the Hi Level Protection Alternative (the 

While the CBRA reflects the 
coverage, it the Federal 
to i nc 1 ude all 

into the CBRA. The definitions used in the 
nitions used in the OBRA and the deli ons 

the ng CBRS are ly consistent 
of the Interior in 1982 

Action 
bition 

the FES in terms of ic 
Federal flood insurance 

de nancial assis-
cal or tted 

written pursuant to en­
rement to prepare 

emental sat; 
c environmental and 

on, 
No Action. 
about 39 000 acres are 



CBRS. 

be added 
the No Acti 

Atlantic and Gulf of 
woul d be made 

SECTION 10 REPORT 

Barrier Resources Act Sect; 10 in 1983. I 
meeting was held with interested ional staff and special 

groups to di scuss the scope of the Four ona 1 coord; nators 
then nted the National Park Service to work with the coastal 
obtain information on coastal barriers in different c areas. 
October 19. 1983. the Governors of all the coastal states received 
from the Secretary of the Interior not; ng them of the study and aski 
to name a State coordinator. On December 5, 1983, an outline of the 
study and request for comments on that outline ished in the 
Register 234):54543- The 
this 1, 1984. 

During 1984, the Coastal Barriers , a task force of ionals 
the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 

, and other off; ces > a draft i 
of coastal barriers along all U.S. coastlines. All State coordinators were 

to rev; ew these draft maps and arrange meetings wi th Study Group 
members. Meet i ngs were held in 21 of the 29 affected States to rev; ew the 
draft maps. 

March 4, 1985, the draft national i maps were released for lic 
comment. es of the maps were sent to all affected States and members of 

s. A briefing was held for interested sional staff. On May I, 
1985, the draft text IiCoastal Barrier Resources Draft Report to 

was released for ic comment. This outlined the conserva-
alternatives that were ava; able for the CBRS. es of the 

all affected States. The States were also notified that 
members were available for participation in State ic meetings. 
meetings in ten States were scheduled by the States and attended 
the 

i 
other 

30, 

ternatives. 

The 001 received 
wide vari of 

ng the CBRS to include 
and assoc ated 

the conser-

and the information • the 
s. On March 25, 1987 a 

recommendations and maps al 
Public comments on this second 

ster and onal 



he d. 
of 
ce of the 

on the 1985 draft 
members of the Study 

three States were 
for a 90-day 

commented on the 
expressed on the 

ases were 
es, and 

of the report was 1 
n, all States were 

lable for public meet; 
Public comments on the draft 

June 23, 1987. 
a 

ons. 

The final as a 22-volume 
4 xes. descri bes the CBRS and 
presents recommendations on the conservation alternatives for the 
a revi sed vers i on of the document eased in the Spri ng of 1985 
Barrier Resources System Draft Report to Congress!!) scussed above. 

umes 2- of the report 
barriers in each State or 

ons to, or del ons from, 

n background i 
and maps and specific 

CBRS in those States or 
x A is a on shoreline and 
xes B, C, and Dare 
about the 

Samoa, and the 
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A PHYSICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF COASTAL BARRIERS 

COASTAL BARRIERS ALONG THE ATLANTIC AND GULF OF MEXICO COASTS 

The coastal barriers from Maine to Texas show a hi of onal di 
sity. This diversi s controlled differences in climate and in the 

lcal processes sing er shorelines. The dominant lca factors 
responsib e for mo ding coastal landforms are ( tidal range, (2 wave 
energy, and 3 sediment supply from vers and older, ng coastal 
sand bodies. Re ative c in local sea level also y affect 
coastal barrier diversi This section will describe in a semi- tative 
way the regia variations in the geol cal features of er coastlines. 

A c ass fication of coastal barriers based upon the relative magnitude of 
tidal and wave been established Davis and Hayes (1984) and is 
widely fic communi (Figure Oeposi onal coast-
1 i nes can wave-dom; nated, t i de-dom; nated, or mi xed. Other 
i attri butes can be expressed as ifi ers of these terms. The 
differences n the andforms associated with a tide-dominated versus a wave­

the 

de 

coastl ne reflect the relative ability of the tidal currents to 
sediments versus the ability of wave- longshore currents to 
sedi nts. 

dominated coasts, longshore currents ong, 
ebb-tidal deltas (sand bod es seaward of i ets 
d sperse the sediment. Sediment carried landward 

, however, accumulates in large flood-tidal 
nets because these areas are sheltered 

tida range, the tidal 
dal currents 

coastlines s 
sediment to 
dal delta 

increases 
energy is distributed 

The res t is 



dominance 
locations 
basis, barrier 
range is more 

gure 1. Barrier classification 
as a function of the t ida 1 range 
and mean wave height. Nineteen 
barrier island shores in North 
America and were 
used as a bas is for thi s di agram 
(from Davis and 

to complete y eli mi nate bard er is 1 ands i 
ess of the evel of wave energy. On a wo 

ly do not exist along coasts where the 
ft. Such coastlines are rare along the contiguous 

but are common n as other of the 

The 

nets 
de tas 
tidal range 

s about 2 
s ana, the 
the south 
coast. 

s mean 
the mean annual breaker he 

er islands are also the rule for 
southeast F 

and the 



ands along the a tide-dominated coastli 
vely short and by stable tidal in 
spacing of 9 mi. have large ebb- dal deltas. 

dal range along the coast is about 6.5 ft; the nearshore 
breaker height is about Tide-dominated coastlines also 

acent to a in northeast orida, along most of South Carol 
along the Delmarva Peninsula, and Massachusetts. 
Texas coast barriers also have a tide-dominated s 

veston Is in spite of a tidal range of less than 1.5 ft. 
nance in these areas is due to the large volume of water being 

between the Gulf of Mexico and such or embayments as Barataria 
Ga 1 ves ton Bays. 

It is i to recogni ze that barri ers are continuous ly evo 1 vi 
ponents of a large-scale coastal "sand-shari in the 
at one place affect the entire barrier chain. This linkage between 
is most readily observed near tidal passes where sand from an ft beach 
transferred to the downdrift island a series of complex i ons 
between waves and currents. A disturbance in an in et invariably affects the 
stabili of the acent beaches. 

The origin of coastal barriers has been a matter of debate among coastal geo­
log; sts for many years, and barr; ers indifferent coastal ons probably 
formed in different ways. Three or factors, however, appear to be directly 
re 1 ated to how barr; ers form and how nue to change over time: (1) 
the relative in sea eve (2) the magnitude of natural processes in a 

on, and 3) the amount and of sediment availab e in a on (Dolan 
et al. 

S nce the melting of the 1 ast conti nenta 1 ice sheet some 15,000 years ago, 
obal sea leve has been rising. As a consequence, the entire U.S. shoreline 

has been di aced andward up the gentle slopes of the At 1 ant i c and f 
coastal ains to its position. Fifteen thousand years ago the 
shoreline was located near the edge of the Continental She f. Over the 
ens i ng 10, 000 years, oba 1 sea 1 eve 1 rose more than 300 ft and the ocean 
pushed arge beach ri s landward. 

As sea-leve rise s owed about 5,000 years ago, waves tides, and winds formed 
the coastal barriers c ose to resent shore ines. Where acial headlands 

sediments were the shore barrier spits 
ers. I the coast were isolated from the 

currents 
acent 

the eroding shoreface 
barri ers. As a res 

drowned the ands behind the 
The Sea Is ands of South Caro­

,000 years ago, the gu 
de taic headlands that enclosed 

s coast ongshore 
c headlands laterally into both 

, continous y releas ng sand from 
al to the interdel c 

tas along the f coast are de 



HOUSTON 
. tI\ 

",I, Pi TRINITY 

DELTA (I'Ll 

Figure 2. Major sand sources along the Gulf of 
the central and western f coast, the available 
are active deltas. Along the eastern f coast, 
eroding sand ridges and abandoned deltaic deposits. 

Mexico coast. ong 
er sand sources 

sand is derived from 

and accreting. ng barriers consist of beach and dune ridges 
parallel to the shore, reflecting the episodic nature of their 

Two contrasting barri er 1 andforms have developed as a consequence of thi s 
evolutionary the 1 le and the hi le barrier (Figure 
3). low le barriers are characterized a S1 e, low «20 ft above 
mean sea level) dune ri and are found along erosional headlands. Much of 
the sand that is mined the waves along these shorefaces is transferred 
downdrift, out of the local area. Only minor amounts of sand are led up 

nto narrow and thi n washover sheets duri ng storms and eros; on rates are 
hi (Figure Along the Caminada headland in louisiana, the 

narrow barrier mi landward at the same rate as the eroding headland 
The instabili of the sand the establishment of 

s covered sand dunes or coastal forests are absent from 

Hi le barriers are zed multi e dune ri often more 
than 40 ft above mean sea evel and are formed between deltas. Good 
of s a re and San Jose Is 1 ands along the central Texas 
coast. These islands received sediment from the Rio Grande Delta to 
and from the Brazos-Colorado Delta ex on their north side. 
Is and, s tuated between the Brazos-Colorado Delta and the Trin; 
another hi the wi dl i fe habitats 

es. 

underwater habitats also 
marshes behi 

ties of 

ng on barri er 
e barri ers are 

across the barrier from the seaward 



ve 
e barrier isl 

BARRI D 

onal sketches of hi 
te et a 1. 

and 



Fi gure 4. Marsh outcrops on the beach at Sargent 
Beach, Texas, on the fl anks of the Brazos-Colorado 
Deltaic headland. This is an extreme case of a low-

le barrier island courtesy of R.A. 
Morton, December 1981). 

side during or storms (Figure 5). In contrast, the high-profile barriers 
resist storm-induced overwash. Dunes are washed away storm waves, but the 
island is not breached (Figure 6). 

Overwash occurs when storm surge waters wash across the beach and through low 
areas in the dunes into backbarrier lowlands and marshes. These storm waters 
strip sand from the barrier beach and it it in the barrier's i or or 

ide wetlands. Storm waters may also create inlets in bar-
le these inlets are open can alow large ties of 

to be transported into the sounds behind barriers. After the 
c ose, this sediment remains as fan-s shoals. these shoal 
are colonized grasses and then become marshes. The end resu t of overwas 
and inlet creation is a andward in the position of 
barrier. The entire sediment mass of the barrier , however, 
much the same. 

te recentl 
e along the 

s not the case. 
there appear have been osci 
may have gone and down as 
years. s opes of or less, s 
of hundreds or thousands of feet. 

Over the ast 100 years, 
tained i many harbors 

that sea- eve 
ast ,000 years, 

evel has continued 

ng 
res lt in shoreline mi 

sea- eve 1 records have been mal n­
d. These records indicate that 



Vertical 
22 

central 
response on 1 
of the beach-front homes 

ssissippi Sound side of 
the .S. of 

n Island, Alabama, taken 
andfall of 

sland, CBRS 
seen here is the 

Note the channels formed near many 
its along the 

of 
ct. 



Figure 6. ning by Hurricane Allen of one of the units at the IIlost 
Colony" condominiums at Mustang Island, Texas. This illustrates that 
dune-scarp retreat is the typical storm response on a high-profile barrier 
island. Picture taken on August 15, 1980, 5 days after landfall of Allen. 
Mounds of sand on the ri ght have been there by truck after the 
storm. Contrast this with the storm-response of a 1 le barrier as 
seen in Figure 5. 

sea level has risen about 5 inches over the last If this were 
tota observed rise, there would hardly be reason 

of the U. S. coast 1 i ne, however, the re at i ve sea- much 
because the land is sinking. The average rise in sea evel 

ative to most of the Atlantic and gulf coasts, was about 1 ft in the last 
Presently along the central f coast--where the wei of the 

Mississippi delta muds, withdrawal of water from shallow aquifers and 
extraction of oil and gas cause sinking of the and surface--the 
annua 1 rate of re 1 at i ve sea- eve ri se is now as hi as .4 i Baumann 
1980' Nummedal 

Concern over a poss i b 
aroused the ncrease 
methane lorofluorocarbons, 
these gases al ow sunl i to 
infrared radi on ( 

this 

the rate of sea- eve se has been 
concentrat ions of carbon di oxi de 
other Because 

the ng 
somewhat analogous 

known as the 
occurring natural 

The National of Sciences 



mated that the carbon dioxide n the atmo 
warm the earth an in the next , as coul 

i of the other gases. Such a gl oba 1 warmi n~j 
se sea 1 eve 1 by several Because water expands when heated, 

ocean temperatures could rai evel 1-2 ft in the next 
e 1983; Hoffman et al. 1983 . melting of alpine aciers 

and the Greenland Ice Sheet Po Research Board 1985) could each raise 
d-wi de sea 1 eve 1 by up to 1 ft. y, the di s i ntegrat i on of the West 

Antarctic Ice Sheet could raise sea evel an additional 3 ft 2100 
by about 20 ft in the next 200-500 years (Bentley 1979; Hughes 1979 . 

Considering all the factors, the Environmental Protection ncy ( and NAS 
have estimated a possible rise in sea level along the U.S. coast of 3 to 5 
in the next century (Revelle 1983; Hoffman et al. 1983). 

The impact of sea-level rise on coastal erosion has been well documented 
Bruun (1962) showed that a 1-ft rise in sea level will erode the typical 
beach 100 to 500 ft. Rising sea level is widely to be the underl 
cause of most coastal erosion (Bird 1976; Pilkey et al. 1981). 

The physical effects of sea-level rise also include inundation of wetlands and 
other low-l ng areas, barrier is and overwash, and hi storm surges. 
Scientists estimate that 50% to 85% of coastal wetlands could be lost if sea 
level rises as ected itus 1985; Kana et al. 1986). 

Coastal barriers may re to rlslng sea leve and shorefront erosion in two 
fundamentally different ways. They may continuously move landward because of 
overwash and sand through inlets, or they may drown beneath the 
rlSlng sea Leatherman 1983). Altho sti 1 a controversial sect, it 
appears that most barrier is ands along the Atlantic coast of the United 
States are moving landward whereas at east some gulf coastal barriers appear 
to be drowning (Nummedal et al. 1984). 

regionalization used in this section is based strictly coastal cal 
geo ogical characteristics. The geographic boundaries of the 

s1 lar to those for coastal ecosystems in use .5. F sh and 
Servi ce Terre 1979 and used n the next s but 
regional boundaries do not exactly co ncide. The reg ons used 
are de ineated in Figure 7. 
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c rock bordered by extensive tidal mud 
sediment (s11 is abundant in this glaciated 

on offshore sea oor and in the ri vel" vall eys. Strong 
flood-dominance of the tides in bays causes the mud to accumulate along the 
shore, and a large tidal range is responsible for extensive mudflat exposures 
at low tide. 

Along this section of coast, the tidal range decreases from a mean of 13.6 ft 
in the east to 8.5 ft at Portland, Maine. The rapid eastward increase 
tidal range is due to the influence of the entrance to the Bay of Fundy. The 
mean annual wave energy on the coastline is relatively low due to its south­
eastward orientation and its sheltered location on the north side of the Gul 
of Maine. The mean annual wave height at Moose Peak is only 1.5 ft, and the 
regional mean annual onshore-directed wave power is among the lowest level 
anywhere along the U.S. coast. The same coastal orientation which shelters 
Maine from the common northeasterly winter storms, exposes it to Atlantic 
hurricanes. Hurricane landfall frequencies are higher in Maine than i 
northeast Florida (Figure 8). 

2. Cape Elizabeth to Monomoy Point (Cape Cod); Maine, New Hampshire, and 
Massachusetts. This is a diverse region consisting of extensive coastal 
barr; er beaches, ts, and i s1 ands. Barri ers are numerous because of the 
availability of coarse-grained sediments from both glacial deposits and modern 
rivers. 

The area around Kennebunk is typical of southern Maine. It consists of 
frequently alternating rocky headlands and sandy or gravelly beaches. Most of 
the beach sediment has been derived from wave erosion of headlands composed of 

acial its. Farther south, along the coast of New Hampshire and 
Massachusetts north of Cape Ann, the extensive barrier island system owes its 

n both to glacial deposits and to sand delivered to the coast by the 
Merrimack River. Plum Island is a typical tide-dominated barrier. The 

s and is 8 mi long, 1 mi wide, and bordered by two deep tidal inlets with 
sociated ebb- and flood-tidal deltas. With a tidal range of 8.3 ft and a 

wave height at the nearest recording station ( Beach, New 
of only 1.4 ft, Plum Island falls within the tide-dominated 
Fi gure 1. 

Massachusetts Bay des a case of the interplay between sediment 
sources, i cal process vari abil i , and resul tant coastal shape. Exposed 
headlands at the north flank of the consist of erosion-resistant bedrock 
which only sediment for short pocket beaches and tombolos 

sand or bars that connect is to the mainland or other islands. 
I Boston Harbor, in the center of e hills of acial debris 
called drumlins de an abundant of sediment for the beaches at 
Nantasket and Wi The sedi wave erosion has scoured from the 
drumlins has been redistributed currents to form Nantasket Beach. 
Historical charts of Boston Harbor demonstrate that Nantasket Beach has grown 
i width and 1 since early co meso 

Cod is of ri s and sand that the last acial 
advance carried to its southern s ridge extends eastward 
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Figure 8. Annual hurricane landfall 
probabilities in the United States. 
Compiled from data in Simpson and 
Lawrence 1971 (fi gure from Nummeda 1 
1983b) . 

to Island and westward to Georges Bank. The outer cape from Nauset north 
Race Point near Provincetown consists mainly of sand and gravel washed off 
glacier as it melted. id shoreline retreat has been the norm for the 

on of the outer cape. Accordi ng to Zei er et a 1. ( > the 
cliffed coast has retreated at an average rate of 2.5 These 
which are 120 to 180 ft high, have released large volumes of sediment 

to longshore sed; ment system. The hi gh waves associ ated with 
New and's famous storms, called "northeasters," transport large ties 
of sand from the central of the cape northward. , the north-
western shore of Cape Cod (Race Poi has grown rapidly. 
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Harbor and Nauset ets have well-devel flood-tidal 
atively small ebb-ti tas. Furthermore, the whole outer 
Cod is characterized l-developed, often multiple, long-

shore bars in the surf zone. In accordance with the Davis and Hayes 
classification scheme, these barriers should be classified as mixed-energy. 
Increasing wave dominance towards the south is associated with a rapidly 
decreasing dal range, from 7.6 ft at Cape Cod light to 3.7 ft at Monomoy 

nt. 

3. Nantucket Island to the west end of Long Island Sound; Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, and New York. Except for the Rhode Island shore 
west of Narragansett Bay, this section of coast is devoid of sizable barrier 
islands and spits, hence its categorization as a separate physical unit. The 
lack of extensive barriers along this coast is largely due to the low wave­
energy, rather than lack of sediment supply. The southern shore of nland 
Massachusetts is sheltered behind Nantucket Island, Martha1s Vineyard and 
their extensive associated shoals; the Connecticut shore is sheltered by 
Island. Only the Rhode Island coast is exposed to the Atlantic through Rhode 
Island Sound, and this is where most of the coastal barriers of the on are 
found. 

The mainland shore consists of two large glacially scoured bays, Buzzards and 
Narragansett Bays, and two major estuari es, the Connecti cut River and the 
nearby Thames. The adjacent coastline is characterized by glacial hills and 
outwash with pocket beaches and tombolos connecting small islands (e;g., Watch 
Hill Point, Rhode Island). A distinct longshore change in grain size is 
observed along Connecticut beaches, wi th coarse cobbles and boul ders near 

acial deposits grading into sand farther downdrift. 

The rel vely high wave-energy on the Rhode Island shore makes it-distinctly 
from neighboring coasts. The coastal barriers west of Narragansett 

n, and of a wave-dominated form. Glacially scoured, erosion-
stant rock domi nates the coast east of Narragansett Bay. An extremely 

ar coast with a series of closely spaced es was left.after the 
-<; 

er ted. These estuari es are typi cally seal ed baymouth barri ers, 
many of which are breached by small tidal passes. 

4. MontaUk Point to Cape May-New York Bight; New York, and New Jersey. Within 
this stretch, the Atlantic coastline consists of an essentially continuous 
sequence of er islands and ts, with associated marshes and lagoons. 
The shorelines of the New York Bi form a natural unit as they constitute 
the nearly cal flanks of a broad th its apex at New York 
harbor. The range is maximum at the apex. 

Wave hi on the fl anks the New York The total mean 
annual wave power n the Atl area is exceeded that off 
Hatteras. mum onshore wave ves from the northeast and east, 
expos i ng the upper the hi wave power. Numerous 

conducted neers de a clear 
1 sediment along the New Jersey shore. The 

New Jersey, nearly 0.5 1 ion 
ented from about 



to to the south Point Pleasant 
There is in longshore transport on the 
Long Island. moves eastward from Southampton to Montauk 

west from Southampton to the entrance of New York 

modern long Island barriers are supplied by sediment eroded from 
bluffs on Long Island and from older (about 7,000 years B.P.) 

that were present on what is today the Continental Shelf south of the 
barrier system. The coastal barriers along the Long Island south shore 
in length from 48 mi for Fire Island to only 12 mi for Rockaway Beach. 
westward decrease in barrier length probably reflects the decreasing infl 
of waves, as compared to tides, in coastal sediment transport. The coastl 
can be classified as wave-dominated in eastern and central areas and as mi 
energy to the west of Fire Island Inlet. The barriers are extremely 
an average of 0.5 mi wide, and subject to overwash and inlet breach 
particularly towards the east. Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets have 
histories of multiple openings and closings--some of which were aided human 
i ntervent ion. 

The northern 35 of the New Jersey shore cons i st of 
mainland beaches, and a northward building spit, Sandy Hook, which 
deri ves its sed; ment from eros i on of preexi st i ng bard ers seaward of the 
Navesink and Shrewsbury Rivers (Shepard and Wanless 1971). Subsequent 
stabil ization of the eroding shores at Sea Bright and Monmouth has cut off 
modern sed; ment supply to the spit, caus i ng a seri es of prob 1 ems of sand 
supply for the Sandy Hook National Recreation Area. 

Continuous coastal barriers extend from Manasquan Inlet south to Cape May. 
From Manasquan to Beach Haven Inlet, the barriers are long and narrow (aver­

ng 20 mi by 0.63 mi). From Beach Haven Inlet to Cape May, they are much 
horter (average length 6.6 mi) and generally wider and drumstick-shaped. The 

reason for this sharp change is unclear. The wave energy is only slightly 
and the t; da 1 range on moderately hi on the southern New Jersey 
than on the central segment where the long barriers are found. Never-

theless, the southern barriers have an unmistakable tide-dominated ogy: 
ck-s islands, closely spaced inlets, and large ebb-tidal deltas. 

thin this shoreline segment, hurricane landfall 
southern shore of Island (6% annual ili 
insigni cant along the New shore (Figure 8). 
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open was built into the southern n of Delaware Bay by longshore 
ng sediment from the ng Atlantic shore of Delaware around 

Beach northward. The cape consists of multiple high beach ridges and 
is well vegetated in the i nteri or. A 1 though the eros i on rates along the 
Atl c shore of the cape are rel vely modest, the cape continues to 
retreat landward on its outer shore, growing into Delaware Bay on the 
northwest. 

Segment 2 of the Delmarva compartment consists of an erosional headland from 
Bethany Beach north. Sma 11 bay-mouth barri ers, wi th active and abandoned 
tidal inlets, have sealed the entrances to the Indian River, Rehoboth, and 
Isle of Wight Bays. These bay-mouth barriers are eroding, low in profile, and 
subject to extensive overwash during winter storms. 

The third segment of this coastal compartment, essentially the Maryland 
sector, consists of one long barrier, Assateague Island, which extends south 
from Ocean City to Fishing Point, Virginia. Halsey (1979) argued 
Assateague Island attained its present extensive length (35 mi) by 11 ng 
earlier, shorter barriers with abundant sediments. Along the Maryland shore, 
strong longshore currents have carried sediment southward to the north 
of Ocean City Inlet. Ocean City· s beaches have widened while the beaches 
downdrift on Assateague Island have starved. The northern end of Assateague 
suffered severe erosion and overwash during the great Ash Wednesday storm of 
March 1962 and is very low in prof; 1 e and subject to frequent washovers. 

From Chincoteague Inlet to Cape Charles in Virginia, the coastal barriers are 
short (average 4.8 mi), narrow (average 1.25 mi) and commonly drumstick 
shaped. This configuration reflects the moderately strong tidal influence and 
the lack of sediment supply. Most sediment moving south along the Delmarva 
shore is presently trapped in the large accretionary spit complex at Fishing 

nt. Beach dges on Chincoteague Island, landward of the southern tip of 
Island, diverge and curve towards the northeast, suggesting their 

longshore currents coming from the southwest. 

6. Cape Henry to Cape Lookout; Virginia and North Carolina. s is the 
southernmost of the similar coastal compartments of the Mid-Atlantic Bight. 
The northernmost segment of this compartment consists of a northward-building 
foreland, Cape Henry, built into the southern margin of Chesapeake Bay. The 
second segment of this compartment, the eroding mainland beach, is of limited 
lateral extent, i uding about 10 mi of the Vi nia Beach oceanfront. 
From s location, tuck t extends 69 mi south and nates to the 
south at I et, North ina. Hatteras Island extends the next 52 
south to Hatteras Inlet. From Hatteras Inlet south, the North Carolina 
coastal ers are shorter. 

tuck t is narrow; the average dth is 
in many aces the sound side, old fl dal deltas, 

nd temporary is and breaches, den the spi t. The tis 
many northern areas; however, dunes have 

ons of the slands. In spite of its 1 
breaches to the north, the average rate of shoreline retreat along 

t is currentl 



of Hatteras Island is of the 
Nati ona 1 abo rate attempt to stab; 1 i ze the Seashore 
planting ifi ally enlarged dune dge. 

still lingers over the success of this stabilization program 
cal map studies suggest that the islands are now retreating both on 

sound and the ocean side. Ultimately the islands may drown in response 
rising sea level, rather than nue their landward retreat. 

Hatteras is one of four Caro ina Capes that are obally 
gin of these capes has been debated for decades. 

convergence zones of longshore sediment transport, and probably owe 
location to the pattern of preexisting river valleys and drainage 

The convergence of longshore currents at the capes leads to 
directed currents visible on many high altitude photographs and 
images. These currents have mo 1 ded extens i ve sandy shoals off each 
capes. These extensive shoals, combined with frequent storms, have made the 
shelf off North Carolina's Outer Banks the Ugraveyard of the Atlantic. 11 

The tidal range along the Outer Banks is low, only about 3.5 ft, and the wave 
energy is the highest observed along the east coast. The mean annual wave 
energy in the Cape Hatteras area is more than twice the energy level of the 
Boston area and nearly three times as high as the mean annual energy off south 
and southwest Florida. 

7. Cape Lookout to Cape Romain; North Carolina and South Carolina. Cape Look­
out di vi des the Outer Banks coast, whi ch is character; zed by except i ona lly 

de 1 agoons and long continuous barri ers, from the coast 1 i ne to the south, 
where the barrier islands are close to the mainland (southern North Carolina) 

entirely absent (Myrtle Beach, South Carolina). Cape Lookout itself 
was formed by southward longshore sediment transport. Prior to human 

1 i on measures, the Cape had grown southward about 3 beyond the 
western island shoreline of Shackleford Banks. In contrast to the 

Core Banks to the north, the itself is relatively 

Beaufort Inlet, 10 mi west of Cape Lookout, is fairly typical of the tidal 
inlets on the southern North Carolina coastline. The main channel in the 
inlet is relatively shallow and unstable. The sand associated with the inlet 
is vided about into thirds: a flood-tidal delta in the lagoon, a set 
of shoals in the inlet itself and a moderate ebb-tidal delta on the seaward 
side of the inlet. is sand stribution is c of inlets where 
tidal and wave-induced sediment impor-
tance. These xed-energy inlets southern North Carol ina coast cause 

ous ly unstable er is 1 ends. The western 2 of Shackl eford 
Banks have been especi ally s e to sudden breaches due to shi fts i 
the inlet channel. Westward this island end does not imp perma-

channe 
future 

of new land; the attachment of 
et sand oods, storms, or progressive 
on will i end at some time in the 

nto subtidal sand 



barrier along s segment, Bogue Banks, is 25 miles 
long, some 2 to 3 mi wide, and has much gher average elevation and indivi-

dune dges than is generally found on the Outer Banks. Barriers farther 
south between New River and Cape Fear, are much shorter, are separated by 
numerous mixed-energy tidal inlets, and are of moderate height. Their average 
dimensions are 5.3 mi long and 2 mi de. There are a total of 19 inlets 
along miles of coast. The frequent opening and closing of inlets along 

s coast in historical times demonstrate their inherent instability. 

Cape Fear, like Cape Lookout, is at a ment convergence zone. It, too, has 
migrated southward over time, but the accretion has largely been in the form 
of a beach ridge set parallel to the south-facing shore. The trend of these 
ri dges suggests that Fryi ng Pan Shoal s, off the cape, has been the mary 
source of sediment for this fairly recent growth. The implications of this 
interaction between the offshore shoal and the adjacent shoreline are 
extremely important. Offshore sands clearly are important sources for n­
taining or accreting shorelines. These offshore sand bodies can be large 
shoals, like Frying Pan or Cape Lookout Shoals; linear sand ridges, like those 
along the New Jersey and Delmarva Peninsula; or ebb-tidal deltas, like those 
along the South Carolina and Georgia coast. In all cases, maintaining the 
sand body itself and avoiding interruption of the sand transport between 
the offshore source and the shoreline are imperative to prevent accelerated 
shoreline erosion. 

From Cape Fear to Cherry Grove Beach Inlet, 6 mi south of the North Carolina­
South Carolina border, the barriers are similar to those north of Cape Fear. 
For 25 southward from Cherry Grove Beach, past Myrtle Beach, there are no 
barrier islands, lagoons, or coastal marshes: an unusual condition along the 
southeastern coast. Easy access to this mainland beach has led to the 
development of one of the largest beach-oriented tourist centers in the United 

The shoreline here, however, is continuously eroding, causing 
ems similar to those on barrier shorelines. 

The wave energy along the Carolina shore decreases dramatically from north to 
south. Mean wave height at Nags Head, North Carolina, is 3.9 ft (highest 
along the east coast); at Holden Beach, North Carolina, 10 mi northeast of the 
South Carolina State line, the mean wave height is only 1. 7 ft. The rapid 
decrease in wave height is a function of the south-facing shore to the west of 
the capes, the wi den; ng shelf, and the southward steady decl i ne ; n At 1 ant i c 

wave es. Concurrent th s wave energy on is an 
increase in dal range, from 3.7 ft at Poi nt Lookout to 5.1 ft at e 
Beach. 
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s 
er islands, 

sediment, and broad marsh and between the 
ers and the mainland. coastal plain rivers supply fine-

sediment to the estuarine The few rivers draining the piedmont 
supply much of the sand to the nearshore system. The barriers have an 

of 6.9 mi and a width of 2.9 mi. Their 1 ly 
towards the south. general y show a hi beach ri 

Because of low wave energies, low hurricane landfall ies, and a 
gh tidal range, the inlets along this coastal segment have large 

deltas on their seaward side, and , stable main inlet channels. Sand 
these ebb-tidal deltas is supplied to the next downdrift barrier is and 
producing the characteristic drumstick barrier shoreline confi on. The 
barriers are backed by extensive salt marshes. Water flow out of the salt 
marsh system is stronger than that into it, preventing sand in the ittoral 

system from entering the back-barrier environment. 

Beach eros i on rates along the entire South Carol i na coast are among the 
ghest on the Atl c coast. et al. (1983) ned the average 

retreat rate to be 6.5 , about three times as hi as the average rate in 
North Carolina. Thus, altho the topographically high South Carolina 
barriers are less likely to produce overwash than the Outer Banks, their 
shorelines retreat at a faster rate. 

While the ft end of each barrier goes rapid shoreline fluctu­
ations, the central barrier shoreline segment functions es ally as a zone 
of longshore sediment ntaining a fairly stable location. The 
southern, or downdrift end ly is a recurved spit and hi ly unstable. 
Such spi ts are prone to cut-ofts caused storms and fl oods, or by t ida 1 
creek mi on. The history of odic rel on of n Sam l s Inlet, 
between Kiawah and Seabrook Islands, is an excellent example of this. 

i ne Georgi a Sea Is 1 ands are arger than the South Caro ina 
barriers. The cores of the Sea Islands are of P eistocene sediment 

ited during previous hi stands of sea level. estuarine indenta-
and stable tidal inlets, and large ebb-tidal de tas are 

stic of this tide-dominated shoreline. The tidal range at Daufuskie 
landing, a few miles north of the Savannah River, is 7.2 ft, the hi al 
the coast south of Cod. range is more than 5 ft along 

The 
annual 

storm 
1980 . 

to the mouth of the St. Johns River. 

contrast 
is characterized 

1 agoons. 



to the rel vely hi wave-
ver inflow. On the average, the 
suggesting wave nance. The 

ally the same as that seen in 
c From the St. Johns River 

nt 13 mi south, the coastline is an erosional mainland beach. 
n barrier 
Partially cemented sand 
and is deep scoured 

Atlantic Ocean from narrow shore­
(beachroc appears along the beach 
the Matanzas Inlet. 

this eroding headland a 78 mi long coastal er whi 
from Ponce de leon Inlet past Canaveral to Sebastian Inlet. This 

coastal barrier along the east coast of the United States. 
entrance to Port Canaveral cuts the barri er, but is not a natural 
Farther south, the barriers become progressive more broken ti 

Canavera 1 the barr; ers cons i st of a mi xture sand 
the Carolinas and a, and carbonate shell eroded 

seafloor. A belt of low, dune ri dges up to half a mil e 
commonly found. Abandoned, vegetated flood-tidal deltas are occasion-

, ng to c ng and healing of these coastal 
Some storm-induced overwash deposits are present. 

on consists of a series of modern beach ridges (Cape 
front of the much wider, preexisting, beach-ridge barrier 

n ex of tt Island, ch was also a cape like 
centered farther north. Both Canaveral and False Cape have 

offshore shoals, similar to those seaward of the Carolina Capes. 
sediment buil ng Cape Canaveral and its shoal is y derived 

onal retreat of shorelines to the north. 

map es s how an i ng a 1 sequence of eros i on and 
Erosion has led north of False Recent erosion rates, 

to May et al. (1983), have been about Fal se itself 
offshore shoals appear to have grown; recent rates of accretion fall 

range of 0-3 ft. To the south, the northeast flank of 
ng at rates of about 3-10 1 e the southeast fl ank is 

at rates of 3-10 This of alternating zones of erosion 
i ca 1 of the Fl east coast, even where capes as 
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neers in the 
offshore 

ate 70' s has 
ng. 

of limestone e the modern sediments of the southern tip 
In the Miami area, both trend north-south. The inner bel 

of cemented granular limestone and forms a platform some 10 ft 
ami sits on of this belt. The second belt, farther seaward 

of coral reef limestone. This belt underlies Mi Beach 
nues to the south. The ion between the first and second 
's Biscayne Bay. 

Sand moving southward along the beaches of eastern Florida 
on the northernmost tip of the second belt once sea 1 eve 1 had ri sen 
enough to submerge the ridge, ly some 3,000 years ago. The 
barri er spit of Mi ami Beach nued growi ng south all the way 
Flori da at the southern tip of Key Biscayne. Cape Flori da is the southern 
term; nus of a sandy coastal er system whi ch extends conti nuous y 
Montauk nt on Long Island, New , a stance of 1,420 mi. This is the 
longest nuous coastal barrier in the world. 

Southeast Fl da is exposed to a moderate wave climate. The tidal range is 
also low because the narrow nental shelf provides no ampl; on of the 
deep-water Atlantic de. In fact, the southward decrease in tidal range 
follows the progressive ng of the shelf. At St. ne Inlet, the 
mean dal range is 4.5 ft, and at the entrance to Miami Harbor, it is only 
2.5 ft. South Florida does, however, have the highest cane landfall 

ies in the United States (Figure 8). The area of Palm Beach has an 
1 andfa 11 per 50 mi of shore of 16%. Even 

above 125 mi ) have an annual landfall ili 
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es, c tats, and are vulner-
ng and The Keys de habi tats 

oca 1 flora and th the modern reef prov; 
the et-water environment of Florida Bay. 

e is the only barr; er along the ades section of da IS 

southwest coast. Cape Sable is actually three capes lt by sand and 
sized 1 fragments and extends for about along the coast. 

Hurricane landfall frequencies are very high in the Keys and the 
The impact of major storms on the Keys is well documented. The most c 
storm to hit the Keys was the 1935 cane, which t while the railroad 
extension from Miami to Key West was under construction. s hurricane was 
one of the most violent in U.S. history, with a recorded barometric pressure 
as low as 26.35 inches (Shepard and Wanless 1971). The storm 
vi rtually all human-made structures, i ncl udi ng the rai 1 road, and ki 11 ed some 
400 people. The railroad was abandoned, but 1 ater the 1 road route was 
reconstructed as a highway. The low topography of the Keys makes structures 
on them as vulnerable to on canes as those on the lowest pro-

le, most was , sandy coastal barriers. 

Geologically, however, the Keys respond differently to canes than do 
sandy barriers, as documented in a study of the effects of cane Donna in 
1960 (Ballet a 1. The modern reefs are broken down to produce 1 arge 
amounts of rubble and sandy a 1 ch is moved across and between the 
Keys to accumulate in Florida Bay_ Because of the hard limestone foundation, 
however, there is little ical change in island shape about by 
storms. 

s coastal segment includes all 
west coast. In a reminiscent of the 

d-Atlantic Bight, there are three successive 
er sequences, each consisting of eroding headlands, flanking spits, and 

acent er islands. I contrast to the d-Atl c coast, however the 
along Florida1s west coast are more cal. Rather than a 

short spi t north of an erodi ng headl and, as seen along the and 
Delmarva shores, the Florida systems have spits and islands a 

cal fashion in both directions away from the headland. 

I succession from south to north, the three er 
Romano Estero Is and the central headland north 
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the other hand 
longshore sediment 

of local 
common. 

n, and 

es on these er is ands document that the larger ones, inc ud-
ing San; Island, have sets of beach dges ranging in age from 3, years 
to the present. Truncat ions of many older beach ri dge sets by younger 

cate that the growth has been far from uniform and continuous. 
fferences in the elevation of many dge sets suggest that erosion, 

beach dge accretion, were responses to rapid fl ons i 
level. As discussed earlier, sea level during the Holocene appears to 
risen and fallen several times wi n ods of several hundred years. 
southwest Florida coastal barriers responded with shoreline retreat 
hundreds of yards followed by accretion, often in a different on. These 
kinds of changes are still occurring on southwest Florida1s Shore-
line stabilization in this region is a struggle against the basic es 
of natural coastal evolution. Southwest Florida has the highest of 
shoreline protection structures of any U.S. coastal segment south of northern 
New Jersey, yet many of the sugar-white sandy beaches of southwest Fl da are 
gone. 

Most of the southwest Florida barriers are short, narrow, and of low 
ic leo In spite of this low le, do not have many 

washovers due to the ly low wave energy. canes, however, have 
fragmented barriers. For example, Redfish Pass across Captiva Island was 
opened by a major hurricane in 1926. Tidal currents have subsequently 
maintained this pass, and have now built two symmetrical tidal deltas, one 
into Pine Island Sound, the other into the f of Mexico. 

The dal range along the Fl da west coast is te low, 2.6 ft at Cape 
and 2.1 ft at Anclote Key. Nevertheless, the large open-water lagoons, 

sounds, and estuaries account for large discharges of water and strong 
currents most of these dal passes. , some of the inlets 
are unusually for example, Boca Grande Pass between Lacosta and 

lla Islands is more than 50 ft 

frequencies on the southwest coast of Florida are only half 
are across the peninsula on the southeast coast. The reason, of 

course, is that most canes the United States from the southeast. 

west 
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The northwest coast of penin-
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of modern unconso 1 i dated sed i ment. 
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there are no coastal barriers. 
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acent n and. so, a 

ow nearshore waters are 
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of 1 itt 1 e streams and ngs, is 
there are no long-term wave 

that thi s coast is to 



wave energy. the t ida 1 currents 
sediment the tidal range is only 

s coast is 1 ess s beta shore 1 i ne retreat than the 
shore, it is extremely vulnerable to hurricanes because of the low-

flooded, coastal pl ns. cane landfall probabili es are 
than, those along the southwest Florida coastline. 

The 
ne of 

Florida rivers 
Coastal Plain. The large Ochlockonee Bay estuary, like Mobile, Galveston, and 
Corpus Chri st i Bays and many other f coast estuari es, is a drowned ri 
va 11 ey. A 1 so characteri st i c of most northern gulf coast barri ers, the sand 
here is largely eroded from preexisting headlands and then carried 1 
(sometimes in both directions) to form a succession of barrier spits and 
barrier islands. 

The Florida e is characterized by offshore barrier islands around the 
achicola Delta, a series of mainland beaches and spits between San 

Blas and Destin, followed long coastal barriers west towards the Alabama 
State line. The Alabama coast has a or spit extending from do Bay on 
the Florida state line to Morgan at the entrance to Mobile Bay. West of 
Mobile Bay is in Island, which extends to the Mississi State line. 
The Mississippi mainland coast is fronted in its entirety by a series of off­
shore coastal barriers. From east to west these are Petit Bois, Horn, East 
and West p, and Cat Islands. 

er islands and spits with an average length of 13 mi and a width of 
Apalachicola Delta. The presence of these ers indi-
achicola is no longer an active delta; the barriers have 

from the redistri on of sand from deltaic its. The modern 
co a Ri ver has a small delta at the head of achi co 1 a Bay. No 

cant amount of sand is carri ed from thi s delta to the modern 
ers of St. George or St. Vincent Island. Because there is no significant 

ment supplied to these islands from the ver, wi erode unless the 
shoreline retreats elsewhere, releasing sand for their nourishment. 

San B as, on the west flank of this old deltaic headland, is associated 
south of the cape. A small er with offshore shoal s ng 15 mi to the 

of shoals also exists off St. 
off the Caro ina 

These shoals, like the; 
Canaveral, p ay a significant, 

devel and of the 

Is and, abama, 
rance into Mob 1 e , and a 
sediment ing westward i 
eastern core, the sand s 

shore ne 
guesses at best. 

is 

nst the ent-
ile western spit, t 
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up to 30 ft hi along most of 



n much of the core is lover 
Is 1 and was located on the 

score. i most stable of the island. 
western spit of in Island and separated from its eastern 

core a hurricane in 1916. The was initially more than 5 de and 
at the western end of the older core. By the early 1940's, the breach 

ed. In 1947 a smaller hurricane breached the island again, within 
same area, but this time the break healed very quickly. 

When in Island was connected to nland of Alabama a causeway 
1955, the scars of the former breaches were evident only to trained observers 
and development of vacation homes on the western spi t began. 
Frederick, which made landfall on the Alabama coast in 1979, heavily 
the developed segment on the western low-profile spit and blew down the 
way. Some $35 million of National Flood Insurance funds were to 
in rebuilding the vacation homes and equivalent public funds were 
rebuild the causeway. 

Most of Mississippi's coastal ers are part of the Gulf Islands National 
Seashore. Much of those ers that are not of the Seashore were in-

in the CBRS in 1982. These islands are all relatively young. 
are well vegetated southern maritime cl imax forests of pi ne and metto. 
The islands ly have gh beach ridges, yet may be overwashed by strong 
storms. Hurricane Camille, which struck the ssissippi coast in 1969, cut 
Ship Island into two segments. The breach has not yet shown signs of healing. 
The same hurricane extensive washover fans on Horn Island. 

All the ers are moving towards the west at a rapid rate erosion 
of their eastern ends and accretion on the west. In this way, Horn Island has 

over 1.5 mi westward during the last century. In a natural system, 
on woul d cause no 1 ems, but channe 1 entrances into 

ous gulf coast harbors are threatened by continued mi on. A minimum 
of 1 ngs exist on the Mississippi coastal barriers, which have the 
and best maintained beaches along the re gulf coast. 

The Mississi River deltaic 
s ss ss ppi State line in the east to Marsh 

and lion Bay in 
coastline flanks the Mississippi 

About three-fourths of the Louisiana 
The term ssissippi River Delta as 

used in this refers to the entire on of coastal Louisiana that has 
been built ssissippi over the last 6,000 years. At 

y the tip of the Mississi i ower Pl nes s (" 
the Louisiana equivalent of and the Atchafalaya De ta at the head 
Atchafalaya are act; land. Other, older of the delta 

ex are being eroded and inundated sing sea leve 

The eyc e of ssissi Delta uti is as a delta obe 
forms one 1 on and large ties of sand are ited near the 

ver mouth; 2) the delta grows seaward and the ver channel 
3 the ver course to a and shorter route to the sea· 

and ongshore currents stribute the abandoned ver mouth sand its, 



ts and bars' de 1 ta front dly sinks 
deposits and the separates the barrier chain 

acent mainland deltaic the barrier drowns, ng 
she f shoal. This evol onary e for Louisiana1s er islands 

y not that different from the evo 1 uti on of some other er 
ong the U.S. coastline, but because of the more rapid sinking of the 

in Louisiana, the barriers change faster than barriers in most 
states. 

was the main channel of the Mississippi River 1 some 
500-700 years ago. At its maximum size the Lafourche Delta extended a few 
miles seaward of the present shoreline at Fourchon and Grand Isle. Sand from 
the Lafourche Delta (headland) was transported laterally to build the eastern 
Caminada spit and Grand Isle, and the western islands of East Timbalier and 
Timbalier. This pattern is very si lar to that observed in southwest 
Florida: a central headland erodes into symmetrically stributed spits and 
barrier islands. In Louisiana, the headland sand source is a delta, whereas 
in Florida it is not, but s makes little fference to the resul ng 
barrier As the Lafourche Delta began to sink, the er beaches 
began to retreat. 

Loui s i ana has the most rap; dly ng beaches in the on. average 
retreat rate for the Fourchon beach over the last 100 years has been in excess 
of 60 ft/yr. The statewide average according to May et al. (1983) is in 
excess of 12 ft/yr. The consequences of barri er is 1 and retreat are observed 
at Isles Oernieres in Terrebonne Parish and at the Chandeleur Islands in St. 
Bernard Parish. These er islands once flanked central headlands like the 
central headland at Fourchon, but both have subsequently become separated from 
the mainland. The St. Bernard Delta lobe, the older of the two, is about 

500 years old, and the associated Chandeleur Islands are farther from the 
and than any other er island system in the Nation. Delta lobes 

than the St. Bernard no longer have associated barrier islands. There 
reasons to believe, however, that some of the sandy shoals on the 

ana Continental Shelf are older, now drowned, barrier islands. 

isiana's barrier islands are not deve 
because of their inaccessibility and extremely rates 

on resorts 
of mi on. 

on of their of however, 
mode 1 s for 

is al ready 
er island proving to be of help in devel ng 

evolution elsewhere. The hi rates of 
onwide applicabi if the antic; 
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Al s small 1.6 ft at Southwest 
di pass is very 1 arge, both because 

Vermi 1 i on Bay and because of the pattern of wi ven ci rcu-
the bay, which causes transport of Atchafalaya Bay water 
ion Bay and out through Southwest Pass. The depth of the pass is, 

however, ly more a reflection of storm events than the daily volume 
t waters exchanged. 

from the Mississippi vel" outlets has always been transported to the west 
the 1 i ng westward-fl owi ng coastal currents off lou; s i ana. For the 

last 3,000 years the Chenier Plain has been a site of rapid coastal on 
in response to this mud supply. The growth, however, has not been uniform. 
Periods of rapid accretion of mudflats have alternated th periods of coastal 
retreat. During phases of retreat, the coarser sediment, primarily shell­
hash, has been concentrated and depos i ted as 1 i near ri dges or II chen; ers. II 
These ridges attain local elevations above 10 ft and constitute the only hi 
and relatively dry ground in Cameron and Vermilion shes. The land between 
the ri dges is at or only a few feet above sea 1 eve 1 and y wet. 

The Chenier Plain mudflats instead of the usual beaches. 
Fl ui d mud, th the cons i of yogurt, extends from the seaward edge of 
the marsh grasses to a few hundred yards offshore. mud is an extremely 
effective wave absorber; the mainland shore is rarely exposed to any wave 
action except during storms. 

Technically, the Chenier ridges do 
on their landward side. 

le to that of living on 

constitute barriers protecting the wetlands 
of inhabiting the Chenier dges is fully 

er is 1 ands, as was demonstrated when 
Cameron Parish in 1957 and killed an flooded most of 

500 people. 

The Texas coast is a 
er sp islands were formed from 

from c headlands: the Trini Delta in Jefferson 
ate y west of the Sabine River; the Brazos-Co orado Rivers Delta complex 

Brazoria and Matagorda Counties; and the Rio Grande Delta in southernmost 
Cameron 

The Texas barriers are cally around these erosional deltaic 
headlands. Because the shoreline has been strai this process, the 

currents once flowing have now reversed, and net sediment 
along the re upper Texas coast is towards the southwest. 

mate is another i 
barriers Texas s the on 
c imatic range; the coastal 

the south. South of 
and the 1 

y affects Texas coastal 
coastal state th a s ficant 

ical in the east and d 
on exceeds the 

appearance outside the i 
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ALONG RICO .. VI 

Puerto co is the easternmost island of the Greater Antilles. The U.S. 
n Islands .S.V.I.), consisting of St. x, St. Thomas, St. John, and 

about 90 smaller islands, 1 i e 40-65 east and southeast of Puerto Ri co. 

Puerto co, St. Thomas, and St. John are on the Puerto Rican ateau, ch 
is delineated by the 100-fathom depth contour. St. Croix is 35 to the 
south on a separate submerged dge. Puerto Rico formed on the emerged crest 
of an elongated ri dge that trends through Hi spani 01 a, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands. To the north is the Puerto Rican trench with depths to 27,500 
ft. To the south, the Virgin Islands basin is 13,500 ft deep. A flat terrace 
about 60 ft deep, probably a result of wave erosion during the Pleistocene 
when sea level was lower, surrounds St. Thomas and St. John. As a transition 
zone between oceanic and continental ates, the Caribbean island arc is an 
active earthquake zone. Puerto Rico and the U. S. V. 1. do not experience as 
much volcanic act i vi ty as some of the other is 1 ands, such as Guadeloupe and 
Martinique; however, tsunamis have occurred in the area. 

Hurricanes have developed in every month of the year in the Eastern 
Carribbean, but most storms pass through between August and October with peak 
activity in September. Twenty-four hurricanes have passed thin 50 mi of the 

rgin Islands since 1900. Major canes occur about once every 33 years. 

The mean tidal range in the islands is only 0.8-1.0 ft and tidal currents are 
usua lly weak. urna 1 tides nate around St. Croi x and on the south 
coasts of St. John and St. Thomas. Semidiurnal des occur on the north 
coasts of Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, and St. John because of exposure to open 
ocean water. Waves come marily from the east in the winter and the south­

the summer, in response to seasonal shifts in wind direction. Waves 
ft about half of the me. Southeasterly swells are common in late 

and autumn, while northern swells, occasional ng 10-12 ft near-
develop in winter. The northern swel s create 1 

Wave energy is concentrated on proj ng headlands, and shoreline 
on reflects variations in the resistance of specific rock types in 

these headlands to erosion. 

involves ex i 
gravi anal factors. storms, 
order of magnitude hi ng 

cora 1 reefs fad 1 i tate seaward 
of ne algae and 

exi accumul ons of sand. 

s 

on of biological, physical, and 
rates of sediment transport are an 

norma 1 st i nct channels 
ment Sources of sand 

invertebrates, bedrock headlands, and 

5 tes for ment; therefore, 
ment is 

the is 1 and are two arge sand bodi es, 
offshore. Off the south coast 

one along the southwest coast and the 
s Point. Substantial amounts 

near the southwest tip of the is and at 
other ng from 

ment move off the shelf 
Poi An extensive reef lels the south shore. Three areas off 



have sign i cant 
s west of Island. 

ar shelf of Puerto Rico. 

two are west of Saba Island and 
are also submerged sand deposits on 

sms playa significant role in production, break-down, and transport 
of 
the 
water 
rebuil 
than in 

sediments. The bution of organisms can therefore affect 
bution of sediments. Bio cal processes such as the on of 

circulation in seagrass beds or the reworking of sediments and 
ng of mounds by shrimp and crabs are more important in 
open water where physical processes, particularly currents, dominate. 

Beaches in Puerto Rico and the n Islands have constantly changing pro­
files, varying with location and with the season. The steep slopes and narrow 
berms of exposed beaches indicate high-energy waves. In the summer months 
when the wave climate is mild, berms tend to become wider. ng the winter 
high-energy waves tend to transport sand offshore. Many beaches inside 
bays show 1 itt 1 e change. Reefs and seagrass beds buffer wave es and 
promote beach stability. 

Unique Features of Coastal Barriers in the Caribbean 

The coastal barriers in Puerto co and the Vi n Islands often ffer from 
the curvilinear, sandy barriers found on most of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf 
of Mexico coasts of the continental United States. Along the northern coast 
of Puerto Rico, a carbonate-cemented dune line is located immediately seaward 
of a more typical coastal barrier consisting of beach, dunes, and mangroves. 
In other areas, deposits of beach rock--carbonate-cemented gravel--is inter­
bedded th the unconsolidated sediments on the barrier. Fringing mangroves 
occur in many areas. The mangroves stabilize nearshore deposits of silt and 
cl ay in low wave-energy envi ronments. Many of these fri ngi ng mangroves occur 
behind coral reefs. nging mangroves and associated coral reef systems are 
cons i dered coastal barri ers in i ca 1 and semi i ca 1 areas because the 

provide for the associated ic habitats and the mainland 
1e to that provided linear or curvilinear sandy coastal barriers 

COASTAL BARRIERS ALONG OTHER COASTLINES OF THE UNITED STATES 

coastal ers are best devel along the Atlantic and Gulf of 
coastlines, they exist on al coastlines of the United States. At the 
of the of the Interior in 1983, the Coastal Barriers 

of the coastal barriers of these other coastlines. 
The ica characteristics of the coasta barriers of the Great Lakes, 
Hawa i i and can Samoa, and the Pacifi c coast are ly descri bed i 

xes B, C, and D to th s 



CHAPTER 

AN ECOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF COASTAL BARRIERS 

Section 2 of the CBRA emphasizes the i of coastal barriers as 
for a varl of fish and wildlife. This c 
lations ip between living organisms and thei 

ven area, fferent types of plants, f s , wi dlife, and other 
a 1 v ng communi that functions wi th the non vi ng env 
an ecosystem. Thus the ecosystem ndent network of 
physical and biological be altered th-
out affecting others s nce no y. 
of this is essential are to maximize natural 
resource values and avoid one component at the expense of another. 

COASTAL BARRIERS ALONG THE ATLANTIC OCEAN AND GULF OF MEXICO COASTS 

For th s , Atlantic and Gu f of Mexico coastal barriers 
be div ded nto five interrelated (1 

marine, (2) time, (3) estuarine, freshwater 
acustri ne), and (5) ands on the mai nand 

ecosystem is characte zed a 
o cal features, knitted 

coastal rocesses. Physical forces 
waves, de, currents, precipitation, 
examp es of each be 
occas ona are a 1 a s 

nd, 
Good 
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fe e. 
in turbidity, current vel 

found in coastal waters 
estuaries as juveniles, 

adults. Like some shrimp 
ronments. 

adapt to the gors of wi de 
and bottom movement. Many other 

are transients, spawning offshore, 
and return; ng to ocean; c waters as 

es, such fish link the marine and 

use the coastal marine ecosystem for mating and feeding. They 
cul ar concern because of recent decreases in thei r popul ati ons. 
ng on coastal beaches occurs from North Carolina to Texas, 

several speci es may be seen offshore as far north as New Engl and. 
fema 1 es mate in coastal waters and then move on to sandy beaches to 

, hatchling turtles emerge from the beach nesting sites and crawl 
sea, apparently leaving the coastal waters. The turtles typically 
the coastal waters as juveniles and feed there during the warmer 

life found in nearshore coastal des an 
for numerous species of birds. and the 

c States, rd species numbers vary seasonally, in the 
and Gul f Coast States, 1 arge numbers of year-round res i dents and 

migrants are found. 

in this ecosystem feed on a variety of marine organisms. Some rds 
he abundant microscopic animals called zooplankton that are found in 
waters. ving ducks consume animals living on the bottom such as 
crustaceans, and worms. Many bi rds that use the coastal mari ne 

re fish-eaters. Fish are taken by aerially ving birds (terns, 
ospreys), swimming birds (cormorants, some diving ducks), and 

feeders (skimmers, some gull s). Numerous shorebi rds feed on small 
os, clams, and worms living in the beach sands. The peregrine falcon 

most exclusively on small rds found on intertidal beaches. 

1 group of s ther rectly or indi on coastal 
ne ecosystems. Small cetaceans such as ses and blackfish 

most prominent marine mammals living around coastal ers.' 
n coastal and estuarine waters and are most likely attracted the 

s of fish which inhabit these areas. Foraging raccoons, rodents, 
occasional come to the beaches to feed at ni 

time is generally ned as all and 
ers, including those areas not class; ed as wetlands 

.5. Fish and ldlife Serv ce FWS). s 
oceanside the og hi tide mark and on the landward 

marshes, creeks or It can i ude a dune 
beaches, a trans; s zone, and a me forest 

ants often 
nd 

zes the 
on, is the 

t-tolerant ant es tend 
ants are located towards 



of the 
ts habitat. 

producers in this 
trees. Much of this p mary 

ibians, birds, and 
in on the forest floor or is 

The decomposed plant 
of organi sms. 

zone harbors 1 dl He adapted to 

the dune grasses, the shrubs, and the 
on is not directly consumed by the 

s found here, but enters a decomposer's 
exported by wind and water to surrounding 

al, or detritus, is then eaten a 

The following sections discuss the three major communities in the time 
ecosystem. 

A. Dune community. Coastal dunes are formed by wi nd-b 1 own sand. Sal t­
tolerant dune grasses help stabilize accumulating sediments, promoting dune 
growth. The maritime dune field is a harsh environment for animals. They must 
contend wi th salt spray, 1 i mi ted vegetation, wi nd, shi ft i ng sand, drought 
occas i ona 1 fl oodi ng, and hi gh temperatures. Because of thi s, re 1 at i ve 1y few 
animals are permanent dune residents. Most are transients that are also found 
in other terrestrial habitats. 

A 1i ted number of snakes and lizards can be found in dune areas, and even 
some frogs and toads under certain conditions. Because birds are more mobile 
than other animals, they are free to exploit this habitat when conditions are 
most suitable. Some species forage here, some nest here, and others are 
seasonally permanent residents if ground cover is available. The relatively 
seed-ri ch envi ronment of the dune area attracts numerous seed-eati ng song­
bi rds, some of whi ch nest in the grasses and shrubs. Insect-eaters, such as 
warblers and swallows, are visitors as are some raptors such as sparrow hawks 
and horned owls. Shorebirds, gulls, and terns occasionally nest in 

in the dune habitat and feed in adjacent coastal marine areas. 

ers are es al mi ry habitat for the hundreds of thousands of 
that move along the Atlantic and f coast flyways semiannual 

rely on beaches and dunes for feeding and resting sites. I 
ion, many marine birds use coastal barriers for breeding, either on the 

coastal beaches (gulls and terns), in the maritime forest (ospreys, or i the 
ands licans, many ducks). 

Under le conditions, a few mammals reside in the 
areas. These include beach mice, rats, and moles. As in the coastal beaeh 
area, however, most other mamma s found here, such as rabbits, raccoons, 
deer, are and some may simply be traversing the area 
forest to i y search for food. 

8. 
y narrow 

oceans i de and between 
on the andward 

zones ex st gure 9). 
species, extremely dense structure 
he between 10 and 13 ft. The 

a net, dense, 
and dune communi on the 

and landward marsh, creek, or 
is and where both forest and shrub 

zed of plant 

zone to a 



the i ntensi 
th respect to 

dunes. Shrub communities 

ch is a function of the angle 
nds and the height of the fore 

found in interdune depressions. 

zone along the seaward 
sheared or Hespaliered ll canopy. It was 
the canopy was due to wind intensity, as 
it is now thought that salt spray is the 

n is noted for its characteri st i c 
nal1y thought that the shape of 

is the case in mountain systems, but 
mary cause of this feature. 

Shrub habitats offer greater protection from the harsh physical environment, 
so greater numbers of amphi bi ans and rept i 1 es are found there than in the 
adjacent dunes. The low plant height and lack of understory mean bird numbers 
are low. The species which do inhabit s community are principally insect­
and seed-eating passerines (songbirds) with occasional predators such as 
sparrow or sharp-shinned hawks. A number of passerines use this habitat for 
nest i ng whi 1 e foragi ng elsewhere. As in the dune and coastal beach areas, 
most mammals occurring in the shrub zone are not considered 
residents. 

c. Maritime forest. preci se 1 i ts of the mari me forest are 
cult to define. Like the shrub zone, its stribution is influenced by 

the effects of salt spray from the oceanside of the barrier island. Both the 
number of species of trees and the structural versity of the forest increase 
as the di stance from ocean sprays becomes greater. The full est forest is 
found where all signs of salt spray di sappear. Because thi s may not occur 
until one has left the barrier and moved inland, maritime forests are a 
relatively uncommon feature thin the CBRS. 

me forest is the favored habitat for most of the nonmarine reptiles 
and ans found on coastal barriers because the most protected and stable 
freshwater habitats occur here, food is abundant, and physiological stress is 
reduced. zards, snakes, frogs, toads, salamanders, and turtles are all 
common inhabitants. The time forest also supports most of the ne 

rds found on barriers. The forest provides a of 
tats. Although the dominant species are insect-eaters, such as warblers 

, and swallows, numerous other bird groups are found here as wel . 
mari me forest of southeastern coastal barriers is the native habitat of 

nted bunting, one of the most colorful North American birds. 

to coastal 
than 

1 ess common here than in mainland habitats. 
cons i dered but none 

ers. Most can be found 
time forests. vores are ce, rrels, 

ts, and deer, 1 e range from nut i ve moles, shrews 
and bats, to the arger nks, otters and even bobcats. and number 

ned the size of er the nearness of the er 
the availabil table habitat. 

The has been the FWS as 
but having 

c access to the open ocean n et 



ne waters 
runoff from the and. 

on of certa in aquat i cants 
includes many different habitats 

reefs, mangrove stands, and 

luted, at least occasi ly, 
es between estuarine and adjacent 

y determined by water salinity, 
and local geography. The estuarine 

such as mud and sand ats, seagrass 
tidal marshes. 

es are extremely important to commercial and recreational 
shell s es. The National Marine Fisheries Service estimates more 
than 90% of the U.S. commercial catch in the Gulf of Mexico and more than 
of the commercial harvest on the Atlantic coast consist of species dependent 
on estuaries during some stage of r life cycle ( ndall and Thayer 1982). 
Familiar species such as white and brown shrimp, blue crab, seatrout, black 
and red drum, and menhaden all rely on estuari es as nursery grounds. 
fi sh mi grat i ng from estuari es often become food for 1 arger offshore 
such as mackerel, bluefish, and striped bass. Estuaries also provide 
for anadromous fish species (migrating from salt to freshwater to spawn) s 
as striped bass, alewife, American shad, and Atlantic sturgeon, and for 
permanent residents such as clams, oysters, and anchovies. Coastal ers 
protect these es from erosion and reduce the effects of waves and thus 
i rectly protect the estuarine-dependent fisheries. is some dence 
that passes between barriers are a preferred spawning area for certain 

shes. 

Much of the productivity attributed to estuarine ecosystems is related to the 
extensive marshes and, in some areas, to seagrass beds found there. Only a 

on of the vast amount of living ant material is eaten by primary 
consumers, however. The bulk of the plant material es annually and 

as cUI ate organi c detritus in the marsh or on the extensi ve 
Nutrients from this detritus are transferred through the estuarine 

n to gher trophic levels largely by bottom-dwelling invertebrates 
tus- ng shes. tus feeders obtai n r nutri 

ly from the a, attached to the 
es rather than from the rel ve resistant al. These 

tovores ll form the base of a food web 1 n9 to and 
consumers whi ch i ncl ude numerous fi shes and bi rds and are thus an es 

of ne biol cal community. 

Marsh, seagrass, 
because 

make 

Two of the most 
feed 

bottom-feeding 
i es. 
invertebrates 1; 

lankton mary on in hi 
of organic nutrients is hi 

than i either coastal 
processes (e.g. clay cle on 

processes (e.g., letization of nutrient ri 

ne sed 

ng animals, ng was hel 

are mullet and menhaden. 
ankton in the water. 

, drum, and hake) are abundant 
on the tremendous of 1 



ific assemblage Subtidal or areas 
ng and resting. ng in these areas include 

scavengers such as certa; n gull s, sh-eaters such as terns, pelicans, and 
ospreys and bottom-feeders such as s rds and some ducks. Egrets and 
herons i rtue of the; r size and abundance, are the domi nant avi an pre­
dators in the estuarine marsh on a year-round basis. Small fishes, shrimp, 
and crabs are the principal food of these wading birds. Other fish-eaters 

ng in the marsh include some terns and black skimmers. Numerous 
shorebirds such as sandpipers and dowitchers probe for food in shallow and 
i dal areas, while larger ibises, llets, and rails probe muddy bottoms 
in somewhat deeper areas. A variety of ducks exploit estuaries. Some are 
summer residents, while others, incl ng many seaducks, use estuarine areas 
as an overwintering habitat. 

In the marshes, blackbirds, sparrows, marsh wrens, and swallows feed and nest. 
Severa 1 speci es of hawks and owl s make use of marshes as hunting 
Also in the marsh, muskrat and a are important furbearers, providing 
valuable commodity for trappers in Louisiana, Texas, and the Carolinas. 
Introduced from South Ameri ca to s i ana for its fur, the a is twi ce 
the size of the muskrat but ecol cally similar. Both freshwater marsh 

they are often found in ne areas. Both feed extensively on 
marsh grasses and sedges. 

c mammals include several species of porpoise, which can be found in 
virtually every accessible bay and ver mouth along the coast. They prey on 

ety of shes, especially mullet and menhaden. Manatees are more 
cted in habitat and occur marily in quiet estuarine waters along the 

coast of Florida. where they feed on rooted and floating vegetation. Seals 
common in estuarine waters along the north Atlantic coast but occasionally 

as far south as South Carolina and Georgia. 

freshwater ecosystems are des; by 
concentration of salts in the water column. Freshwater 
been defined the FWS (Cowardin et al. 1979) as al 

where the average salinity is less than 0.5 salt 
water or 0.5 ppt (average seawater is about 35 

, marshes, akes, and rivers meeting this criteria are 
idered freshwater 

environments 
assemb ages 

ons. 

The three 

and 
s 

are not 
associated 

is ex due to the almost imitless 
reduction e ronmental stresses 

uctuat i a so contri butes to the 
vers over that of the structurally simpler 

as brackis and salt marshes. Because freshwater 
cted to coastal areas, however, the biol cal 

them necessari que to coastal 

with the freshwater 
e-bass 
of the 

s s 



nnows which, 
es in tidal freshwate 

, several spec es 
Each of these spec es 

habitats. 

are more common in dal 
vers i ncl ude striped bass, 1 

sh, sunfish, crappie, pickerel, and 
at least a part of its life i 

the Southern States, alli rs are frequently found in freshwater 
ands. The alligator's et includes birds, fish, turtles, 

sma 11 mammals. Many of the same bi rd spec; es found in nei 
habitats can be found in freshwater wetlands also, but a hi gh di vers i 
other bird life can be found as well. Low marsh and adjacent exposed mudflats 
are used by shorebirds and rails. The grasses and sedges characteristic 
hi elevations in the marsh are similar to grassland and savannah habi 
and support an abundance of seed-eating sped es. Ii da 1 channels and poo 1 
prov; de habitat for wadi ng birds. Waterfowl use the open-water areas in 
addition to the marsh surface itself. Shrubs and trees found in the h 
marsh and the upland marsh edge provide habitat for a large number of 
passerines, which are often found feeding in the marsh proper, and for 
such as the osprey, whi ch nest in 1 arge trees near pond areas and on dead 
snags, channel markers, and power line poles in the verine system. Because 
of the similarity between lacustrine, ustrine, and riverine habitats 
and because bi rds are so mobil e, the avifauna of all three habitats are 
similar. Birds from each area are often interspersed with the others, and the 
individual trophic relationships for each are not well defined. 

Upland ecosystem. The and ecosystem includes all non-maritime coastal 
uplands. These areas illustrate a tremendous vari of geographic and 
vegetative conditions. A detailed characterization of the upland ecosystem is 
not necessary for the purposes of this chapter because and ecosystems are 
not restricted to coastal areas. While many of the species described 
previously can be found in upland areas, the fauna of coastal ands are, for 

most , not uniquely coastal species. Coastal uplands harbor a 
of habitat types and, therefore, a co ing r diversi 

terrestrial mammals, birds, les, and ibians than that fo 
coastal habitats. 

Thi s di scuss i on of coastal barri er ecosystems has focused 
factors 1i ng plant and animal distributions; biol cal factors, 

however, can play an ly i role. The distribution and 
the abundance of many organisms within an are also contro 

cal processes such as tion among functional 
on and mutualistic relationships among species. Fo 

for space and i helps ich p ant spec es are 
ime shrub zone and forest. on birds, fishes 

and crabs can contro the abundance of many benthic invertebrates, 
commerci ali s 11 fi s . presence of one organ sm a 

tat may make it more ess s table for other organisms. For 
seagrasses al ow hi densities of many benthic nvertebrates and examp e, 

shes 
sediment-di 

ng them from dens it i es 
ng animals like clams and shrimp may exc ude other 

an ma s that need a stable substrate. Mob e species such as birds, fishes 
and mamma 5 ay the i e ferri ng energy 



examp e, 
their 

juveni 
ng bod; 

, the 
prey to the 

fish leave 
of these two 
c predators. 

are 

ecosystems have been bed; the important word is 
Each of these systems contributes something to the other and 
is independent of the others. Many species occupy more than 
either a daily (birds moving from roosting sites to ng 

areas), seasonal (migratory waterfowl), or annual (certain fishes moving into 
estuaries and rivers to spawn) basis. In some cases the disti on between 
ecosystems is difficult to determine; in others it is sharply defined. 
Regardless of ecosystem boundaries tho , the fish and wildlife present are 
part of a complex, interacting system of natural resources 1 inked to the 
marine environment and, in numerous instances, are preserved and maintained 
the regional coastal barrier geography. 

This section will briefly describe fis and wildlife resources with; the CBRS 
and where CBRS units are proposed on the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of co 
coasts. Table 1 presents an overvi ew of the most common ecosystems and 
special features found in each on. The following discussions hi 1i 
the species, habitats, and CBRS units of special significance. Tables 2 and 3 
are a compilation of fish and wildlife species occurring within the CBRS that 
have been designated as either endangered or threatened species, pursuant to 
the Federal Species Act or listed as ilNational Species of Special 

(NSSE the FWS. The species on this list have been selected 
biological, po itical, social, and economic criteria from the 

range of species for which the FWS has 1 responsibility. The NSSE 
uent ly updated to refl ect changes in management is and 

status. The selection of individual species is guided the overal 
of the FWS to provide the Federal leadership to conserve, and 

and wildlife and their habitats for the conti ing benefit of the 
le 2 lists the ecosystems discussed i the previous sectio 

the species that are most commonly associated with them. Tab 
ndi cates the 0 of the where each sped es s ike y 

si 
s 
previous 

y 

of is section, the Atlantic and f coast 
based 0 various p 
ass i cat scheme has been 
dl fe resources associated 
from the regi 
Coastal barr ers same coastal 
ar natura scussed as a 

are cons 

cant wi dlife associated 
es and ospreys, of 

Both sped es are 



features found in on al 

COMMON ECOSYSTEMS 

REG DON CS~~,lN~l MARITIME ESTUARINE ::;fE~ UPLANO COMMENTS AND SPECIAL FEATURES 

Northern Gulf of Maine X X X 
Tide-pool communities on rocky shores common. 
Extensive bogs in freshwater ecosystem. 

Southern Gulf of Maine X X X 
Few rocky, more sandy, or cobble beaches. Wide 
intertidal flats in estuaries, bogs. 

Southern New England X X X 
Sandy beaches, dune system on barriers, marsh 
behind. 

New York Bight X X X X Dune systems on islands, extensive marshes. 

Delaware Bay X X Extensive marshes, some oyster reefs. 

Delmarva Shore X X X 
Extensive marsh, oyster reef, well developed dune 
community in northern NC, long, narrow barriers. 

Chesapeake Bay X 
Marshes, seagrass beds, and oyster reefs 
common. 

North Carolina Coast X X X X 
Extensive marshes, well developed dune 
community, oyster reef. 

Sea Islands X X X X X 
Shorter, thicker barriers, extensive maritime forest, 
oyster reef, very extensive marshes. 

East Florida X X 
Low beaches, less extensive marshes, very 
extensive seagrass beds. 

Biscayne Bay X X X Mangroves and seagrass beds extensive. 

Florida Keys X X 
Coral reefs, mangroves, and seagrass beds 
extensive. 

Ten Thousand Islands X X X Mangroves and seagrass beds extensive. 

Central Barrier Coast X X X Extensive marshes, swamps, mangroves. 

Big Bend Drowned Karst X X 
Wide shallow zone, extensive seagrass beds, 
marshes, oyster reefs. 

Apalachicola Cuspate Delta X X Extensive flats, little seagrass, oyster reefs. 

North Central Gulf Coast X X X X 
Sandy beaches with well developed dune 
community, marshes and pine savannah common. 

Mississippi Della X X X 
Most extensive marsh system (salt and fresh), 
extensive shallow areas, bottomland hardwood. 

'" Plain 011d"UfJ" X Very extensive marsh systems. System 

Texas Barrier Island System X X 
Marshes upper coast, seagrass beds and 
mangroves lower coast. 
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spec; es of spec; a 1 emphas i s and endangered 
er ecosystems (adapted and expanded from McKenzie 
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Northern Gulf of Maine 

Southern Gulf of Maine 

Southern New England Coast 

New York Bight 

Delaware Bay 

Delmarva Shore 
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Sea Islands 

East Florida 

Figure 10. Atl of s ng ous ons 
described 
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States showing various coastal sections described in this chapter. 



e is 
Endangered Spec; es 

on has made 
and largely undeveloped coast of 

birds. Other resources 
obsters, and migratory shoreb 

, recei yes spec a 1 
sens it i vity of these bi rds to 
1 s of eco log; ca 1 good health" 

northern Maine is well suited to 
include shellfish, such as soft 

including plovers, sandpipers, 

Many of the coastal barriers within this on are 
y a variety of birds. Summer residents include s 

and great egrets, black-crowned ni herons, glossy ibises, and nesti 
colonies of common, Arctic, roseate, and least terns. Sandy Neck (existi 
CBRS unit C09), on Central Cape Cod, is attractive to a variety of mi 
waterfowl as we 1 as several northern passerine species that prefer sparse 
vegetated, wi ndswept areas. These inc ude 1 arks, pi pi ts, and snow bunt i 
Two other noteworthy speci es at Sandy Neck are the rare I 
sparrow, whi ch occas i ona lly wi nters i thi s area, and the threatened p 
plover. Striped bass and alewife, both anadromous, are locally i 
fishes, and the northern diamond back in is also found along 
section of the coast. 

Southern New England coast. Fi nine CBRS units now exist with; the 
southern New Engl and coastal section, more than three times as many as any 
other coastal on. Although many of these units are small in size, their 
number and val"; ety are an i cat i on that even in one of the most densely 
populated areas in the country some undeveloped and unspoiled areas remain. 

nc ude 

colony 



the most barriers in s section are 
oped and there y four existing CBRS units. All of 

on the seaward side sland. Napeaque (FlO) is probably the 
most sign; cant of these in terms of ldlife. A well-developed dune system 
provides habitat for numerous small such as mice and rabbits and, as a 
result, raptors use this area for Napeaque is an important stopover 

nt for hawks, owls, and falcons ng to and from New England. In 
cul ar peregri ne falcons, northern harri ers, and short-eared owl shave 

been observed in the area. 

Shellfish found along the coast include surf clams, New Jersey's most 
important commercial fishery, and hard and softshell clams. Major n 
fisheries include bluefish, hake, flounder, weakfish, and croaker. Les 
common are striped bass, American shad, and Atlantic sturgeon. Most of these 
species are present from spring to fall in bays and nearshore waters but tend 
to mi grate offshore to deeper waters duri ng the wi nter. I n add; t ion, fi ve 
species of sea turtle inhabit New Jersey's coastal waters. The most nent 
is the loggerhead which may occasionally nest along secluded beaches. 

The New Jersey shore 1 i ne is both an important nesting area and a mi gratory 
route for thousands bi rds. Our; ng the spri ng and summer 1 arge numbers of 
wading birds and shorebirds, including common and least terns, laughing gulls, 
black skimmers, snowy egrets, little blue herons, black-crowned night-herons, 
and glossy ibises, nest along coastal barriers and nearby wetlands. In the 
fall, songbirds migrating along the coast concentrate at Cape May in 
spectacular numbers. Many ducks and geese also migrate along the New Jersey 
coast, some wintering in sheltered bays and estuaries. Migrating with shore­

rds along the coast are peregri ne falcons. Bald eagl es and ospreys are 
in small numbers year round. 

The Broadkill Beach Complex (HOO), near the mouth of the Bay on 
shore, is the only CBRS unit now existing in this coastal 

on. marshes included in this unit are ated a of 
horebi rds and waterfowl, as well as northern and ospreys, and 

mammals such as the raccoon, red fox, and whi 

The Delaware Bay Estuary extends inland to Trenton, New Jersey, the limit of 
mouth 1 i es between Cape May, New 
ive marshes are present along the 

dal influence. Its ally 
, and Cape Henlopen, Delaware. 

shoreline of the as far inland 
energy wi n 
the south. This 
for a wide vari 

ladel a, Tidal 
of the much larger 

ve and diverse and 

s area include , mussels, hard 
ue crab is the major commercial species 

Anadromous sh include c 
ng and ped bass. In add; 

buted throughout the 
Trenton. 



mudflat areas for numerous ng birds, 
and geese and nursery areas for shell fi sh and 

ng the open-water areas. shorebi rds i ncl ude r 
owlegs; least, semi mated and western sandpipers; marbled 

black-necked stilts. Several species of gulls and ":erns, 
, caspian, roseate, and black terns, and large popul ons of 

are present the year in the bay. Wading birds, 
e blue herons, tricolored ( siana) herons, snowy egrets 
are also present. 

Other wildlife present in marsh areas include whitetail deer, squirrels, fox, 
muskrats and some otter. The rare eastern tiger salamander and bog turtle 
are also found here. 

Delmarva Shore. The Delmarva Shore section includes parts of De aware, 
Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina. The tidal flats of the barriers 
Assateague to Fi sherman Is1 and attract many thousands of shorebi rds 
their spring and fall flights and the numerous creeks and channels in between 
these islands serve as refuge for multitudes of mi gratory ducks and geese. 
Beach and dune areas are i habitats for colonially nesting terns and 
gulls, some migratory shorebirds, and raptors. 

Cedar Island (K03), which is entirely within the CBRS, contains a vari of 
habitat types and is representative of the CBRS units within this coastal 
section. Colonial nesters include common, gull-billed, royal, Forster's and 
1 east terns, as well as 1 aughi ng and herr; ng gull s, and wi 11 ets. grown 
pelicans reach the northern extent of their range in this region, and coastal 
habitats here also attract ospreys and bald eagles. Seasonally present in the 
marsh areas and open channel s are waterfowl such as Canada and snow geese, 
brants, pintai s, mallards, gadwalls, green-winged teals, and many others. 
These birds, as well as migratory shorebirds such as whimbrels, dowitchers, 
sanderlings and overs, attract peregrine falcons, which also mi along 

coast and feed almost exclusively on small- to medium-sized birds. 

resources present in thi s on of the coast inc ude mi ce, rna 1 es, 
hrews, and rabbits in dune and shrub areas, and oysters and clams in shal 

areas. fishing for species such as bluefish and croaker is also 
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resources. The di stri but i on of 
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sh, blue crabs, and waterfowl move 
enter at one spot can be card ed 

is so large and contains a de 
a great diversity of fish and wildlife 

species depends on salinity, of 
of suitable habitat. 

commercial and recreational sheries are extremely important in the 
ke Bay. Estuari ne she 11 sh speci es make up the majority of the 

valuable Chesapeake harvest. For example, the annual harvest of blue crabs 
1983 was about 95 million lb, half of the total U.S. blue crab catch (National 
Marine Fisheries Service 1984). Oyster production in the bay in 1983 was 
worth more than $16 mill ion, nearly one-fourth of the total U. S. harvest 
(National Marine Fisheries Service 1984). Soft and hard shell clams are 
caught in the bay. Oysters and clams are more abundant in mid-salini 
portions of the bay, while blue crabs are more common in higher salini areas 
(> 15 ppt) (Becassio et al. 1980). Higher salinity areas also typically have 
the highest recreational and commercial yield for many finfish species. These 
include bluefish, seatrout, menhaden, and drum. Menhaden is the most valuable 
fi nfi sh in the bay and makes up the majority of the commerci al fi shi ng 
poundage. In addition, much of the Atlantic coastal fis es of North 
America are spawned and spend a critical part of their lives as juveniles in 
Chesapeake Bay. 

Several anadromous species, once abundant in the Chesapeake Bay, have suffered 
dramatic declines in recent years. These include shad, herring, and striped 
bass. Causes of these declines are not well understood, however; there are 
undoubtedly numerous factors i nvo 1 ved, i ncl udi ng overfi shi ng and increased 
sediment and nutrient runoff into the bay from agricultural and other nonpoint 
sources. These factors may also be contri but i ng to the di sappearance of 
s vegetation in some areas of the Chesapeake, which may, in turn, be 
an i cause of the decline in oyster, clam, bay scallop, striped bass, 
and waterfowl populations. 

The Chesapeake Bay provides habitat for more than 75% of the waterfowl 
mi ng along the At 1 ant i c coas t. Of the more than one mi 11 i on waterfowl 
that mi grate to the bay, about 550,000 ducks and 350, 000 geese wi nter in 
tidewater areas. The most numerous and widely distributed ducks include 
mallards, canvasbacks, black ducks, scaups, and scoters. 
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The North coast is the northernmost extent 
e nesting Although several species of sea 

turtles occur in the coastal waters, the loggerhead is the principal species 
using this areals relatively remote barrier beaches for nesting. Sea turtles 
decreased in range and numbers due to human exploitation and loss of habitat. 
State and Federal 1 egi sl at i on has been passed to protect these ani ma 1 s wi th 
the hope that their populations can recover. The preservation of nesting 
habitat in areas such as the beaches of North Carolina represents an important 
step in this direction. 

Another denizen of coastal habitats, at the northern extent of its range in 
this region, is the American alligator. Like the sea turtles, alligator popu­
lations have been reduced throughout their range and are therefore also 
protected by Federal and State laws. These actions have begun to payoff as 
populations in coastal and other areas have slowly increased. Although they 
prefer freshwater habitat, alligators can often be found in brackish marsh and 
even occasionally in salt marsh. Examples of each of these areas can be found 
landward of North Carolina1s barrier islands and beaches. 

Other wildlife present include a variety of shorebirds, nesting populations of 
least terns and black skimmers, as well as coastal raptors such as marsh 
hawks, ospreys, and bald eagles. Brown pelicans are present, and migratory 
peregrine falcons are regular visitors. Oysters and clams are found in quiet 
backbay areas, while anadromous alewife, shad, and herring, as well as spotted 
seatrout, menhaden, and flounder, are locally important fisheries. 

Sea Islands. The Sea Islands section of South Carolina and Georgia features 
smaller and more numerous barrier islands than the North Carolina and Delaware 

ons. Many of the islands are covered by maritime forest and have 
extensive adjacent marshes. 

Numerous species of shorebirds, including dunlins, dowitchers, willets, and 
catchers, are permanent residents of s coast because the climate is 
ly mild. A number of herons and egrets are resident as well. These 

include great blue, tricolored (Louisiana) and little blue herons, and snowy 
and great egrets. A number of waterfowl are winter residents only, moving 
north in the ng to breed. These i ncl ude scaups, mergansers, scoters, 
canvasbacks, redheads, and goldeneyes. Brown pelicans, bald eagles, and 
ospreys are also common within the Sea Islands section. 

As in the North Carol ina on, the 1 turt 1 e is the ne 
turtle nesting in s on, and it uses most of the barrier island beaches, 
incl ng all of the CBRS units des; in on. Females may 
nest as many as nesting season that ly extends from 

areas along the Sea Islands coast. 
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throughout the Sea Is 1 ands 
reductions due to loss 

boating accidents. 

manatee. These slow moving, aquatic 
but can sometimes be found in quiet 

on. Manatees have suffered major 
of habitat and to recreational and 

closely protected in their remaining 

Important wildlife resources in this section are the nesting 
herons and egrets found at Vero Beach and Hutchi nson Is 1 and 

(existing CBRS units PIO and Pll). Great blue, little blue, and colored 
(Louisiana) herons, snowy egrets, and wood storks, as well as black skimmers 
least terns, double-crested cormorants, and brown pelicans can be found 
nest i ng in marsh and mangrove habitats in and around these two CBRS ts. 
Although the total number of breeding species is relatively small, nter 
concentrations are often large. In the winter, lesser scaup and American coot 
are the most abundant waterfowl. 

Loggerhead sea turtles nest throughout the East Florida coast, as do green and 
leatherback sea turtles, although to a lesser degree. It is estimated that up 
to 20,000 loggerhead nests are made in Flori da each year by about 14,210 
females, making up 90% of the total U.S. population. Along the Atlantic 
coast, the green sea turtle nests only in Flori da, where its popul on is 
estimated at about 50 native females. Leatherback turtle nests along the 
At 1 ant i c coast are rare, but some 10 to 12 nests occur annually in east 
Florida. The area extending from Cape Canaveral to West Palm Beach, particu­
larly Hutchinson Island and Jupiter Island, on the seaward side of the Indian 
River, is the major sea turtle nesting area along the Atlantic coast. 

About half of the Florida manatee population (750 to 850 total individuals) 
lives in east Florida. The center for the manatee popUlation in east Florida 
is in the St. Johns River and between Ponce de Leon Inlet and Hobe Sound. 

ams, blue crab, and oysters are locally important commercial and recrea-
onal sheries, although white and brown shrimp are the most valuable 

commerci shellfish in this section. ng and spanish mackerel and snappers 
are the most val uab 1 e fi nfi sh although menhaden is the major commerci a 1 
species harvested by volume. 

Biscayne Bay. North Beach ( only existing CBRS unit in the 
Biscayne Bay coastal section. wildlife found in Biscayne Bay 
include manatees and nesting 1 Other species that 

ly be found at North Beach es, ospreys, and 
cons. Fishery resources are similar to those in previous 
ons and include ny obsters the most valuable s s 
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extensive reef tat in 
of a once massive ancient coral 

ited States and are remnants 

The abundant coral reef and seagrass n the Flori da Keys support a 
great variety of recreationally and commercially important shellfish 
resources. Among these are spiny lobster stone crab, and pink shrimp. These 
habitats also support large numbers h. In fact, the combination of 
favorab 1 e water temperatures, vari abundance of foods, and verse 
nursery grounds and breeding habitats res ts in an extremely rich fish fauna 
of over 500 species. Many of these fish cularly members of the snapper 
and grouper families, provide important recreational and commercial fisheries. 

The isolation of the Florida Keys from the mainland is believed to be 
responsible for the distinctive endemic populations of reptiles, amphibians 
and mammals. Although over 40 species of les and amphibians are found in 
the Florida Keys, decreasing habitat and ack of freshwater have contributed 
to the sparse distribution of some species, and many are listed as 
(e.g., Atlantic ridley, hawksbill and green sea turtles, and the 
crocodile) or threatened (e.g., Atlantic 1 turtle, Florida 
snake, Key mud turtle). 

A number of rds th special status are found in the Fl da Keys. 
include Kirtland1s warbler, te-crowned pigeon, great white heron, 
magni cent gatebird, roseate tern, brown pelican, bald eagle, and 
peregrine falcon. Numerous ng birds, including the great blue heron, 
snowy egret, and roseate spoonbill, and shorebirds such as the snowy plover, 
American oystercatcher, sooty tern, and 1 aughi ng gull are al so present. The 

also serve as temporary stopping sites for many mi ng land birds that 
early ng and fall each year. While land bird distribution in 

imited by availabi ity of habitat, the region is a irtual haven 
a 1 feed; ng bi rds such as terns and 1 s because of the 

marine life and relatively shallow waters. The Great White Heron 
dl ife North Ameri ca is 1 argest wadi ng bi rd, the 

te heron, found on y in the Keys and southern Florida. The only 
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the nental United States are located in the 

species of mammals are found the F orida 
al hab tat sacKing. Those species that are 

of endemism because of the r 
1982 

cotton mouse, s ce 
ta 1 _ as an aver-age- size 
is ands and 

o et al. 1982 

The 

c mangrove 
swamps, 

ve and res 
assemb age 

Deer 
of the 300-400 

sect i on of F da extends 
The coast ne cons.s 

and t da-
12 along river channe1s, 

ocean and are inhabited a 
The nental Shelf 



seagrass beds and coral 
cora 1 reef es form 

Islands section provide i 
fish and shel fish, some of 

commercia fi sheri es. These inc 
te mullet, red drum 

use mangrove areas for 
seatrout. Other i spec 
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Much of the Ten Thousand Islands section is currently under the stewardship 
various Federal and State ades National Park, Romano-Ten 
Thousand Islands c Preserve, and Fakahatchee Strand State Preserve 
three of the 1 argest, ng many thousands of acres of un; que 
habitat. This habitat not only provides food and shelter for the ric coastal 

sheries, but also harbors numerous or threatened species 
and mammals. 

ial status birds along this coast include the wood stork Ever-
ades kite, bald e, brown pelican, and Sab e seaside sparrow. 

Roseate ill s, reddi sh and many other ng bi rds are also 
terns, uncommon such as the scissor-tailed kite, and 

unique waterfowl such as fulvous whistling ducks are found in this section as 
we 1. More than 300 bi rd speci es have been i dent ifi ed ; n ades Nat i ona 1 
Park; 80 are regular nesters. 

Critical habitat for the West Indian manatee extends the Ten Thousand 
section. This area s most of the manatee population lVlng 

F orida s west coast and is an i concentration area for all f 

herons; 

during nter months. Other mammals ical y include 
mink, whitetai deer, rabbits, squirrels, raccoons, and skunks. 
species inc ude the Florida the mangrove fox 
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Nearshore and estuarine waters provide tat for over a dozen fis 
commercial and recreational i include pink, brown, and 
shri mp, blue crab, seatrout, and flounder. The numerous 
serve as i for sh. Furthermore, 
the anadromous and Alabama these waters 
their and downstream spawning mi ons. 

This on is y i uenced the presence of the 
Discharge from the Mississi not only butes to the 

coast providing sediment for the devel of marshes and 
but is also an i source of that contribute 

cal vi in nearshore waters. 

Twelve different CBRS units st in this section. Four are in the 
ssissippi Sound to the northeast of the Mississi River tao These 

inc ude Round Island ( ,Deer Island (R02), and Cat Island (R03). The 
th these barrier islands include ospreys at Round Island, 

ne falcons at Cat and Deer Islands, and ng bald es 
and. Deer Island is also an excellent habitat for transient 

rds, including , ireos, Cat Is and 
population of whitetailed deer. fis resources 
ssissippi Sound area include species 
brown s mp blue crab, , and menhaden. 
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The Texas coast, in particular dal mudflats on the landward 
side of the er is 1 , stagi ng area for mi 

ne falcons. During fall and ng on, nes appear to be 
more abundant along the Texas coast than else in the United States. 
The reason for this is not completely understood, but is related to the 
abundance of food supply--shorebirds, ducks, etc.--and to the wide open 
uninhabited spaces that make catching prey easy. 

1i are along much of the northern Texas coast i the marshes 
associated with coastal ers. Another le is the s 
Ridley sea turtle, the only sea turtle known to have nested along the Texas 
coast in the recent and one of the rarest sea turtles in the world. 
Efforts have been made to reestablish colonies on the Texas coast. 

Rodents, inc 1 udi ng ri ce and cotton rats, rre 1 s, and rabbits, are the 
mary mammals found in the barrier habitats of Texas. Other species 

and and marsh areas are raccoon, a, muskrat, whi led deer, and 
rs such as red fox, bobcat, and coyote. 
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The CBRA defines coastal barriers to inc a associated c habitats, 
including acent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, i lets and nearshore waters. 
As will be scussed in the following c the recommended revised de 
eation criteria would extend Hall associated c habitats!! to inc ude 
just the contiguous aquatic habitats immediate y andward of the barrier, 
all c habitats between the barrier and the mainland. The recommended 
expansion would be limited to a maximum of 5 mi of continuous wetland 
of open water andward of the mean hi water ne on the seaward 
the coastal barrier. 

Section 2(b) of the CBRA states that the purpose of the Act is to ze 
the oss of human 1 i fe, wasteful ture of Federal revenues, the 

to fi s, dl i fe, and other natural resources associ ated the 
coasta 1 barri ers along the At 1 ant i c and Gulf coasts. Because much of the 
fis and wi dlife traditionaily associated with coastal barriers nds not 

y on the barrier itse f, but also upon c areas such as marshes 
estuaries for food and habitats, the inclusion of these areas in the CBRS 

be cons stent with the CBRA's mandate. so, the characteristics of the 
barrier substantially ne the characteristics of acent fish 
1 fe hab tats and other natural resources. 
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Figure 12. Barrier is and formation sand t accretion from 
the 1 and and eventua ng of the spit waves 

storm erosion at B to form the barrier island. Dark 
represent extent of sand its. Dotted i ne 
e istoric sand-water boundaries from 
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barriers and wetl there is si 
both tidal range and along the U. S. coast, 

reg ons serve the vital ushing marsh areas and 
nutri ents. The presence of a coastal barri er i nfl uences the 
t ida 1 currents and therefore i nfl uences the stri but i on of fresh, 
and salt marsh habitat. 

Perhaps the most significant benefit the ic realizes from coastal barr 
is the t i ng effect have on wi nd and waves at sea. 
the marshes, heavily populated or deve areas landward of a er 
are from waves and erosion. This buffering capaci is especi 
critical during times when storms and hurricanes could cause inestimable 

to buildings and without the on coastal ers 
provide. Artificial nst oceanic storms has had only ted 
success to these res; ient and durable landforms. 
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have noticed that there is very often an increase in the 
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imals that is found nowhere else. 
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A di fferent ki nd of use is exhi bi ted a number of rd sped es 
ly in and out of marshes to feed. ng birds, for example, often 
acent coastal barrier and upland habitat, but feed in the marshes 

ponds ng the day. Gu 11 s, terns, s mmers, pe 1 i cans, and many 
also rely upon barriers for nesting habitat, 1e feeding in 
and es. Thus, 1 i ke some fi sh speci es, n bi rds di ay a 
ence for transition areas. In this case, the is between 
coastal barriers and the marsh. mobili of 
to exploit both habitats. 

Mammals that use barrier and wetland habitats, being less mob ethan 
birds, are most common directly along the Hedge" between the two. Differences 
in mammal communities between CBRS units ically result from the differences 
in on. For example, a barrier that consists entire of dunes and 
grasses wi 11 not s the same fauna as a bard er that ns a well 
estab ished maritime forest. In tion, barriers connected to the mainland 

ers and spits) are more likely to be exploited mammals on a daily 
basis than barrier islands. 

to some on both fastland (nonwetland) and 
such as deer, rabbi ts, and mi ce; such as 

and omni vores such as opossums, skunks, and 
nc ude 
bobcats, 

Local ations of these animals have, n some cases, 
onary and al ons i order to exploit avai ab e 

ources and survive in c environment. 

Thus, the presence of a coastal barrier in association with coastal wetlands 
can have an i i nfl uence on the vers ity of 1 dl He creat i ng a 

and interface for those animals that this transition area. 
barriers have a ess direct i uence on the fish and she lfis us; 

coastal marshes, the presence a coastal barrier, as discussed earl er 
soften respons i e for creating and mai ni ng the vast acres of hi 

ve ands and estuaries habitat for these sand shel -
ong the f of Mexi co c coasts these barri er-

coastal ands nurture stocks s she fis tal to commerc 
and recreational fis Furthe coastal ers provide tat for 
over 20 federal y threatened speci es. These inc ude 

as the i ng crane, and brown 
mammals such as mice; and es such as sea 

the Ameri can ,large popu 



ers and r 
series of nei ng, 

cal processes are all involved 

ers 
and fall 

as 

one II osphere,i1 cons; 
Physical, chemical, 

ng these ecosystems 

ated 
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the 1 i um of the While these effects may not be 
readily apparent, they nevertheless occur. In order to the 
ecological values of coastal 
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Recreational and aesthetic relationship. the many people who use the 
coastal zone for boating, fishing, ng, or just a relaxing walk, 
associ at i on between barri er and c areas is an i of 
scen i c and recreat i ona 1 i of the coast. Much of the 
activity in coastal areas is noncons ve, invol ng aesthetic 
values--values ch are di cult to measure. For 
j fi on ng wetlands and other 
areas from devel has often focused on the i 
servi ces" or resource val ues that ands provi de, 
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Undeve loped coastal barri ers have hi eco log; ca 1 , 
commercial values. Developers, i , and the lie intense 
the use of their resources, and the inevitable conflicts threaten to 

coasta 1 er envi ronments both as and as s tes 
al human devel and In its undisturbed state the 

er is hi ly resilient, but ite this capaci to 
ust, the can be easily vi This on will 

revi ew how human 
processes that 

vities can y dis the natural 
ntain the ical well being of the CBRS. 

As was in the previ ous , the general characteri st i cs of 
coastal ers are s (1) the energy regime, including wind, waves, 
storms, tides, (2) the c librium of sediment deposition and 

ion, worl de sea-level fluctuations, and subsidence of the 
nenta n. The i on of these processes i nfl uences both the 

and 1 ocat i on of coastal ers. Evi dence of these processes may be 
in the daily, seasonal, and storm alteration of coastal barrier 

the landward on of barrier features, in the shifting 
and on of coastal sand dunes and inlets, and in the loss of 

When a owed to function natural y, these processes ens 
nued maintenance of the coastal barrier When peop e alte 

coasta 1 processes, however, they reduce the IS abi i to ust 
ronmental forces, whi ch in turn can 1 ead to the on of the 

human-made structures located on the barrier, the wildlife using the er 
the coastal barrier itself (Brower et al. 1976). 

human acti ities that threaten s coastal 
three or es: 

deve 

1950 

er processes can 

of 
or 



year. 
(U.S. 

on and stab 

of neers the total ant i c 
f of Mexico shorel encing si ficant be2ch and 

and maintenance of channels 

od 1945-55 1972- the rate of loss of wetlands due 
maintaining channels is estimated at about 3,100 acres per 
current rates are y ower, are sti 1 si ficant 

of the Interior 1983 . 

Examples of each activity are discussed below in terms of their 
on the component environments of the coastal barrier 

The beach. the it i ve onshore movement of 
ongs currents when waves hit the beach at an 

sea-level rise. These three processes insure that the various and 
sizes of sediment that compose the beach are in constant movement. The 
and location of the barrier beach are directly related to the direction and 
intensity of water movement. The beach is inherently a c system and any 

to make it " s table ll altering water flow or sand supply are some-
times self-defeating. Sometimes beach stabilization efforts work over the 
short term, but over the long term, to save a beach 
stabi ization may end up ng it (Brower et a1. 1976). However, if the 

in its natural state was not eroding, efforts to stabilize would not be 
undertaken. 

devices ns, seawall s, bul kheads, and other 
natural oceanic currents and sand 

thi s di emma. are constructed in 
are 

order to 
development located in unstable coastal areas. As the s 

c shape, owners of beach often 
funded beach restoration projects to protect their vate 
stabilization measures are taken, can begin a cycle 

neeri ng so 1 ut ions that often becomes more and 

Groi ns, bui It 
drift of sediment. 
beach, but 

downdri ft beaches. 
Once 
stab ze 

energy 
the beach 
ocean 

d structures built 
of the beach in front 

the beach, but 
th them. If the 

i over the 

the shore, may 
Waves cannot 

ected back to sea, 
1 fall 

red 



j es, sand- s 
es are used to mai n nav 

commercial and recreational deve 

unds, and back- areas. lets 
sea-l eve ri se, and normal wave 

The interaction of longshore and 
nually ng fans of sand 

ocean side of an inlet. As discus 
route for mari ne speci es. It a 

strate for the marshes and enables sal 
ne-sound environment. 

, and other artificial stabi 
on channels inlets and 

however, can endanger the natural sition 
of ne spec; es, the se 1 ntenance of 
existence of the marsh. 

ring with 
of sand, the mi 
barri er features, and the 

Sand dunes are a center for beach sediments and 
ro 1 e in absorbi ng hi and waves duri ng storms. Natural 

constantly shift posi on in response to wind and water. Where the shoreline 
s retreating andward, natural dunes mi inland as we 

Leveling or relocating mary dunes reduces the er's resiliency to 
oceanic forces. When dunes are leveled, structures are y exposed to 
storm waves. Building structures on dunes or thin the natural migration 

of the dune not only eliminates the dune's responsiveness to storms but 
also exposes buil ngs and to unnecessary hazards such as burial. 
Vehi cul ar or foot traffi c on dunes can ki 11 stabil i zi ng dune 
Where dunes are broken, sand blows back into the shrub zone and 
forest b ng and killing the plants. Threatened or red sea turtles, 
east terns and pi pi ng plovers require i so ated fore dune or hi 

tat for nesting. Dune oss and dune on and disturbance 
severe threats to their continued surviva. Fina ly, i 
c ants to artifical y stabi ze and bid dunes can instead 

on and reduce the r abi i to absorb sto surge. 
ras, Pea, and Bodie Is ands (North Caro ina) where extens 
i ng and dune stabi 1 i zat i on efforts have res 1 ted n ous 

the beaches both sides of the is ands. 

structures. 
the rate 

we s. ic 

on 

are 
have had 

ntense deve 
means arge 

water hol ng 

press 
of trees 
of the area. 



, 

utes the 
far from water 

sis 
nland. 

cul arl common 

mass of water- ng rock, 

bodies of 
ments. 

sha 11 ow, 1 ens­
intruded into 

table varies consi 
and lesser pockets 

y, with 
ng i ies found in 

the dune 

i ve water extract; on for ic water lowers the water 
table and may 11 stab;l; ng on. c tank contami on of 
ground water in overly dense deve 1 is a particul ar em because 
coastal barrier sediments are mostly hi 
destruction of vegetation and construction 

porous sands. Finally, the 
of i such as 

can si retard the of 

Wet 1 ands. Wetlands inc 1 ude the wi de var; of marshes, swamps, and 
associated th and coastal barriers. Each year almost half a 

ion acres of our on's wetlands are lost. Wetlands are lost when 
are y converted to open water or land. Wetlands can also be 
converted from one form to another, for e, from freshwater to saltwater 
marsh. s can have ous consequences for wildlife. 

e natural forces a vari ways to wetlands, human 
vities ay a much e in ng thei r fate. 

es either di wetlands or reduce their i 
on or to control changes wetland 

l1ing is often used to convert wetlands to 
al devel ,or residential devel 

ace in and around wetl to mal n gational 
1 and gas dri 11 i ng and for i nes, to 

and to create and n marinas. Such 
both destroy wetlands and allow saltwater intrusion into fres 

ands. Saltwater intrusion freshwater marshes ing 
If the intrusion is gradual enough, the freshwater marsh 

become a salt marsh, but it will no longer sthe ldlife ring 
freshwater. 

The ments can be ited 
banks can be created. 

wetlands. 
water from 

coasta 1 wetlands as 
Sediments ed 

ow are necessary 
Levees, dams, and 

ment-laden waters from 
Tennessee, and other vers have 

half. The levees on the 
ver s 1 al 

f of Mexico. 



, salt, and 
es of the 

of wetland soils for ,sand, 
Wetlands can 

but 1 

is reduced, ki 11 i ng mars 
nating them for human 

The enactment of the CBRA was, in, due to 
i that people have on le coastal barrier systems and the; 

associated fish and wildlife resources In order to maintain and enhance 
valuable natural resources associated with coastal barriers, uncontro 1 
devel should be Devel in coastal areas may be undes 
able when it intrudes into unique scenic areas, disturbs ly zed 
and ldlife habitat, and alters the natural processes that sustai 
coastal er. cial stabi on can interfere 

1i of wind and water to sediments, severely 
tenance of the natural 1 i between 1 andform and ocean 
threatens not only the the barrier and its assemblage of natural 
resources, but also the areas which would be to the open sea 
if the er were lost, ally ng the ecol cal balance of an 

re on. For example, the coast of siana ready suffers from 
wetland losses of about 50 mi2 ly because of saltwater intrusion, 
subsidence, and intensive canal ng. Should a barrier island, such as 
Grand Terre or mbalier, sappear due to some combi on of canal dredging 
and storm , thousands of acres of acent marsh would be exposed to the 
eros; forces of the ocean. These marshes are among the most ve in 
the worl d, and the; r loss woul d have a s i gnifi cant i on the fi sh and 

ife of Louisiana and the entire northern Gulf of Mexico. 

BARRIERS ALONG PUERTO RICO AND THE .S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Coasta in Puerto Rico and the U. S. 
reefs beaches, seagrass beds, mangroves and salt 

n Islands include cora 
Fi gures 13 

a hi 
based 

ng areas 
herons 

mangroves 
speci c stands. 
seawardmost zone, 

the shoreline, often i mono­
red mangroves form the 

mangroves grow i 
co there are mangrove 

and te 
Off the 

nearshore and 



Traps 
lutants. 

SALT POND BEACH SEAGRASS BEDS 

Berm sediment, pol- I Dune Foreshore I Stabilizes sand. Provides oxygen. 
Assimilates wastes. Feeds and shel­

Recreational sites. Vegetation stabilizes shore. Bermand ters diverse biota. 
drainage. 

foreshore constantly changing in "dynamic equilibrium." 
Filters water leaving the land. 

ical ecosystem show; rel onship 

REEF 

Protects shore from 
waves and swell. Sand 
and biological produc­
tion high. 



POND 

mangroves 
landward. 

MANGROVE 
SHORELINE 

Red 
mangroves 
seaward. 
Black and 
white 
mangroves 
landward. 
Traps sedi­
ment expand­
ing shoreline. 

SEAGRASS 
FLAT 

Quiet water, 
silty sand sedi­
ment, thick 
grass growth, 
abundant sea 
life. 

MANGROVE CA Y 

Trapped sediments and mangrove 
roots. Larger cays with mangrove 
zonation and terrestrial vegetation. 
Wildlife sanctuary. 

ecosystem 
ses 

BACK REEF FLATS 

Seagrass, algae, scattered corals, 
clean sand, reef rubble. 

FRINGING REEF 

Typically Acropora near 
surface. Organ corals, 
sea fans, etc. seaward. 
Finger coral landward. 
Abundant sea life. 
Wave protection. Sand 
production. 

ve 



ac 
center ack 

ne 
the 

the cay1s 
exceeded the 

tolerance 
the sea ex; st, where 

n places where channels to 
that storm seas can break 

ow enough that black and to the inner forest, 
white mangroves thrive. 

The red mangroves are the most the three or tree spec es 
because of their aerial prop roots are usual y al y 
s and s a verse sponges, asci di ans, algae and 
sometimes even corals. Juve i e c fishes as wel as lobsters 
are abundant in these root commun sediments and 
over a od of several years can the shore i ne seaward. 
can reduce the amount of runoff and assoc ated sewage and pollutants) whi 
reaches offshore seagrass beds and coral reefs. 

Most sal 
grow across a on 
rest of the 
bute to the clos 

, and ack and 

These 
the the 

b rds, 
ipers, feed 0 

ponds are formed when mangroves or ng coral reefs 
of a so ating that on from the waters 

e and sand storm waves can contri 
a Beaches and salt commonly occur 

te mangroves 

zed 

water to 
the shores 

y fringe the of the 

iota that varies with fl uctuat ions 
Several species of insect-eating 
shers, herons ospreys, stilts, 
shrimp and fishes in the 

extremely saline, and 
The most sal i ne 

i 
and 
and 

where storm waves have breached 
seawater of normal salini shes 

Barracudas, mul ets, and crabs can be found in 
sea. 

and watershed and its 
i ng the 

watershed has 
reaches the 

suc as snappers 
feed n grass beds 



e 

ally i 
the grass blades. 

vory (grazi on grass blades 
the decomposition of these ants. 

around coral reefs within gras 
factors 1 i ke currents and of ng 

sea urchins. boat anchors and prope ers leave 
beds which can take years to recover. 

Cora 1 reefs are the most ve and di verse of a 11 
ecosystems. They have economic value for recreation and 
vital on for harbors and shorelines because 

es and reduce erosion. The reef system is complex. The numerous 
and crevices in the reef's limestone structure provides shelter for fis 
crustaceans. Harvestable coral reef resources include fish, spiny 
octopuses, and conchs. Commercially i fishes as ated 
include snappers, groupers, tri sh, and hawksbi 
turtles live on the reefs. Breakdown of hard coral skeletons 
for beaches. 

The beautiful beaches in Puerto Rico and the n Islands are 
or tourist ons. Particularly in Puerto Rico, however, their sands 

have been mined extensively for construction. Reefs and seagrass beds help to 
buffer wave es and reduce shoreline erosion, resulting in deposition of 
sand and formation of beaches. The protection prov; ded these ecosystems 
results in less severe erosion than that observed along the Atlantic coast of 
the United States. 

or coastal -beaches, mangroves, seagrass beds, 
reefs- exi st i both Puerto Ri co and the Vi rgi n Is ands. Oiffer­

among the is 1 ands, and between one sect i of an s and and another 
marily on differences in the location of these , the; 

of development. 

example, are best devel in Puerto Rico, where, un ike the 
there are or rivers and streams. There is a 

and abundance of animal species associated with the mangroves 
co than i the Is ands. The Vi n Is ands however, have 

most extens coral reef devel The 1 reef exists as a barri 
along the s coast of St. ne shelf is espec al 

de sha Reefs around John are smal er, 
reefs. 

Puerto i co sal arge 
ned area of 133 mi 2 

of habi tats, thus it is not s 
spec es occu Puerto Rico 

an area of 3,435 2 to the 
sands. It has a 

that more 
West Indian manatee is found near 



r occurrence n 
co and E = on endangered 

Federal es list;. considered 
or locally threatened lobsian and Yntema 1977; Norton 

co Department of Natural Resources 1984; Slayden, pers. comm.). 

es 

Least 
Red- lled rd 
White-tailed tropicbird 
Brown pelican 
Blue-faced booby 
Red-footed booby 
Magni cent rd 
Great blue heron 

Black-crowned ni heron 
Least bittern 
Glossy i s 
West Indian whistling duck 
Bahama duck 

can wigeon 
Northern ntail 
R i ng- nec ked duc k 
Masked duck 

duck 

ed dowitcher 
Common tern 
Roseate 
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co 
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x 
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x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

St. 
John 
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x LE 
x LE 

LE 
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x LE 

LE 
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St. St. 
John Croix Status 

x x x E 
x x x 

te-crowned pigeon x x LT 
Plai pigeon x LE 

West 1 dove x LT 
Bridled 1 dove x x x 

Rican x 

ReEtil es 
Green sea turtle x x x 
Hawksbi 11 x x x 

x 
Leatherback x x x x E 

iguana x x x 
St. Croix lizard E 
Blue-tailed lizard x 
Slipperyback skink x x 
Puerto Rican tree boa x E 
Tree boa x x T 

snake x x 

x x x x 
x x x 
x x E 

wha e x x x x E 
E 



n i and. 
and Culebra (Puerto 

waters of 

I i on and touri sm have aced enormous demands on the coastal 
resources of Puerto co and the Vi Is ands. on of the n 
Is 1 ands has ed in the 1 ast three decades to about 100.000, and Puerto 
Rico has over 3.2 11ion people. Devel pressures on the coastal 
barriers are evident as marinas, hotels, and niums nue to be 

It. 

One of the largest mangrove systems in the n Islands, on the south side 
of St. Croix, was filled to make way for an na ant and for one of the 
1 argest oil refi neri es in the western sphere. ng channel s were 
dredged a reef to accommodate supertankers and bulk ore er 
ships. Efforts to reestablish mangroves planting seedli in some 
marginal areas have been successful, but the new Ii is y a 

1 fraction of the one 

Clearing mangroves has altered drainage in several 1 ons, 1 ng 
to increased runoff from the land entering the bays. Mangroves have stori-
cal been of as insect-infested swamps with few redeeming 

sties. y, they have been cleared, filled, and frequently 
used as garbage One of the largest remaining well-developed forests in 
the n Is 1 ands, Jersey (II Mangrove Lagoonil) in St. Thomas. has deter-

runoff, 
several 

fi because of and development. Increased ty from 
treatment ant effl uent, dredgi ng, and the on of 

nas have all buted to the decline of the 

slopes on these islands d runoff, and the soils do not 
moisture-holding watersheds have been extensi 
the associ ated on ems. Cl ng 

on on the steep hillsides has accelerated erosion and ed to increased 
runoff. Coral reefs have suffered from the resulting di ment 

c 1 es smother the reef sms, i t coral tment and 
reduce the amount of 1 ab 1 e for photosynthes is. Si 1 t from 

ng ons can nue to be for years after ng 
ceases. 

have been 
reestablished themselves i 
areas SL 
over years 
seagrass beds 
decrease seems 

ago. 
decreased i 

be associated 

for s beds have not 
these areas. 

barren al 
recent years i 

I some cases. the 
ne effluent from desalinati 

ants. ses have also suffered from anchor and ler 

Beaches have been 
Is ands. 

ned for sand, 
estimated 2.2 

Puerto co but also in the 
sand have been removed from 



ng of salt 
The associ ated 

ety of 
metals cides, and 

exes shi , and 
Oil spills have resulted 

1973 the 
nearshore areas, it has 
other ning structures have 

icular beaches, ly ng 

ir function as catchment basins for 
, i ng and 

bi rds, been of 
other chemicals associated with cal com-

es on coastal areas are still being assessed. 
in the death of some mangroves in Puerto Rico. 

Some vit i es, 1 i ke ng, actually remove the i ca 1 structure 
coral reef while others, such as sewage sc ng waters 
lead to the death of reef organisms but leave ical framework 
un; red. Sewage and fertilizers stimulate the of ne algae 
can and overgrow cora 1 s. The co 11 on of corals, sh, and 
shells for souvenirs and sci c purposes has caused localized 

shing and tat destruction have led to serious letion of obsters 
conchs, whelks, and several species of fishes ( ally the owtai 
snapper and Nassau 

Coral reefs, seagrass beds, and mangroves interact in numerous ways, and one 
cannot be in i so 1 at i on from the others. ng mangroves, 

which sediments, causes excessive sil on of seagrass beds and 
coral reefs from runoff after rains. Runoff is especially severe where 
coastal devel or culture exists. De on of red mangroves with 

prop roots decreases the habitat lab1e for juvenile fishes which 
reefs and grass beds when mature. 

sh mi from coral reefs to grass beds every and 
ng. seagrass beds are therefore subs; zing the reefs 

energy flow. tion to these short-term ng mi 
ife-hi mi For examp e, j 

sett 1 e in seagrasses and mangrove prop roots and move out to 
as they mature. Seagrass b ades ( cularly those 

float for several after detachment seas or 
an ma s such as and sea es. ft in open 

water reefs and grass beds and se to become an i source of 
ents for the communities below. The dissolved nutrients from mangrove 
tus enhance the of seagrasses. 

ERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

The ecosystems, fi s and va ues of ers 
and the Pacific coast are 



CHAPTER 

THE CBRA: THE LIMITATION OF 
ON COASTAL 

s descri bes the CBRA IS 1 i mi tures, the 
the CBRA, and the consul 
dud ng i ementat i on are 

exceptions to these limitations, i 
tat ion requi red by the CBRA. Issues encountered 
identified and briefly discussed. ons ng these issues are 

ded at the close of s 

EXPENDITURES 

n exceptions, the CBRA bits new Federal 
assistance for devel wi n the units of the Coastal 

Resources System (CBRS). on 3(3) of the CBRA defines IIf; 
as II any form of loan, 

subs i ,or any other form of 
than n ed ons. 
Federal flood insurance. 

, , ; ns urance, payment. rebate, 
rect or i ndi rect ass i stance, II other 

This definition also speci cally includes 

of the CBRA contains a broad bition on new Federal expen-
new al assistance for any use that would encourage 
wi n CBRS ts. Sect i on states that tures or 

ass i stance are and therefore ted if no money for 
or purchase was ated before the CBRA was 

enacted October 18, 1982. If a y ndi ng tment 
establi ng an enforceable right by an individual or to Federal funds 
was entered into both the Government and the reci ent or to the enact-
ment date, es were not considered new. The only on to the 
October 1982 ve date for the CBRA's limi ons was for Federal ood 
insurance. The icable date of the bi on on flood insurance was set 
at October , 1983. 

the 

State 

new Federal revenues or new Federal 
s items as bui di ngs , 

water and sewage 
oans. 

on new Federal 
all Federal 



ici y term lifinancial ass; 
insurance. of the amends section 

ood Insurance Act, ibited the sale of new Federal 
coastal areas desi the of the Interior 
the provisions of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act 

amendment did not the basic intent and effect of on 
spec fied that the bi on covered the undevel coastal 
ed the CB instead of the OBRA. As a resul t of the CBRA 

ment, new flood insurance has not been available under the 
onal Flood Insurance Act since October 1, 1983, for any new 

or for s al improvements of structures located wi n the 
amended on also reiterates that federally insured nancial 
may make loans secured by structures not eli ble for flood ins 
this bition. 

Dwellings within CBRS units pre y covered Federal flood 
tinue to be covered even if the dwelling is sold to another owner 
CBRA only ibits new flood insurance coverage for 
subs al i of structures. The ng of 
ments ll is expl the 1 sl ve history or 
October 1, 1983, which increases the value of or more. 
Regulations issued the Federal on 16, 
1983, detai impl on of this provision. If an insured structure in a 

unit is , any replacement is eli ble for insurance. 

of the CBRA states that the limitation on new 
assistance includes, but is not limited to: 

tures or new 

construction or of any structure , or re-
ated infrastructure; 

construction or purchase of any road, ai , boat 1 ng facili ,or 
other faci i on, or or causeway to, any CBRS unit; and 

3 assistance for erosion contro or other stabilization of any inlet, 
shoreline, or inshore area, for Louisiana units SOl 508 
and in certain emergencies. 

the I the CBRA s restr ons 

Farmers Home nistration-
for rura water wastewater 

and 



Loans for new 
encourage develnnrnOr,y 

1 Conservation Service-­
Assistance grants. 

c Development on--
Grants for anning and 
development programs. 

Department of Defense 

of neers--

that 

steri ng 1 oca 1 

ted States Army 
Construction 
erosion control, 
and new or expanded 

nand a 1 ass i stance i nvo 1 vi ng 
flood 

programs. 

d 

beach 
works, 

Block Mortgage insurance. 
subsidy programs. Urban 

Avi on 
Grants for ng 

Administration--

Grants for wastewater 

onal 
saster 

and water 

to states for 

as allowed under the 



Guaranteed housing 

Construction 
devel 

or reco 
purposes. 

on of Federal 

Loans to small bus i nesses for saster re 1 i ef , 
water treatment systems, and other purposes. 

Disaster assistance to homeowners. 

Home loan 

for 

ng 

Note: s list may not be al inclusive. Each agency s 
responsible for review of its programs to assure comp 
CBRA. 

the 

Conference 
cover structures 
financed fac;li 

(H.R. 97- notes that the ibitions in the CBRA 
facili es within the CBRS as well as other publicly 

such as bri or causeways that woul d extend into a 
i tures outs i de the CBRS are not the CBRA. unit. 

ons ing the limitation of revenues has arisen since 
the CBRA in 1982. The first CBRA-related on concerns the 

i of Federal support for facilities such as water and sewer 
roads, or eros i on contro 1 ects that can be extended into CBRS 

vate ng. Can, under the CBRA, a water or sewer be 
th Federal assistance up to the of a CBRS unit and then 

with State, local, or vate fundi Federal funds would 
cally be expended within the CBRS the Federal subsi outside the 

d provide substantial ts to devel of the unit. 

ses ng Federal support of ect that, al 
a CBRS unit, may affect the unit. e, if a causeway 

a coastal barrier nated on a e that is 
of the is and may be a desi 

access route therefore 
measures needed to address such a 

tures be e i nated 
not in the CBRS 

such 
ts? 

exampl es i ustrate how dealt th 
ts CBRA impl 

The 
ons Federa Admi on 



one Federal of a that termi-
nates on the same barri er, but outs allowed; however, no 

be used to bui 

termini; 

nus into the 
of a CBRS unit. The 

ects to connect 1 ca 1 
to make that connection. 

Fl da, Brevard i Protection 
(E allow them to extend the service area a federally funded wastewater 
treatment i ncl ude CBRS uni t P09A Coconut nt, and to extend a 
~ewer line the unit to service developing areas to the south of 
the unit. At EPA I S request, the 001 ewed Brevard and 
issued a deci s i on stating that the servi ce area coul d not 
include the adjacent CBRS unit, and further, Federal monies could not be 
to construct sewer lines the unit to service oping areas to 
south. Such a transit line could be constructed with non-Federal monies 
tie-ins within the CBRS unit would remain bited. 

Another iss ue ng the ibition on Federal assistance 
the is whether the term indirect nancial assi includes 
benefits derived from tax ons such as casual loss capital 

i on, or 
gressional ngs on 
deve 1 opment of coastal 
attractive investments. 

oan interest expenses. tnesses at 

barrier 
Federal 

suggested that such tax provisions help make 
, including areas within units, 
icy is discussed in 9 of this 

, some commenters On the CBRA have asked whether technical assistance 
uded in the prohibition on Federal tures and assistance. 
3 3 (D) fically exempts assistance for environmental es, 

and assessments that are red for Federal ts or other 
ons. 

of neers has concluded that their technical assistance 
oodplain management is also not bited the CBRA. The 

eves that the definition of financial assistance and the vities 
spec cal y enumerated in Section 5(a) emphasize nancial and not technical 
assistance. In a letter to the 001, the stated that: 

The purpose of this of technical assistance is to evaluate the 
flood hazard ems to determine the best use of an area, incl ng 
measures that can be taken federal mit; flood 

osses y, the sol ut; ons 
recommended , evacuation 

ons, and fl ood 

recent 
that 

ities, 
to the 

assistance 
that s, 

tted 



cit excl udes Federal assistance from the 
Federal ng units. These exceptions are outlined 
5, and 6 of the efly discussed below. 

under Sect; 
sca of 1972 are excl uded 

financial assistance. s program disbursed Federal 
funds to 1 oca 1 to use accordi ng to the; r own needs 
without restrictions from the Federal Government; however, the program expired 
and was not reauthorized in 1986. Prior to 1986, up to 40,000 State and local 
governments, Indian tribes, and Alaskan native villages received funds 

y intervals. Funds were allocated according to interstate and ntra-
state formul as admi ni stered the Treasury IS Offi ce of Revenue 
Sharing. Primary determining factors included ation, per capita income, 
and the general tax effort of recipient Allocations of genera 
revenue shari ng funds, therefore, tended to be concentrated in areas with 
large populations and hi usted taxes. 

Section the CBRA specifically directs the 001 to assess the 
effects revenue sharing on CBRS units. General revenue 
sharing is discussed in 10 of this 

Another 
, savings and 

oan associations, credit unions, or tion, the 
purchase of or loans the Association 

innie Mae, the Federal National Association (Fannie Mae) or the 
Federal Home Loan Co (Freddie Mac is not included in 

ted forms of financia assistance. These programs do not subsi 
dua 1 mortgages and thus are di fferent from and FHA oans, 

dize individual loans and are prohibited. 

i Section 3 excludes environmental stUdies, pl 
assessments are requi red i nci dent to the issuance of ts or 
authorizations under Federal aw. This means that under the CBRA, assistance 
fo environmental stUdies, p ann ng and assessments is al owed for acti 
required the National Env ronmental icy Act, and for the process; 

ts s as those requi red Sect ion 404 of the ean Water 
Sect; the ivers and Harbo Act 1899. 

stance pursuant 
ers, such as any Federal 

program or any Federal old-age s 
ncludes student 

, and other 

financial assi 
unrelated to devel 

insurance program. 
ts, Medicare and 

programs. 



on 
emergency threatens life, 

coastal barrier 
immediately 

s means a stabilizati 
Louisi is ss; 

or mainland area outside 
to the coastal barrier 

habitats which compose a CBRS t. 

erosion control 
states that, in 
ibited "in cases 

immediately acent to 
in t (other than in 
if an emergency threatens a 

CBRS and only if s area is 
andform and associated c 

Section 5(a)(3) also contains a special on addressing the serious 
erosion problem along the Louisiana coast. For units SOl-S08 in Louisiana, 
stabilization and erosion control ects may be carried out for any purpose 
other than encouraging development, that is, to fish and wildlife or 
prevent erosion of the State's seaward 

Section 6(a)( -(5) lists Federal expenditures that are tted in the CBRS 
after consul on with the of the Interior. Consultation is 

red to determine whether an ture is an exception to the prohibi-
tions of the CBRA. tures in the first five es listed in the 
section need not be consistent with the purposes of the CBRA. Expenditures 

uant to Section (6) re consul on as well as a determination 
are cons; stent with the purposes of the CBRA. The consultati on 

s is described more y later in this 

The CBRA allows F edera 1 tures and fi nanc i a 1 
energy acti ities. Section 6 allows tures 

ass; stance for lIany use or fad 1 i necessary for the 
extract ion, or transportation of energy resources whi ch can be 

y , acent to coastal water areas because the use or 
requires access to the coastal water "The legislative hi 
97- states that this provision is intended to be read broadly 
energy ects. However the prov; s ion shoul d not be i 
assistance for ects mar; y des 

be the gui se of 
ect be 

the s ant not 
access 

tion 
enl 
that due 
the CBRS 

sting channe s. 
to the unstable nature of 

ts can be re ocated pe 

ntenance of st i ng 
etties, can continue under Sec-

on of new s or the 
s 1 ve hi state 

channe s 



onl 
structure was 

1982. The House 

or re ated structures shall 
on of the money for such im­

enactment of the CBRA on 

terion for determi ing federal assistance would or 
be precluded is the of the channel at the time of 
of the legislation. s in existence, or if money has 

ated for its construction, then any federal financial 
stance for activities to maintain t, incl ng, for e, the 
ete reconstruction of jetties or other structures, would be 
tted. 

The use of sposal sites for als is included under this excep­
tion, as long as the sites are related to, and necessary for, the ntenance 
of an st i ng project. It does not appear that the CBRA res di 
sites to have been in existence at the time of enactment, nor is there 
requirement that the location and use of the site be consistent with the 
CBRA s purposes. Thus, consultation with the 001 is limited to a deter­
mi on as to whether the activi is in fact ntenance and not a new pro­
ject; consi with the purposes of the CBRA is not red. The acting 
agency is free to determine how and when maintenance is to be done and where 
the materi a 1 s will be thi n the unit. Several commenters 
asked whether should include discussion and agreement 
on placement materi a 1, or whether other procedures to maxi mi ze 
environmental should be developed. Inadequate dredging and 
disposal result in needless loss of valuable fish and wild-
ife habitat on coastal barriers. 

Under Section 6( (3), maintenance, 
not expansion, of licly owned or publicly 

or facilities that are es al links in a larger 
consul on with the DOL Thi s 

Section 6 a)(6)(F ich ns to 
of roads, structures, or fad iti es that may not be es 

a 1 arger system or network but whi ch must be cons i stent 
the CBRA. 

s ative indicates sional intent to include ns 
curbs, and other related roadworks under this on. Structures 

or faci ities is also i to include lic utilities and thus cou 
allow Federa assistance i orating water or sewer 
wastewater treatment works. 

issues have sen 
meaning of the essentia 

nfrast ructure is not 

es 
arger network. 

must be an essenti 
financial assistance. 

ng roads and 
ni on; 

Several commenters 

s provi si on. One concerns 
ntenance, rep acement or 

the purposes of the CBRA, s 
a 1 arger network in order to 

Federal Hi has 
the Federal 



facts 
ce 
the 

e. 

case be ned 
any areas. part i 

ntenance is not 

into 
den­

and 

second issue relates to roads, structures, or facilities that may be built 
vate developer but are y transferred to a public agency, 
ng them eli ble for assistance should maintenance or recon-

on be needed. Un 1 i ke channel i ,ic roads or 1 i es 
need not have been in exi stence when the CBRA was enacted in order to be 
maintained with Federal funds. It is common practice for vate developers 
to construct roads and other such improvements as part of a subdivision 
development and then dedicate them to a governmental entity for future 
maintenance. Long-term maintenance of such improvements can be very 
It is worthwhile to note, however, that will not provide saster 
assistance for any infrastructure constructed in the CBRS after the CBRA was 
enacted. 

exempts litary vi es al 
ture 1 i mitat ions. The Conference 

97-928) states that the standard for ng the essential; 
of military act; es is lIexi ng law and procedure. Ii of 
officials have the responsibility of consul ng with the DOr before making 
expenditures n the system under this exception. There has been generally 
good cooperation between the two Departments in p 1 anni ng use of CBRS 1 ands. 
For instance, based on scussions with officials at Tyndall Air Force Base in 
Fl da, a consul on has been developed to govern essential 

of Defense ons, such as ng exerci ses, in 
commenters, however, have suggested that mil i tary 
the prohibitions of the CBRA should be required to 

meet a of necessi to national defense and that the 

as 

es ties and r rel ons p to potential 
or Federal tures wi n a CBRS t should be careful 

Section 6(a)(5) contains an on for the 
on, ntenance, and rehabil; on of Coast Guard 

access thereto.1I s sion allows essential Coast Guard 
such as search and rescue ons to be constructed and ned 

and II 

is consistent 
• the purposes of 
ture of 

udes seven 

sh, 

assistance 
after 



ers Thus the consul-
two elements: a on 

on and that it is consistent 
with the purposes of the 

6 contains a broad on for 

ects for the on and enhancement of 
fish and wildlife resources and habitats, incl ng, but not 1i ted 
to, s i on of fi sh and wil dl He habitats and related 1 ands, 
stabilization projects for fish and 1dlHe habitats, and recre­
ational projects. 

The legislative story explains that this prOV1Slon recognizes the value of 
CBRS units as fish and ldlife habitats as are in complete conform; 

th the purposes of the 1 The full range of Federal fi nanci a 1 
assistance zed for ng and ng fish and wildlife habitats 
will nue to be lable, including ng for acquisi on of i 
habitat under ties not mentioned, such as the Mi Bird 
or the Pittman-Robertson Act. It also includes, where necessary, assistance 
for stabili uable tats. Federal funds for 

for fish- and wildlife-related recreation are 
ke all of the ons under Section 6(a)(6), any develop-

ment of ona 1 facil it i es in CBRS units must be consistent with the 
purposes of the CBRA. 

Assistance for the establishment, operation, 
r water navi on aids and devices is excepted under 

This 1; to aids and devices for 
and does not term; na 1 s or runways, boat 1 andi ng 
or marinas. 

Zone Management Act (CZMA) from 
are consistent with the purposes 

the 

The LWCF provi des money for the acquisition of lands for federally 
istered , wildlife 
for State recreation planning, 

deve of lic outdoor 
conserv 

on areas, and for ng 
ocal land acquisition, and State 

recreation areas and faci ities. The 
coastal ers is discussed further 

antic gu coasts 
in the devel and 

programs. of these 
further devel of their 

the 1980 amendments to the 
zed the need to preserve 



(6 E 
emergency actions es to 

and the 1 ic health and 

under Sect; 
Thi s i ncl udes, 

cal, space, geol 
ications. 

is not 

an on for assi stance 
of lives and the on of 

Sections 305 and 306 of the 
5145 and 5146 and Section 1362 of the 

U.S.C. 4103) and are limited to 
emergency. 

if such act; ons are 
saster Re ief Act of 1974 

National Flood Insurance Act 
actions necessary to alleviate the 

Section 305 of the Disaster Relief Act authorizes the President, in a declared 
emergency, to provide such emergency services as are deemed necessary to save 
lives and protect ic health and where a disaster either threatens 
or is i mmi nent. Section 306 of that Act author; zes Federal es, i 
major disaster or emergency, to provide assistance on the rection of 
President to State and local and to help distribute medic 
food, and other consumable supplies. 

on 1362 of the onal Flood Insurance Act zes the Federal 
Government to purchase fl ood-damaged structures in fl ood-ri sk areas i the 
property has been repeatedly or is beyond r, or if a 
local ordinance precludes rebuilding the flood-damaged structure or makes the 
cost of rebuilding ibitive. 

I s amended Section 1306 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
the Federal ( to pay for the proper 

or relocation of insured structures that are subject to imminent 
subs i dence as a resul t of eros i on or ni ng by waves or 

If an insured structure collapses or· subsides before the owner 
re locates it and FEMA determi nes the owner failed to take 

action to demo is or relocate the structure, FEMA will 
of the value of the structure. 

summary emergency assistance for lives and is availab e within 
the CBRS only for the e, demolition, or relocation of flood-
structures under the National Flood Insurance Act or for relief in a declared 
emergency under the Disaster Relief Act, provided such assistance is 
consistent with the purposes of the CBRA. It should be noted, however, that 
FEMA can also prov de ass stance CBRS units for replace-
ment of p c owned faci ties Sections 6 a) 3 (6)(F 

i ded those fac es were the CBRA was enacted 1982. 

roads, structures, 
actions are consistent with the 
provides for maintenance and 
faci it i es whethe or not the 

is is i ted to essential 

acement, reconstruc-
owned or ic 

Section 6( (6) F if s 
CBRA. Whil e section 6( 

icly owned roads or 
wi th the CBRA, that 



means such as 

The CBRA thus under Section 
a)(6) G f ect purposes of the 

Structural ects intended from erosion 
areas outside those desi 
under the CBRA except as 
and wildlife habitats. 

unit 
siana, are 

under Section 6( 
ly not 

to 

The comments received on Sections 3 5, and 6 of the indicate there 
st ill some mi sunderstandi ng among the 1 i c about the CBRA I S fundi ng 
1 i mi tat ions. Many commenters have the erroneous impress i on that the 
prohibits not just Federal expenditures for devel , but 
for devel in the CBRS, rendering the land in the 
These commenters suggest that the CBRA may be construed as a "taki 

vate for whi ch fi nanci a 1 on shoul d be requi red. Con-
sistent with Executive Order No. 12630, Governmental ons and Interference 

th Constitutionally Protected Ri, the 001 has reviewed this 
document and concludes that the actions scussed wi 1 not resu t in a ng 
of ri for whi ch just on is required under the Fi fth 
Amendment to the Constitution. The CBRA does not affect the rights of land­
owners to do whatever wish with their land; therefore, it cannot be 
i as a taking. The 1 ity of the CBRA has been tested in both 
Federal District and s Court and has been ld unanimous 

the funding ibitions of the CBRA rests 
i nnovat i on of CBRA I S and the arge number 

es nvolved have made establishment of po icy, guidance, and regu 
s process. It appears that all affected agencies have 

guidance. 

Particularly difficult to implement is the 
may be funded block as those in 
Grants These often ve no-year 

scretion to State and ocal 
encourage developme of CBRS 

s mp 
b oc responsibi i 

pients any consultation requi 
have comp requi rements of the CBRA. Some 

commenters have s that trac ng be establ is 
Federal agencies to however, 

wou be very expensive 



and 
f of that 

each 
year. 

wi th the prov 
on is submitted 

uant to the schedule 

of the CBRA during scal 
the House of Representatives 

and Senate under the Congressional 
Control Act of 

The Office of and rcular A-II i ons on 
on and s ssion of de bes the to be 

the agencies to assist ts certifi on requirements. The 
ions state that budget estimates should not include any assistance 
prohibited by the CBRA. They also rect each agency to include a statement 
in its budget estimates cert ifyi ng that no funds were ob 1 i gated in the 
year for purposes prohibited by the CBRA. Rel ng on these agency statements, 
OMS makes annual written on to Congress that each agency has 
complied with the provisions of the CBRA. Thus OMS's res that 
agenci es address the CSRA at two stages of the budget process: at the 
formative stage when prepare their s and at the end of the 
fiscal year when the agency reviews its previous tures. The OMS 
certification process, however, is administratively cumbersome and OMS does 
not have the 1i to t agency tures. 

As discussed previously, on 6 res that a Federal agency consult with 
the of the Interior before ng funds available for excepted 

itures. The consultation process provides an exchange of ideas and an 
for the to provi de an opi ni on on whether a proposed 

ture fal s within an exception to the bitions of the CSRA and, for 
ons described in Section 6 )(6), whether the action is 

with the purposes of the CBRA. The consul on responsibility has 
to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Procedures for 

agency consul on were ished FWS as Final Guide 
Federal Register on October 6, 1983 Federal 

e de nes direct Federal agencies proposing Federal 
nancial assistance for excepted activities within CBRS units 

FWS and allow that agency the to provide written 
the ture is made. 

General y, the consul 
evels. Federal 

are submitted to FWS 
FWS reviews the cons 

a tten response. 
ntenance 
agency fie d 

Director of FWS. 

There are ons to this genera 
and 306 of the Di saster Re 1 i ef 

at one of two ope 
n an agency I s 

before transmitta 
ating agency 

ts for 

requirements 
consultation i 

305 
in 



consul 
the CBRS. 

tion, the 
procedure for es 

i onal task 
replacement vi-

consultation or to tment of 
Force have agreed on an aggregate 

to-day mil i ons wi thi n 

1 i ance th rements rests on 
responsible for ture. FWS 

provi ng technical information and a written on. s 
opinion may influence an agency to reconsider its and may result i 
modi cations to nlmlze adverse i to the CBRS t, the nal 
determination of whether an on is tted rests with the consul ng 
Federal agency. 

The consul on process devel between FWS and affected Federal agenc 
is in place and generally ng well. FWS Fish and Wildlife 
Division has a long hi of ng th Federal and State agenci es to 
resolve lems related to i of on fish and wildlife 
resources. Most consul ons are c the FWS field 
offices located in coastal states. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

A summary of the lic comments received on Sections 3, 5, 6, and 7 of thc 
CBRA is in Tables 5 and 6. The official State and tory posi-

ons appear in Table 7. The substantive issues raised the States and the 
other commenters have been discussed previously or are i cated below. The 

has modified its recommendations on Sections 5, 6, and 7 from those pro-
the 1987 Draft in response to these comments. 

5 prohibits Federal funding for activities within CBRS 
scussed previous ,Federal agencies have had to decide in several 

whether to obli Federal funds for facilities that are located outs 
CBRS but whose service areas may include devel in CBRS 

I the 
deve 
to 

can 
for 

the 1 cons dered a 
that Federal financial 

the CBRS, f the 
Sect i a 

and and ssi 
reevaluating the 

ons about 
therefore, makes no 

on: The DOl in Section 5. -------



on 6 ons to the bitions in Section 5(a) on 
federal tures within the CBRS. Federal es must consult with 001 
(FWS) before obligating funds for any of the exceptions that are permitted. 
Ambiguities in the wording of several of the exceptions and different 
i ons among Federal agenc i es have created apparent confl i cts wi th 
the purposes of the CBRA. 

(a) Essential link (roads). Section ( allows expenditures for the 
repair, replacement, or reconstruction of facilities that are "essential 
linksll in a larger network or system. Under Section 6(a)(6)(F), expenditures 
for the repair, replacement, or maintenance of these roads, structures, or 
facilities are allowed when the expenditure of Federal revenues will be 
consistent with the purposes of the CBRA. 

In the 1987 Draft Report, the 001 eliminating Section 6(a)( 
entirely. The States of Massachusetts, Maryland, Delaware, and Mississi 
supported that proposal. As the States of New York and Florida and several 
other commenters nted out. however, there are some roads that shoul d 
legitimately be considered essential links and the r or acement of 
these roads should be allowed even if it is not consistent with the purposes 
of the CBRA. 

The 001 recommends no change in Section 6(a)(3). 

) Because of the large recommended increase in 
the aquatic habitat included in each CBRS unit, many 
commenters were also concerned that utilities, especial rural electric 

ves and water and sewer companies, would not be able to service 
y customers on developed coastal barri ers because they coul d not 

to cross the CBRS without Federal assistance. It was not the intent of 
to ize those living on devel coastal barriers, nor does the 

discourage the on or use of sewage treatment ants that 
essen the detrimental environmental of malfunctioning 

treatment ants and septic systems on developed barriers. 

The 001 recommends an amendment to Section 6 to allow 
to use Federal moni es for the purposes of ng in 

lines il the CBRS where no cable alternative route 
exists to service one or more devel areas on coastal barriers outside 
the CBRS, and to de service to devel within the CBRS from 
existing ines or ilessential lines il which cross the CBRS, pro-

ided that service can be supp ied wi no additional costs the 
Federal Government. If any are necessary to accommodate such 
service withi the CBRS the 001 recommends that their costs be borne 

Federal es. 

The 001 believes that the 
recommendation will outwei 
the barri er. Once the ori 

benefits resulting from this 
contributions to the devel of 

ay for the II al 11 is 



I s onal Federal costs result from 

c ( 2 ) allows a 1 s to 
be on wi th the 001. but wi thout 

the CBRA. In the 1987 Draft 
considered a recommendati Section 6(a)(2) be amended to requi 
materi a 1 sposa 1 to be ina manner cons i stent wi th the 

purposes of the CBRA. The States Massachusetts, Connecticut, New 
Delaware, and, and ssissipp s such a recommendation. 
a on, however, runs counter to the bas i c CBRA se that 
servation can be achieved without ncreasing Federal regul involvement. 
Dredged al disposal is al regulated Federal programs that 
fish and wildlife values into account. 

Recommendation: 001 recommends no change in Section 6(a)(2). 

Sect ion 6( (6) ( cl early allows s 
conservation to occur within the purposes of the 

Is 1 and and Connecticut, however, have ra i sed ons ng the 
extent of all owab 1 e outdoor on and that if 
tected areas nue to exist in, or are added to the CBRS, then this section 
should be clarified to allow outdoor on, so long as it complies with 
the purposes of the CBRA. However, the 001 is not recommending that otherwise 
protected lands remain in or be added to the CBRS. This should alleviate the 
States' concerns without requi ng any changes in Section 6( (6) 

The 001 recommends no amendment to Section 6(a)(6)(A). 

scussed previously, block , such as the 
i Deve Block Grant , often i nvo 1 ve no-year appropri a-
that ve broad discretion to State and local Such Federal 
tures coul d, if not carefully moni tored, i y be used for 

of CBRS uni ts. Therefore, both the States of Massachusetts and 
a CBRA amendment to re Federal agencies to track block 

no funds are within the CBRS. 

The 001 recommends no amendment to address block 
be ieves that most agencies have i compliance 

the CBRA into regular program activities. The benefits derived from 
aw to re Federal agencies respons ble for disbursing 
to States and ocali es to estab is coordinated tracking 

The Sect i 7 cert i cation 
cumbersome and OMS does not 

res. Therefore, in 

comp ance with the CBRA wou d be 
ementati 

currently nistered 
i ity required to 

Draft , the 001 

is 
t agency 

that 



of 

from 
aware, 

the certification 
ce, which can 

The DOl 
agency to self­

of the CBRA during the 
fication to Congress on an 

i the 
to s and some commenters 

be transferred to the General 

on 7 be amended to 
they have eomp 1 i ed 

seal year and submit 
basis. 

require 
th the 

ce 



Add on 5 
delines 

State 

Alabama 0 0 1 
Cal i forni a 3 0 2 
Dist. of Columbia 3 3 3 
florida 9 2 10 
Illinois 0 0 1 
Maryland 2 0 1 
Massachusetts 4 0 3 
New Jersey 1 0 3 
New York 1 2 
Ohio 0 0 0 

vania 3 0 3 
Island 0 0 1 

South Carolina 1 0 1 
Texas 3 0 3 

n Islands 0 0 0 
a 1 

30 6 34 

amendments 
More than 6,150 

or on. 

1 0 
2 0 

2 4 1 
1 10 0 
0 1 0 
0 2 0 
0 3 0 
0 3 0 
0 2 
0 0 0 
0 3 0 
0 1 0 
1 1 0 
0 4 0 
0 1 0 

0 

4 41 1 

5 and Section 
viduals expres 

No C1 cati 

1 
2 
2 0 
9 1 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 
3 
2 0 
0 1 
3 0 
1 0 
1 0 
3 1 
0 0 

30 4 



Alabama 
California 
Dist. of Columbia 
Florida 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
New Jersey 
New 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

comments 
on. More 

Report by letter or 

1 0 
1 0 
3 0 
6 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
3 0 
2 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
1 0 
3 0 
0 0 
0 0 

25 0 

No Block 

1 0 
2 0 
2 0 
9 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
3 0 
2 0 
0 0 
2 1 
1 0 
1 0 
2 2 
0 0 
0 0 

3 

assistance, 
duals expressed 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

nions on 

2 
1 
2 

11 
0 
1 
1 
2 
4 
2 
1 
1 
2 
0 
1 
5 
2 
1 
1 

40 



Table 7. State and Terri positions on DOl's technical amendments to the CBRA as 
in the March 1987 Draft to Congress. + = for 001 recommendation, - = against 001 recommendation 

= no comment. 

No. No. 
States States 
for DOI 

ISSUE ME MA RI CT NY NJ DE MD VA NC SC GA FL AL MS LA TX PR VI Position 

Sect on 0 + 0 0 + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 

essential ink 0 + 0 0 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 4 
1 consistent 0 + 0 + + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 6 0 

amendment 0 + 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 3 2 

No Technical Assistance Guidance 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 3 0 

No Block Grant Monitoring 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 1 2 

Eliminate Section 7 - OMB 
Certification 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 1 3 



CHAPTER 

EXPANSION OF THE DEFINITION AND DELINEATION OF COASTAL BARRIERS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE CBRS 

EVOLUTION OF THE DEFINITION AND DELINEATION OF BARRIERS 

In recent years, coastal managers have increasi y asked for more information 
about natural coastal , cularly for data on how these are 
affected devel , and thus coastal entists have been involved in the 

process for our shorelines. One specific focus of icy-related 
has been to ne and describe coastal barriers, to i them on 

, ze them according to their level of devel and pro-
ve status, and to deli neate them on maps. s emphas is refl ects the 

early tion that any coastal er icy would have to be ied to 
fic sites. 

The Federal 
ual si nce 
of these 

tion and deli on of coastal barriers have evolved 
1977. With every iteration, the ng sci c understanding 

ally anal and local variation in barriers and 
has been i While ng has 

definition with i ca-
Omnibus i on 

a draft document nitions and 
criteria that was the DOl was circulated 

16, 1982, the final ni ons and deli 
used 
No. 
desi 

the OBRA des i gnat ions were i shed 
y followed the OBRA deli 
1982. 

of the 1982 

the bas s of the sci 
coastal sc 
consistent' ne 



2. 

3. 

ers are s 
se and are i 

upancy; 

barriers buffer the 

coastal barriers 
support the Nation1s 

of coasta storms and sea-
hazardous for human use 

from the of storms; 

ma; n ne 
shellfishing i 

4. Most coastal barriers cons st marily of unconsolidated ments; 

5. Coastal barriers are s ect to wi nd, wave, and t ida 1 es; and, 

6. Coastal barriers include 
the fastland (nonwetl 
direct wave attack. 

associated landward 
on of the coastal 

habitats which 
er from 

er islands, 
sties and 

landforms. 

barrier spits, barriers, and tombolos share these 
therefore represent vari at ions in coastal barri er 

The fi rst three cs in the 1 i st above, the ona 1 charac­
teristics, largely determine the value of undevel coastal barriers to 
sod and were crucial in establishing the national interest in protecting 
them. The functional characteristics of coastal barriers, however, are not 
easily measured, and, therefore, are of limited usefulness in delineating 

ers on the or on maps. Re 1 i ab 1 e sci ent ifi c methods and i nfor-
mation are not available to assess the of hazard for devel , the 
buffer; ng capaci , and the eco 1 ca 1 vity and economi c val ue of 

c habitats consistently, accurately, and at reasonable cost for hundreds 
c areas from ne to Texas. 

of coastal er andforms based upon and compo-
that could be observed th a nimum 

, as wel as on the , seemed the most 
ca and cost-effective. The CBRA nit i on therefore focused 

three characteristics listed above, which, with relatively ittle amp 
, sufficient to i most coastal barriers on the 

These characteristics were consistently i into the various defi 
ons of coastal ers the 001 between 1977 and 1982 when 

CBRA was enacted. 

ons of coastal 
de ineation 

Procedures for 
features the 
coastal 

c 
andward side 

teri a were tten 

based, are 
must be cone se, re ated 

stent ly over the 
sc entifie understanding coastal 
the existing CBRS provided for 

cularly wetlands, oi ng the 
ly these delinea-

i.e. the 



er 
tats. 

The de ~ a usive on features 
that were obsel~vab e aeria1 
Notable among these features were 
of ers and spits with the 
and ets, and continuous natural 

on of the barrier on 
ng the seaward 

arose 
f uncertai 

about the ical dimensions 
itso For this reason, the seaward 

maps of CBRS units. 

f net a 
the 1982 

One Of the most 
ba'r-ri ers \AJas the 

to del~neate eoasta 

andformso 
resent for 

beach 

of isual 
Scientists indicated a near or 
the landform to be considered a coastal barriero 

da 1-, and wave­
suppl ment, exist 
exposed marshes, and other 
were thus c early disti shed from coastal 

associated hab tats--open water, wet ands, 
sorts--are readi recogn zab e 

, and on the 

stinguishing deve from eoast,e 
that relative few are pri 

may seem undeve 
other recreational 

eoasta bard er" may be deve Hence, 
barrier was davel requ red the estab ishment 

veo "tne applicati cf three tests~ 
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ers 
program 
of the deve 
ment was c aimed by a large number 
nat i on of undeve 1 coastal 
s y recei ved a 

e. When undeve 
reference in the OBRA, II 

ass of devel ng coastal 
undeveloped ons of 
from the outset for a 
e developer and the 
al eted. 

andowners during the 
for OBRA purposes, and thi s 

attention and was te controversial. 
Because it was so difficult to make cons i stent nat ions about 
devel , phased devel ning devel 
status after 1982. 

A number of cri teri a have evo 1 ved to de i neate the undeve 1 
coastal barriers, three of which were central: ( 

ers should extend from the across the er to the andward 
aquatic habitat, (2) that each unit should encompass at least a of 
ocean-facing shoreline, and (3) that this minimum shoreline 1 should be 
determined from the IIbreak in devel on the fastland. The beach-to-
and mi mum sine 1 refl ect an understand; ng that coastal 
barriers are interrelated and c , which are adversely affected 
the stabilization of areas. In add; on to these three cri a, 
the nitions provided in the OBRA and the CBRA indicate that areas are to 
be considered undevel if human vities do not significantly impede 
natural ic and ecol cal processes and few human-made structures are 

on coastal ers is obvious in al , on 
drawn si nce the devel was completed (such as recent 

), and on the For a ally devel coastal 
er, however, determining where devel ends and where the undevel 

of the bard er arly i terms of human i 
mes diffi cult. ine was simply drawn along 

ning whether a coastal er was 
full comp ement of infrastructure 

was even more complicated. Because water and 
sewer lines 
roadbed, the 

mes e ectric and tel lines) paced 

roads i areas i 
indicator that a coastal barrier 

as 
veri the completed 

documented. Some 
prove that a 

been completed and 
ntent to y move forward 

roads 1 aid out ina 
to be a 

exc 
deve 

oper had iable 
on of the next 

if 
ng 

means, and 



In cal y excl 
vel coastal barr; any area that 
of an area estab 1 i shed under Federal 

ified as defined in 
of 1954, ly for wildl fe 

natural resource 
Atlantic and f 

The y recommendation in the 
to Congress as required by was that 
oped coastal bard ers be modi fi ed so that such II areas 
could be included under the Act. This recommendation reflected concern that 
privately owned land n the zed boundaries of these areas (in-
holdings) could be developed and Federal flood insurance and that some 
protected areas could become available for future devel This occurred 
in 1980 when the on of Texas I Padre Island National Seashore south of 

eld Cut was deauthorized the If other such areas 
classified as se become available for res; al or urban 
devel , it may be desirable to ude Federal tures thin such 
areas. 

Coastal 
draft 

hel d for on purposes were i dentifi ed in the 1985 
A coastal barrier, or on thereof, was ned 

if it has been wi thdrawn from the normal 
cated for conservation, wildlife management, 
fi c purposes. Protected status that 

intent on the of the the 
nition included: 

under a > State, or local law which sti 
on; 

ished by a Presidential Proclamati 
under a Federal, State, or local 

aw; 

under the 

on easement ch 

ates 

ect to deed 
the normal establishes the purposes 

agency 
ates 

Federal, State, ocal 

areas where the owner has establ the area 
purposes of a master an or si lar 

area· 



tten statement ng the 

in 1985 
revea 1 ed that most of occurs is 
necessary to allow access and isitors to licly conser-
vation or on areas. More of the beach-oriented recreational 
use of federally protected areas on coastal barriers. All nine 
Atl Ocean and Gulf of Mexico units of the National Park 
that prov de a significant amount recreation are on coastal barriers 
with the on of n beaches Cod. These coastal barri ers 
s a total of 30 million s ts in 1984, up from 22.5 million visits 
in 1979 and 8.9 llion visits in 1977 U.S. of the Interior 1983; 
Platt 1985). Much of this use is moderate or low intensi resource-oriented 
rec onal and educational vi Recent estimates show an average of 
6 million visits annually to 20 of the 50 National Wildlife Refuges located 
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coastlines. 

State and local also coastal ers and provide for 
1 i c recreation. The 1 arge urban at ions in the Northeast have created 

substantial demands for beach facilities. In New and, New York, and New 
, town beaches--often contiguous wi th the town and anned to prov; de 

beach recreation for residents during the summer--are common. In the south­
eastern and f states, where urbanization is generally less intensive and 
more recent, beach use tends to be associated with vate resi al devel-

In Fl da, where urbani on pressure the State is 
making a considerable effort to develop local the increasing 

1 i c demand. 

areas contain substantial amounts of 
onal most are undevel ,contain scattered 

vate devel of a nature (such as board-walks, 
cross ngs, picnic areas, campsites, contain only a single devel 

bathhouses and other faci ities to s beach recreation. 

tion to the public parks, about a score of coastal 
ve as wi 1 dl i fe sanctuari es and research areas 

conservation organizations such as the Audubon Soci and The 
). Exc us i on of these vate y owned, otherwi se 

the CBRS ly increases their market value whic 
ve to the owners to side and the 

e sewhere that may be e 

s 
excluded 

1982 
for that 

range of 
nsurance Other 

but is inc uded i the CBRS, 
acquire other Federal fi 

em appears ater i 



The shed 
of 

ers coastlines, nc 

udes coastal ers the 
ng 1983-85, however, the 
i nformat i on about coastal 

Great Lakes, the Pacific coast, 
Alaska, Hawai , and American Samoa. of these coastal ers were 

ished as of the 1985 Nati 

This endeavor was te controvers commenters in 1985 a CBRS 
expansion to other coastlines, includi of the Governors of the affected 
States. Some of these commenters the barriers on these coastlines 
were very different geol cally from antic and f coasta barriers 
and thus di d not i for add; to the CBRS. Others that 
because Congress did not address the possibi i of including barriers 
these coastlines i 1982, it did not ntend the CBRA to app y to these areas. 

In the 1987 Draft , the 001 did not nc ude the barriers on coastl nes 
other than the antic Ocean and Gu f of Mexico the recommend-
ations and many commenters favoring expansion wrote opposing this. The 
Governors of Ohio, chigan, and Wisconsi al wrote s ng a CBRS expan-
s i on nto the Great Lakes. I 1987, members of s from the Great Lakes 
States introduced s at i on to requ re a and recommend-
at ions to ate areas for addition to the CBRS i these 
States. 

istory does not c ear y indicate whether s ntended to 
eve y to nc ude other coastlines. Additional studies 

are necessary before the 001 cou d make specif c recommend-
the undevel coastal barriers on these coastl nes. Because the 

intent is unclear and there is so much s 
othe coast 1 i nes, the 001 wi 1 complete es 

s enacts egis ati directing so. 

UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS FOR PURPOSES OF 



dal, and es and 
acent wetlands, marshes, 

Coastal barriers may be described th respect to r relation-
ships to the mainland, as barri , tambalas, er ts, and er 
is ands. The mainland includes the nental as wel as arge 
islands such as Long Martha , Massachusetts. 
The sci coastal barrier andforms 
includes: 

1. Barriers- coastal barriers that connect two headlands, and enclose 
a pond, marsh, or other aquatic habitat (Figure The term" mouth 
bar," or ilbay is synonymous with er. 

2. Tombolos--sand 
to each other 

occur 
bar, tie 

or gravel beaches which connect 
or to the mainland (Figure 

ly in New York and New 
and" ng are synonymous 

one or more offshore 
Coastal barriers 

and. The terms 
with tombo o. 

sands 
of thi s 

ng 

3. er 
attached 
into 
habitat. 
created. 

ts--coastal barriers which extend into open water and are 
to the mainland at only one end (Figure 15c). can develop 
barriers if grow completely across a or other c 
On the other hand, barriers can become spits if an inlet is 

Islands-- etely detached from the mainland 
15d). Barrier spits er islands if their connection 

land is severed by on of a inlet. The barrier 
a broad barrier beach, commonly sufficiently above high 

zones, and wetland areas. 

coastal barriers consist entirely of idated sediment 
of sand or Sometimes however, sediments include silt, 

cobbles or arger rocks or may be conso dated. Three additional areas that 
function as coastal barriers inc ude: 

Areas ing carbonate-

a. 

b. cemented dunes-- found 
carbonate-cemented dune 
or ess cal coastal 
extend seaward to the 

ts such as: 

a coastal barrier--
i st i ng of carbonate-cemented 

ai unconso idated 

in Puerto Ri co where a 
ate y seaward of a more 

isting of a beach ch may 
, dune, and mangrove. Cemented 





2. ng 

be 
the 

marily of 

beachrock, 
Fl da 

such as: 

extens ve, as 

a. ng mangroves--nearshore ts of silt and clay stabilized 
mangroves as islands (overwas mangroves), and bands of along 

ical or ical hores in areas of low wave-energy. 
of these areas are nd coral reefs. Fri ng mangroves 

and associated reef are considered coastal barriers in 
i ca 1 areas because the on afforded the as 

c habitat and n 1 and s 1 e to that ven coasta 1 
ers that contain a linear or curvilinear 

b. cheniers--narrow, wooded beach ly following the shore-
line, and para 11 e 1 to and enclosing marsh and mud-flat ments on the 
landward side. Fi ned shoreline sediments cally occur 
seaward of the The n extending along the coast of south-
western Louisiana is zed a series of these ers. 

3. Areas containing acial and bedrock its--areas consisting of discon-
tinuous of bedrock and coarse 
than 25% of the coastal barrier landform 
stantial wave-energies in the area where 
New and) move sediments and 

acial its that make up ess 
water. The sub-

its occur ly 
their composition. 

nd waves, and tides are the immediate forces which ntain or modify 
coastal barriers. The actions of nd, waves rectly and ng 

, onshore-offshore, or other currents), and tidal energy on 
idated sedi als ly result in nuous linear or 

near features--a beach ri or berm located along the 
s de of the coastal barrier. I arities in the s 
breaks in the of the inear or inear features are 

under these expanded definitions. Such breaks in lineari are 
often in coastal barriers located i de-dominated 

, and er shorelines. 

Where a s itable sediment source and sufficient wind, wave, and tidal energy 
on the main and side of exist coastal ers occas onally develop 

arge or agoons behind coastal barrier of these 
coastal ers are inc uded recommendations. 

c hab tat e.g. tidal ats, swamps, 
mangroves, and marshes , between the er and the 

and, ets the of the coastal er 
ng the sand-s some cal areas, the coral 

reefs associated with Under normal weather ons, 
on c habitats the coastal er are under 



threat 
c 

Therefore, 
dimi shed wind, wave, 
er ng a or storm. 

presence of 

This somewhat definition is the definition of coastal 
barriers outlined in the CBRA and refl conservation 
of the CBRA to the fi sh, wi natura 1 resources of 
coasta 1 barri ers. A 11 such associ ated are i e 
of the coastal barri er ecosystem. A 1 c habi tat between a coastal 
barrier and the mainland is the coastal barrier from direct wave 
attack. Protection of this habitat and the mai and itself from wave attack 
duri ng or storms has long been recogni zed as a fundamental on of 
coastal barriers. 

Once a coastal er was identified, the devel status of the unit was 
determined using the dance in the CBRA: 

1. Few human-made structures: 

A unit is consi dered undevel if it contai ns fewer than one structure 
per 5 acres of fastland. A human-made structure is defined as a walled and 
roofed building constructed in conformance with Federal, State or local 

requirements, with a ected ground area exceeding 200 

CBRA 

and human activities do not significantly i 
processes: 

ic 

contains fewer than one structure per 5 acres of fastland, it is 
undevel when and cal processes are 

to the extent that the on of the coastal 
s threatened. 

thereof: 

coastal barrier to be 
undevel 

nc uded, and 
coastal 
f there 

rotected 
an ndeve 

to the assoc ated 
the defin tion of a coastal 
necticut, however, 

ess than 

ne a ned deve op­
s avai ab e 

and Federal and State 
st recent 

dent 



ted 
poss; 

and resources. When 1 andowners 
complement of infrastructure was 

in ace in, 
comp ement of infrastructure 
the deve oper to each lot or bui 

were invest i Where a ful 
and electric lines) provided 

was verified, the er was 
sidered devel Because so diffi cult to 
and were so controvers i in 
determining devel status this 

was not 

DELI OF UNDEVE COASTAL BARRIERS FOR PURPOSES OF THIS 

Once an undeveloped, coastal er was identified according 
the definitions presented above, delineations of the 
coastal barrier units were made in the manner discussed below. 

On the andward side, the is a line which encompasses the fastland 
core of the coastal er itself as well as associated c habitat con­
sisting of wetland (incl ng dal flats), shoals, islands, channels, and 
open water landward of the fastland ion of the coastal er. In 

, the landward of coastal barriers, as defined to include 
associated ic habitats, follows some natural or cultural feature within 
or 1 andward of the c system. Such features d be recogni zab 1 e on 

2. 

able maps or as well as on the 

ers. 
andward 

specific appli 

case: 

c environments, or combinations thereof, occur land-
Each requires a somewhat different ication of 

delineati rule. These c environments 
ons of the IIlandward delineation ll rule are 

andward boundary is a continuous line whic ows the interface 
c hab hat and the main 1 and, as 

s or a i 
ned on 

The 
drawn not 1 andward of the mean i 

ic 
is 

on the 

a. 

coastal e Figure 16a). 

ons: 

is drawn 
farthest 1 

coastal barrier 
channel, artificial channe 
water approximately 1 

de andward of coastal er. 

water 
of wet ands 

If a 

mate y 1 mi and­
on the protected side 
discernable natural 

sts n the open 
coastal barrier, t is used 



5-MILE 
LIMIT 

Mi 

delineation in common coastal barrier ngs. 
cal case along shorelines where the landward is drawn 

c habi tat mate 5 from the mean 
unprotected side of the coastal barrier. B 
ines where the landward boundary is drawn 

andward of the wetlands on the 
water 

s de 



s drawn 

b. Continuous wetlands 
er. 

The is 
able natural 

nearest to the 
features are lacking, 

ly lel to and 5 
the unprotected side of the 

c. Coastal Plain remnants. 

and art i 
the coastal 

channe 1 s, the 
er. 

than 5 mi landward of the coastal 

the wetlands along an 
channe 1, or po 1 it i ca 1 

described in If such 
the wetl and drawn 

the 
barrier. 

water line on 

Coastal Plain remnants special delineation ems, espe­
ci ally along the coasts of South ina, a, and northeastern 
Florida. These isolated upland landforms are located wi n the 
coasta 1 zone between the shore 1 i ne and the more continuous 

ands of the Coastal Plain and are the result of coastal sedimenta-
tion at a hi stand of sea level than the one. Coastal 
Pl n remnants are ly surrounded tats. Where 
all or of the Coastal Plain remnant is ng to modern wind, 
wave, and tidal energies, it is treated as a mary or secondary 
barrier. Where the Coastal Plain remnant is not significantly 
i ng or al ng the processes in the surrounding wetlands due to 
large size or hi el on, it is included in the associated aquatic 
habitat up to 5 miles landward of the shoreline. Where 
Coasta Pl ai n remnants n to form a more-or-l ess nuous 1 i ne 

thin the wetlands, the landward is drawn along the seaward 
n of the Coastal Plain remnants, excluding them from the unit. 

Watercourses that f1 ow into the c habitat from the ma; n 1 and. 

The boundary is drawn at the first natural or artificial constri 
the drainage landward of the coastal barrier. 

e. Coastal barriers with; arge and coastal 
ers within and agoons. 

Because of imited energy affecting these coastal barriers, the 
drawn as descri case" above but at not 
mi landward ine the unprotected 5 

coastal 

Each contains the 
face, and offshore 

including the beach shore­
of coastal barriers is 
I arge coastal 

, the sand-sharing 
cases, the sand-shari is 



Undevel 
Geological 

al 
of the 
used: 

1. Undeve 1 area 

ers, or 
c 

Development status 
isible structures. 

oins continuous devel 

roximatel 
er. 

seaward 

were delineated using U.S. 
lable, recent 

lyon the basis 
a are 

The bo is ly drawn ar to the undevel shoreline 
across the entire coastal barrier and the associated landward c 
habitat at the break in devel 

2. Undevel area ns isolated c usters of structures 

Clusters of mate y 10 or more structures 
from the un; t where the i of the deve 1 

fically exc uded 
on geol cal and 

y to the fastland on 
drawn around the cluster 

eco ca 1 processes is oca 1 and confi ned 
which the structures are ocated. A 
of devel to exclude it from the unit. 

Partial y undeve 
habitat. 

coastal ers: inclusion of associated c 

ated c habitat that is behind the undevel 
coastal er is included i cases where the coastal 
ally developed. The 

de 1 i neated in accordance 
of the associated c 

th the criteri a descri bed in the 

FOR ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE 

ons for additions 
barri er defi 
The I recommends 

and the Is 

ons 
i c comments 

the offi ci a 1 State 



da , 
rect wave 

i andward c 

Al ers of unconsolidated sediment, as 
explained they can contain carbonate-cemented its 
(such as ), sil such as fri ng mangroves and 

bedrock or coarse acial its. 
ers to be expanded to include these 
ete the reference to unconso 1 i dated 

chen; ers , or di scont i nuous 
To allow the definition of coasta 
areas, an amendment to the CBRA 

als is necessary. 

Recommendation: The 001 recommends that the definition of coastal 
barriers in Section 3(1)(A) of the CBRA be amended deleting 
subparagraph (i). The 001 also recommends that all undevel 
unprotected coastal barrier areas meeting 001 definitions be added to the 
CBRS and that any coastal barrier areas not meeting 001 defi tions that 
were erroneously included in the CBRS in 1982 be deleted from the CBRS. 
Individual recommendations for tions to or deletions from the CBRS 
each State or Terri are contai ned in the 21 State and Terri 
atlases lumes 2-22 of the ). A summary of these recommendations 
appears in Table 12. 

When the CBRA was enacted in 1982, s only included coastal barriers on 
the Atl c Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coastlines in the CBRS. The legislative 

does not clearly indicate whether Congress intended to expand the CBRS 
eventua y to include other coastlines. As discussed previously, however, 

be 

1983-85 the Coastal Barriers Study preliminary infor­
about undevel coastal barriers on all U.S. coastlines. Although 

resulted in draft maps and a large amount of data, additional 
cons deration are necessary before the 001 can make sped c 

ons about the undevel coastal barriers along the Paci c 
Lakes, Alaska, Hawai , and American Samoa. Because sional 

uncl ear and there is so much s ng expansi on to 
ines, the 001 does not plan to ete the studies of other 

ess s enacts 1 slation directing it to do so. 

were not 
ant i c Ocean and 

pressures as other 
the CBRS 

The 
ers of the Fl 

the CBRS. The 
F orida 

reasons. 

in the Florida 
the CBRS i 1982. 
to the same 

undeve 
rto co, and the 

, Puerto Rico, 
These ers 

c forces and 
y 

recommends that the tions 
. S. Hi 1 because it 
is ands and should be 



The State da s 
to the CBRS. 
ers to 

addit i on of its 

The CBRA nes an undeve 1 
c habi tats: acent wetlands, 

shore waters. II This nition reflects 
the CBRA to the fish, wildlife, 
barriers. All such associated c 
coastal barrier ecosystem. The original 
only mi nimum c habitat because the 
based on 1 de 1 i neat ions for 
Federal flood insurance as required OBRA. 
the undevel fastland on of 
devel occur. 

the 
ts 

the 

to include all associated 
, estuaries, inlets and near­

c conservation purposes of 
natural resources of 

are i le of the 
the CBRS, however, nc ude 

sional des; ons were 
on on just the sale of 

These de ineations foc~sed on 
barr; ers, where res dent i a 1 

barriers 
mainland. These 

the c habi tats between the er a'1d the 
are critical y to many fish and ife 

ng most of the Nation's commercial fish and shellfis harvest. species, inc 
barrier 

health and 
al the 

and its associated habitats are one ecol cal system, and the 
vi of the entire on the rational use of 

Associated c habitat" includes all wetlands (e.g., tidal flats, swamps, 
s, and marshes), lagoons, estuaries, coves between the et and the 

ets, the nearshore waters seaward of the coastal ei~ i ncl ud-
sand-sharing and, i some ical areas, the coral reefs 

nearshore mangroves. Under normal weather conditions, onl 
tats mmedi ate ly acent to coastal barri ers are to 
attack. or coastal storms, however, routinely aff:::ct the 

c habitat. Such habitat survives or storms because 
ers receive the brunt of the ocean's es. Storm waves break 
er beach, leaving a di nished storm wave to travel 
the same time, the wetland stores storm flood waters, ea 

pressure on the mai and. Associ ated c habi tat is cons defed 
se the entire area sect to i shed nd, wave, t i 

ng a storm because of the presence of the coastal er. 
neated ude 

a er, 
eistocene 

of 
sma; 



neers. 
concerned 

to accommodate 

The DO! has 
ons to 

p channel. 
existing Federal 

reference 
thereof, of such channels. 

nc ng some State and 1 oca 1 
of this inc usion on plans to 

boundaries of several individual 
shi ng channels such as the 

001 recommends specifically 
channels, including the Intra-
dening and ing or 

The environmental effects of channel are assessed appro­
ly also ate Federal and State regul atory programs; these programs 

serve the purposes of the CBRA. 

Secondary Barriers 

Secondary barriers are located in large, wel -defined (e.g. 
Bay, or in lagoons on the nland side of coastal barrier 
systems if a suitable sediment source and tidal 
energy exi st. are ma; ntai ned 
waves rather than open ocean waves. y, are 
and more than barriers along the Atlantic Ocean or Gulf of Mexico. 
Nonetheless, these barriers are formed of unconsolidated sediments 
just like most oceanic barriers and, more i y, also protect 
i fish and wildlife habitat and de substantial protection for the 
mainland during or storms. 

The DO! recommends that barriers be added to 

exc uded from the CBRS undevel coastal barriers that are 
within the es of an area estab ished under Federal, State 

aw, or held by a qualified organization as defined in Section 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, mar; y for wildlife , 

s ,recreational or natural resource conservation purposes" (herein-
after referred to as " areas). About one-third ( of 
the ant i c and gu f into thi s otherwi se 

1982 to 
recommended that 

the CBRS to ensure that owners 
areas be Federal 
s zed deve that 
necessary al 

The States of Maine, Massachusetts, 
Carol na al favor the inclusi 
CBRS. These States feel that 
mental 

Coastal Barriers, 
coastal barriers be inc uded 

thi the boundari es of these 
Most of the s 

sand, 
se 
is not 

coul d be 

areas however 

cut, and 
barri ers n the 

a of environ-
used for wasteful and 



exclusion 

the these 
New York, De 

The 001 recommends 
s n but is not a 
ngs) on an undeve 1 coasta 1 

Where accurate maps of i nho 1 di ngs 
Seashores and Wildlife ), inhol 
(see ate State volumes). Where 
inholdings on undeveloped otherwise 
included by reference. 

are not 
Texas 

vate ly owned 

the 
the 

se area (i.e. 
er be included in the CBRS. 

able .g. for the onal 
included on the CBRS maps 
i nformat i on was 1 acki ng, 

coastal barriers are 

The 001 also recommends that all se areas in the existing 
CBRS be deleted. However, if any public or vately owned, otherwise 
protected area on an undeveloped coastal barrier is ever made available 
for development that is inconsistent with the CBRA purposes or the 
long-term conservation of the barrier, the 001 recommends that it then 
automatically be included in the CBRS. An amendment to the CBRA providing 
a 1 slative directive to the 001 to develop guidelines for le 

and automatic inclusion of otherwise areas s 
necessary. 

These de 1 i nes coul d be s i ar to the I s Standards for Hi stori c 
Preservation used to certi Historic Preservation Tax Credits and should be 
deve 1 with ic comment. Lack of adherence to these 

delines would constitute on for automatic inclusion in the CBRS. 
tures on otherwi se coasta 1 ers shoul d support 

on, education, and conservation act i vi ties that are cons i stent wi th 
ntenance of the natural envi ronment. The de 1 i nes used to judge 

e devel could include, but not be 1i ted to the following: 

the 
most stable 

The otherwise 
2-22 of the 

the 
the 

s necessary to fulfill the purpose of the area; 
and its use can be accommodated on the barrier without 

interrupting natural ogical eco cal processes, 
is located 1 andward of the mary dunes and the 
on of the barrier. 

coastal barriers are dentified on the maps in Vo umes 

Coast Guard stati 
the CBRS 1982. 

al to 
rehabili 



i 
after tation s ng that most mi i activities and f coastlines are es al to 

National Environmental Policy Act and 
red of the mi 1 ita ry and 

National 

kes Act, 
to develop fish 

and Wildlife Service works with the 
ife conservation ans for thei 

The 001 recommends that the mi 1 i and 
y included in the be deleted and that no new mi 

lands be to the CBRS. 



CBRS ts. 
(Volumes 
1987 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Cali a 
Colorado 

cut 
Delaware 
Dist. of 
Florida 
Georgia 

s 
ana 

Iowa 
Kansas 

Nebraska 

0 

ahoma 

a 

CBRS 
EXEansion 

for against 

6 0 2 
1 0 1 
5 0 5 
2 0 1 

48 0 21 
14 0 9 

0 2 
1 0 0 
8 1 5 

78 
5 2 1 
3 0 0 
1 0 1 

25 0 17 
10 0 10 

5 0 4 
3 0 3 
6 0 4 
1 1 
5 0 2 

0 16 
16 0 5 
27 0 14 
23 0 13 

6 0 1 
4 0 3 

0 

0 

2 
0 1 
0 5 
0 1 
0 21 
0 9 

2 
0 0 
0 6 

19 36 
0 1 
0 0 
0 1 
0 17 
0 9 
0 4 
0 3 
0 4 
0 1 
0 2 

0 
0 14 
0 13 
0 1 
0 3 

0 
1 
1 

30 

22 
3 

ng 
comments 

in 
opi ons on the 

0 0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 4 
0 
0 0 
0 
0 3 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 

0 

re 

3 
1 
5 
2 

73 
14 

7 

4 
69 

4 
3 
1 

26 
14 

5 
3 
6 
1 
3 

12 
34 
25 

2 
5 
0 
1 
3 

35 
2 

45 



Exclude 
Pad 

nst 

3 0 2 0 2 0 0 8 
vania 31 0 21 0 21 0 0 32 

Puerto Rico 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
Rhode Island 6 0 4 0 4 0 0 
South Carolina 8 0 3 0 2 0 0 
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tennessee 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 
Texas 146 16 18 0 18 0 53 Utah 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 Vermont 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 Vi n Islands 6 0 2 0 6 0 2 Vi nia 26 1 12 0 12 0 0 18 Wash; 0 13 0 13 0 0 29 
West Vi nia 17 0 1 0 1 0 0 17 

34 0 9 0 9 0 0 38 
0 0 0 

891 98 452 19 356 0 9 705 



e 9. c tat 
indi iduals expressed 

on. 

Add Associated Delete and Exclude 

')tate 

/\ abama 0 0 0 0 2 
Alaska 1 0 0 0 
Arizona 4 0 0 0 5 
/\y'kansas 1 0 1 0 0 2 
Ca -I i forn; a 19 0 21 1 0 39 
Colorado 7 0 9 0 0 
Connecticut 2 0 2 0 0 
Ile aware 0 0 0 0 
Ili st. of Co umbia 7 1 7 2 
Ilorida 67 0 35 1 0 

ia 2 1 0 
Ilawaii 0 0 0 
Idaho 0 0 1 0 0 
llinois 13 0 15 0 0 20 

Indiana 7 0 9 0 0 9 
owa 2 0 4 0 0 4 

Kansas 3 0 3 0 0 3 
4 0 4 0 0 6 
0 0 1 0 0 1 
2 2 0 0 4 

11 0 22 0 0 28 
6 0 6 0 0 8 

10 13 0 0 15 
9 0 12 0 0 17 
1 1 0 1 
3 0 3 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 ., 1 0 0 .L 

0 1 0 0 
New Jersey 28 0 0 35 

0 1 0 2 
35 

4 0 0 12 
0 

0 22 
2 0 
2 0 2 0 

13 21 
2 0 0 
6 



State 

South Carolina 3 0 0 
Tennessee 2 0 0 3 
Texas 19 1 20 2 0 
Utah 0 1 0 0 

1 0 1 0 0 2 
3 0 1 0 0 

a 0 15 0 1 
Washington 10 0 13 0 0 
West Virginia 1 0 1 0 0 
Wisconsin 0 

333 2 358 6 5 



labama 0 
1 Hornia 0 
st. of Col a 0 

lorida 2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 

6 

comments 
ngs 
re 

0 
3 
4 

49 
1 
1 
1 
5 
6 
1 
0 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
4 
1 
2 
1 

92 

0 
0 
2 

30 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 

36 

se 
More 

letter or pet; 

0 2 
0 2 
1 5 
0 6 
0 0 
0 1 
0 1 
0 2 
0 2 
0 0 
0 3 
0 4 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 2 
0 4 
0 2 
0 2 
0 

40 

0 
0 
2 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Table II. and Territory pos it ions on DOl's proposed additions to and deletions from the 
in the March 1987 Draft to Congress. + = for 001 recommendation, - = aaa;nst DO 

recommendation, 0 no comment. 

No. No. 
States States 
for 001 Against 

ISSUE ME MA RI CT NY NJ DE MD VA NC SC GA FL AL MS LA TX PR VI Position Pos; on 

+ + + + + + + + + + + 0 + 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 

& Virain Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 
Study 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 

Add Associated Aquatic Habitat 0 + + 0 + + 0 + 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 7 

Add Secondary Barriers 0 0 + + 0 0 + + 0 + 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 6 1 

Otherwise Protected 
Delete in existing CBRS and 

exclude + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 4 5 
Automatic inclusion if develop 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 4 0 
Include inholdings 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 4 0 

Exclude Military & Coast Guard lands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 1 3 



recommenaaLlons for changes in the CBRS. 

Number Number of Shoreline Shoreline Total Fastland 

of exi units with length length with Total acreage Fastland acreage 

ng CBRS recom~' in CBRS recommendations acreage with recom- acreage with recom-

State un'j ts mendations (mil es) (mil es) in CBRS mendations in CBRS mendations 

Maine 1<:: 25 10.0 22.5 1,045 4,640 485 1,005 

Massachusetts 44 60 70.7 119.3 17,214 66,290 3,871 6,904 

Rhode Is 'j and 11 20 17.7 25.7 4,791 8,851 1,058 1,436 

Connecticut 11 15 8.2 7.5 3,045 3,741 333 302 

New York 12 42 21. 0 45.0 4,635 18,399 1,131 1,965 

0 8 0 13.5 0 5,486 0 396 

4 17 .1 17.5 1,565 6,945 517 740 

0 36 0 28.0 0 7,163 0 

4 52 13.8 80.5 11,298 52,831 1, 

8 6 54.6 32.6 31,913 29,741 8, 

lina 14 38.4 42.4 26,885 76,130 4, 

6 6 16.2 19.9 33,073 64,255 5, 

33 65 118.8 172.4 61,575 305,200 19,378 39, 

Alabama 3 4 17.6 19.0 10,678 11,058 2,940 2,722 

Mississippi 4 6 9.6 12.8 4,309 5,981 557 662 

Louisiana 12 17 91. 7 180.0 59,243 353,340 4,518 12,747 

Texas 11 19 161. 0 180.0 181,565 199,401 46,751 48,498 

Puerto Rico 0 42 0 56.9 0 21,486 0 2,473 

Virgin Islands 0 20 4 0 0 587 
---

TOTAL 186 fj,61 666.4 1,088.9 452,834 1,243,678 100,934 139,703 



6 

AN OVERVIEW OF FOR CONSERVING FISH AND WI 
OF THE COASTAL BARRIER SYSTEM 

I NTRODUCTI ON 

The enactment of the CBRA in 1982 a significant 
establishment of a consistent Federal icy on undevel coastal 

effect of the CBRA was to break the cycle of Federal 
encourage devel and redevel of undeveloped coasta 
CBRA seeks to achieve its purposes withdrawing most of 
subsidies that may influence devel decisions. This is i 
one of the CBRA purposes is to mi ni mi ze the damage to fi sh 
resources associ ated wi th CBRS, many of whi ch are 
availability of undisturbed coastal habitat. This habitat 
attractive location for residential and commercial development, which 
always take into account the needs of fish and wildlife or the hazards such 
coastal areas often ence. 

next several of the address 
on of coastal er resources pursuant to 

outlined in Section the CBRA. 

STEWARDSHI 

are a number of yes existing authorities 
all useful for conservation of the resources in the CBRS. Some 

more tradi onal alternatives include: acquiring sensitive 
fee-simple transactions; conservation easements in vately 
areas without ng 1 i mit i ng acces s to 
areas; regulating ts containing 
standards' imp for the enhancement of 

threatened spec es; managi habitat for the 
ori spec es; and zon; ng areas for recreat i ona 1 or other 

usages. These techn ques are currently being used 
the 

are 
n 

nstances, fee-simple sition is the most effect 
a gross sense as i places the resources under the 

the Government. Access is re at i ve ly easy to contro 
easy to monitor. Al acquisition can be espec a 

or; areas and thus has considerable t as 
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that is increasi 
expense, especial given 

1 ab 1 e. 

on of the 
recommends. Coastal 

cult to j 
of 

ons are another of a comprehens i ve 
example, many rds associated with 

ally protected from human the 
administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
speci es are protected by the Speci es Act. 
Federa 1 Ri vers and Harbors Act requi res that the Army Corps of 
review and approve any proposed project ng the nav; e waters 
United States, and Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act requires 
for disposal of dredged materials in U.S. waters and adjacent wetlands. 
key coastal areas, including wetlands, beaches, and coastal barriers, 
protected by a vari ety of State and 1 oca 1 1 and use ons 
prevent development from encroaching upon hi ority natural areas. 

Tradi tiona 1 conservation ces, wi th increased i c 
have resulted in several dramatic conservation successes in coastal 
The resurgence of the American al s an ng example. 
the verge of extinction due to loss of habitat and over-hunting for 
hi des, these ma 1 s have a comeback of such ons that, 
areas, controlled harvesting of ld alligators for hides and meat 

tted. This would have been impossible without aggressive habitat 
ment and 1 aw enforcement. The brown pe i can is another good example 
conservation success Pe ican popUlations declined rapidly ng 
1960 s and early 70 l s due mari y to the accumulation of toxic des 
their food s y, coastal fishes. Regulatory control of 

and a carefully an ned schedule of introducing icans back 
occup ed areas has res ted in the reestablishment of this 
most of ts former range. Other examples include 

manatees, waterfowl. each case careful 
tat acquisition or on both 

of the resource. 

STATE COASTAL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

ant i c and Gulf Coastal States have 1 ace some form 

also 
Coastal 
1972, as 
enacted 

resources. 

the on of Geo 
c Admini 

Coasta 1 Zone 
the Sec 

evaluate State coastal zone programs i 
the F edera 1 program. The program also allocates 

for the ni strati on of the approved 
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obtai of the; elM programs, States 
i coastal resources, incl ng coastal ers. 
i ssible land and water uses in their coastal zones 
enforceable icies to balance ng demands for use of i 
resources. Approved State elM programs must address the nat i 
management objectives in the Coastal lone Management Act, incl 
of coastal resources (speci cal including barrier islands 
of development to mi ni ze losses due to natural hazards. 
barriers are valuable natural resource areas and i 
devel in these areas is essential to avoid losses 
hazards, coastal barriers have received sign; cant attenti 
ment and implementation of State ClM programs, particularly al 
and gulf coasts. 

A 1 though the treatment of coastal barri ers 
State programs can be categorized generally. First, all 
State CZM programs control development in their coastal 
permitting programs and th consi review of 
affecting land and water uses in the coastal zone. Most of 
programs take into account the values of speci a 1 resource 
beaches, dunes, and wetlands associ ated th coastal 
specific provisions of the ng programs vary 
a State ng program which ates large 
Massachusetts, Wet 1 ands Protection Act regul ates deve 1 
is 1 ands; the coastal programs in North and South 
designed to barrier islands from development which woul 
affect their natural values; and Rhode Island has a po 

ibits devel on undevel barrier beaches and has 
requirements for additional devel on beaches which 
devel 

Second, a number of States have enacted special area 
er is ands. Beach and dune on statutes in 

in North and South Carol ina, abama, Delaware, and 
the siting of deve away from these 

areas, the limiting losses due to erosion and storm 
Carolina has also designated ocean and inlet 
environmental concern. Within these areas, regulations to 

nclude nimum oceanfront setbacks, beach and dune 
rements, limits on new erosion control structures that 

affect acent areas, on standards, and imits on 
infrastructure s as roads, bri ,and sewers. 

ke Caro ina, other States have 
reviews of nfrastructure decisions under the policies of 

nstance Caro ina1s program nc 
new 1 i c investments in infrastructure whi ch 

er is ands. Simil arly, New Jersey has a Shore 
Plan to ve special review to infrastructure ects 
sensi ve areas ike barrier islands. Massachusetts 

er Beach on whi ch the CBRA 
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(,tate 
!leach areas ves 

ng nfrastructure i hazardous 
sition of these areas. 

er 

fourth, 
islands. 
ritical 

and, 

several States have undertaken speci a1 projects ng er 
For example, Louisiana has established a special fund to combat 

erosion of its er islands. Delaware mapped its 
a result, established a setback line on ch new 
beaches and dunes were based. Fl da is prepari ng 
evacuation and property loss reduction plans for its 

The policies and enforcement mechanisms of States with federally 
programs are important factors in the protection of undevel 
barrier resources. By integrating these programs into any 
efforts, the Federal Government can build on what the States have 
and avoid unnecessarily confl; ng policies or redundant ons. 

The purposes of the Coastal Zone Management Act are comp 1 
fully consistent with, the purposes of the CBRA. 
wi th the coastal zone management ects of State or 1 oca 1 

ong as those ects are consistent with the purposes of the 
an confl i ct arose, because the CBRA only removes 
for devel State- devel could 
consistent with the coastal zone program of that State. 

129 



CHAPTER 7 

ACQUISITION ON COASTAL BARRIERS 

The Federal Government did not originally own as much land on the coast as it 
did in other areas of the country. For a short time, the coasts of Florida, 
Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana were federally owned, but these were 
transferred to the States or private parties by the mid-1800's (Platt 1985). 
Federal interest did not turn towards conservation and preservation of coastal 
resources 1 the Cape Hatteras Nat i ana 1 Seashore was estab 1 i shed in 1937 
(U.S. of the Interior 1983). As steward of the Nation's natural 
and cul tural resources the 001 has along-standi ng interest in and respon-
sibili for these coastlines. , the National Park Service administers 
nine National Seas ong Atlantic and gulf shorelines, encompassing 
about 550 shoreline miles and 400,000 acres of land. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) manages about 50 National Wildlife Refuges along these 
coastlines. 

During the ast 3 decades, 
associated with natural coastal 

c awareness of the diverse National benefits 
barrier has increased, resulting in 

on of undeveloped areas. This trend commitment to 
the pro 1 i ferat ion 

reflects the desire of an 
resources for personal 

of deve 1 res i dent i a 1, that 
i ncreas i popul at i on to use these 

tment of vast expanses of coasta 
result has been a progressive 
er open space to long-term lic 

vate uses. 

Before War II, more than 90% of the Nation's coastal barrier real estate 
exi sted as undeve 1 natura 1 1 arge ly i naccess i b 1 e to the 

ie. Post-war development soon to this situation, but not 
unti 1961--when the Cod National Seashore was authorized as the second 

s to take aggress i ve action to 
coastal barriers. From 1961 1972, 

barrier units of the onal Park 
Dud ng the same 

new anal 
and 1 oca 1 

de beaches for 
areas of dunes 

totaling 
a1 

ve y 
as undevel open space. si on programs, cu arly 

sector and coastal states, have 
for ning undeveloped acreage has 

Park Service (NPS) has also continued 
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erated in recent years as 
intensified. Since 1972, 
to add acreage its ne 



onal 
coastal 

the has red new s of 1 on 
onal Wildlife Refuge (NWR) System. 

Since enactment of the CBRA, several CBRS units have been acquired for recre­
ational or conservation purposes, including Shackleford Banks (NPS-Cape 
Lookout National Seashore), part of Mobile Point (FWS-Bon Secour NWR), and 
several areas in Florida (for inclusion in the State1s park system). 
Acquisition, however, has been limited because of the excessive costs of 
acquiring prime beach real estate. It is pursued on a case-by-case basis as 
determined necessary by individual land-managing agencies. 

THE LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

Fundi ng for Federal 1 and acqui sit i on by the National Park Service, sh and 
, and the Forest Servi ce. is Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land 

derived primarily from the Land and 
administration of the National Park 
for a State assistance program with 50-50 
and development of outdoor 

zes deposits to the 

on (LWCF). Under the 
the LWCF also provides funding 

ng grants for the acquisi on 
areas and facil; es. The law 

lion per through September 30, 
1989. All monies coming into 
subsequent years. Not 1 ess than 

remain available for appropriation in 
of actual appropri ons in any gi ven 

year must be used for 1 and s i on. nce 1982, Congress has 
spec ifi ed use of F edera 1 1 and 
Funds ated from the 

monies on a site-by-site basis. 
scal year limitation and remain 

1 abl e 1 

LWCF funds come from on fees collected the 
ce of Land Management, and the Fish 

net of s us Federal real sales to 
and motorboat fuel taxes not to exceed 11;on. 
sum of these its and 11 ion is prov; ded 

onal Park Service, 
and Wildlife Service; 
non-Federal entities; 

fference between the 
depos its of Outer 

She 1f (OCS) 1 revenues. About 82% of all its for the 
the Fund have come from OCS revenues. 

THE NATIONAL WI FE 

In 1903, Pres i Theodore t sian ve order 
herons and other rds on Fl or; da IS Pelican Island 

inery trade. This made Pelican Island, located 
of a coastal barrier the 

• encompass; ng 
acres es make up the 

range ins i ze from an acre to 11 ion acres. About 50 
Wil dl ife 

on the Atl 

The FWS 

are 
c and 

located, at least in 
f coasts. 

on usi ng two 
and the 
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The Service also 
excess Federal property 

land donation, and through 

The MBCF is principally composed of revenues from the sale of Migratory Bird 
Hunting and Conservation Stamps (duck stamps) and advance appropriations 
against future duck stamp sales authorized by the Wetlands Loan Act of 1961. 
Duck stamps must be purchased annually by all individuals ng mi 
water birds. The MBCF has historically been the backbone of FWS acquisition 
efforts and is reserved for the acquisition of waterfowl habitat in two 
programs. The rst of these ; nvo 1 ves the purchase of major refuges for 
migratory birds carried out under the authority of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Commission, comprised of the Secretaries of the Interior, 
Agri cul ture, and Transportati on, and two members of Congress appoi nted from 
both the House and Senate. The second involves the acquisition of waterfowl 
production areas (small natural wetlands located mai in the pothole region 
of the upper Midwest) which are essential as breeding habitat for waterfowl. 
To determine acquisition priori es for the MBCF, the Service has identified 
ni ne waterfowl sped es of sped a 1 emphas is. The resource needs of these 
sped es have been translated into habi tat categori es, wi th mary is 
placed on ng habitat in the e les and ng habitat in the 
Central Valley of Cali a, the ssissippi Delta bottomland hardwoods, and 
along the Atlantic and gulf coasts. Lands for possible acquisition are 
rev; ewed by determi ni ng thei r importance in meeting these i dent i fi ed needs, 
the threat of conversion to other uses, and the availability of the land for 
sale. 

To illustrate, the FWS was involved in an acquisition project to protect a 
coastal barrier using the MBCF on Currituck Banks in North Carolina. On 

2, 1983, the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission approved establish­
ment of the Currituck Nat i ona 1 Wil dl ife Refuge to preserve an important 

of wintering habitat for the black duck. Here, the barrier beach 
marsh that not on provides valuable habitat for waterfowl, but also 

serves as a nursery for almost 50 species of fish and a home for many other 
marsh and estuarine animals. This newly includes of the 

tuck Banks CBRS unit (LOI). 

The FWS is authorized to use the Land and Water Conservation Fund in 
of a number of established Service program objectives. Land acquisi can 
be an i recovery tool for speci es federal 1 i sted as or 
threatened because a ori of them have declined in numbers as a result of 

tat on or loss. on 5 of the i es Act ves 
of the Interior authori to acquire lands and water to conserve 

The FWS considers acquisition if a spec es 
recovery 
alternative 

on as a recovery measure 
es are not feasible. 

The F sh dlife Act of 1956 authorizes the 
lands to assure the 

significant habitats. For instance, in 
acqui red some of the 1 ast remnants of native brush 1 and 

ni ng examp 
scal year 

o Grande Valley, In an example more to the point 
itat in the 

of this 
Secour ocated i a coastal er inA 1 
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identi ed under 
authori zat ion in 
Mobil e Poi nt). 

s program and subsequently received special Congressional 
1980. Part of s acquisition is within the CBRS (Q01, 

The Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 authorizes the FWS to acquire habitat that 
also may be used for sh- and wildlife-oriented education, interpretation, or 
recreation. For example, the Service has acquired properties adjacent to 
existing refuges to provide access where it might not otherwise be available 
for public use programs. 

The Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (Publ ic Law 99-645) des 
additional mechanisms for Federal acquisition of wetlands to augment the NWR 
system. One prov; si on of thi slaw authori zed entrance fees at some refuges 
with 70% of the receipts collected dedicated to the Migratory Bird Conser­
vation Fund for the purchase of migratory bird habitat. A second provision 
authorized an increase in the price of Federal duck stamps that is to be used 
to acquire wetlands. Both these provisions employ the user-fee concept to 
finance wetland acquisition. Other provisions of the Emergency Wetlands 
Resources Act allow the monies appropriated under the Land and Water Conser­
vation Fund to be used for wetland purchases and for State acquisi on 
under the related State grant program. The FWS has developed a National 
Wetlands Priority Conservation that identifies the locations and types of 
wetlands that should ve attention for Federal and State wetland 
acquisition projects. 

nally, the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act also authorizes appropria­
ons for established special legisl on. For example, on October 

26, 1984, the President signed Public Law 98-584, which authorized the 
establishment of the Connecticut Coastal National Wildlife Refuge over four 
sites along the cut Coast. This refuge provides nesting habitat for 
the roseate tern and the threatened ng over. In addition, the refuge 

des wi ng habitat for brant and black ducks, both species of special 
concern to FWS. With the exception of Falkner Island y owned the 
Coast , all of the sites designated for inclusion in the are in 
the CBRS. In s instance, however, Congress believed that the CBRA would 

de on agai nst development pressures in the 
ated Northeast, and that addi tiona 1 management actions not afforded 

the CBRA would be necessary to and enhance the wildlife resources. In 
s case, on between the 1 at ions and the s rds of 

concern needed to be evaluated and led. Management of barrier use has 
been necessary to adverse i on threatened beach-nesting birds. 

The FWS under LWCF has ly been ven to areas 
es and to ally sated areas i each case 

the threat to the habitat and the availabili of the 
addition, basic FWS icy is to when other 

means of ng program goal sand ves are not ate, avai 1 
e, or ve. When lands are to red, the minimum interest 

necessary to reach objectives is red and full on is 
ven to extended ons, , or other al that 

essen the owner. To carry out this land a 



land on an is devel th lic ici on to cons; der, 
on. other factors, the socia-cultural impacts of acquisi 

North American Waterfowl Management Plan, signed by the United States and 
Canada on May 14, 1988, provides a framework for waterfowl management and 
conservat i on efforts in the Uni ted States and Canada through the year 2000. 

Plan sets goals for waterfowl populations, identifies habitat conservation 
needs in specific regions, and recommends measures for resolving problems of 
international concern. Habitat conservation efforts are to the 
central Gulf of Mexico and mid-Atlantic coasts, among other areas. 
efforts will include the initiation of intensive management on both lic and 
private lands and some acquisition of properties of extraordinary value as 
waterfowl habitat for refuges. 

In summary, unless a refuge is spec; cally authorized Congress, FWS 
acquires land only in support of specific program ves and ties, 
and according to specific statutory authorities. While donations are 
encouraged, the FWS can accept them only in support of existing programs 
because of the management costs and needed efficiencies. CFWS acquisition of 
excess Federal is discussed in the next section of this chapter.) 
For areas identi ed as orities in meeting program objectives, inclusion in 
the CBRS wi 11 be cons i dered in determi ni ng threat to the habi tat. To the 
extent that the elimination of Federal assistance by the CBRA is expected to 
encourage habitat conservation, habitat thin a designated unit might be 
considered less vulnerable than habitat not designated and therefore given a 
lower acqui sit i on There may be some s i tuat ions, however, such as 
the Connecticut NWR situation, where additional protection or 

measures are required to conserve targeted natural resources. 

A 1 severa 1 commenters that Congress appropri ate add it i ona 1 
monies for purchasing CBRS lands, any eval on of acquisition as a possible 

tool must include a consideration of overall constraints. 
revenues to the MBCF from duck sales currently average 

million per year; however, there is a backlog of 

AND LOCAL SITION 

Clearly, acquisition of er land State and local is 
al so a 
denti fi ed i 

ve for the CBRS. Much of the 4,164,844 acres 
draft coastal barri er i as otherwi se pro-

State and ocal States have some sort 
sition program. Some States are aggressively focusing thei 

programs on critical coastal habitat. For examp e, Florida s 
program a de effort to and 

preserve coastal resources. 

coastal barriers from State or ocal 
in coordi on th ng or regul ties to 
of coastal resources, such as fish and game 
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ly occur at the State level and de 
another conservation of barriers. 

SURPLUS OR EXCESS FEDERAL PROPERTY 

There are considerable Federal holdings on Atlantic and gulf coastal barriers 
not i ncl uded in the CBRS. The CBRA does not address us or excess 
property transfer of 1 ands held by Federal agenci es. These 1 ands coul d be 
used for development if transferred to vate ownership without appropriate 
safeguards. 

The disposal process for excess and surplus Federal properties is spelled out 
in the Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR), part 101-47, as issued 
by the General Services Administration (GSA), Federal Property Resources 
Service. Basically, when a Federal agency determines it holds property that 
is no longer needed, it reports the property excess to GSA, whi ch in turn 
issues an excess property notice describing the lable excess property. 
This notice is transmitted to every Federal agency to determine the 1 
interest in ring the If any Federal agency is interested, a 
statement fyi ng the agency's interest in the property is prepared and 
s tted to GSA. GSA uates the request and, if a 1 timate Federal need 
is established, the property is transferred to the requesting Federal agency, 
which reimburses the Treasury for the property's fair market value. 

The transfer of excess es between Federal agenci es at fai r market 
.203-7. However, the agency 

can request transfer of the 
value is in accordance with FPMR Section 
interested in ng an excess Federal 

of the 
the 

without reimbursement at r market 
rement. In such 

ce of 

value asking GSA for a waiver 
will be submitted by GSA to 

If no agency expresses an interest to GSA in an excess Federal pro-
becomes s us to Federal needs and is made lable to 

cities and certain nonprofit insti Federal s 
es red by these entities for such ic uses as 
on areas, ai ,schools, th facilities, or wildlife conserva-

at scounts or for no if the proposed use of the 
its IIhi and Properties so transferred are 

the terms of the deed cular ic use involved. 
es not donated may be red icons for unre-

stricted uses upon of the r market value for cted 
use. I the event that the not acquired for ic purposes it s 
offered for sale to the tive bid. 

1. 

s spec cal 
coastal barriers as a 

under one of two 

oned the as a e i 
of its programs, may for excess 

aws. 

s statute states that 



States, also at 
gratory birds. 

f land ar val ue for 
us property may be transferred 

land has value for wildlife other 

2. Federal Property and Administrative Service Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471-
535), as amended: This is the basic authority for the transfer of excess 
Federal land to other Federal agencies and is used by the to apply for 
property for other FWS programs. If the transfer is to be requested with-
out reimbursement, a certificate that no funds are lable, or that 
funds would have to be diverted from other programs and of OMS 
must be obtained. 

In keeping with the Administrative policy of reducing Federal spending and 
encouragi ng the optimum use of Federal real property, the GSA has i shed 
regulations requiring 100% reimbursement on the transfer of excess properties 
to Federal agenci es. In determi ni ng those areas that may be forwarded to GSA 
for exception to the reimbursement requirement, the I icy ves or; 
to coastal barriers. 

Charles 1 ife Refuge, nia, is an example of an area 
recently transferred at no cost to the FWS under Public Law 98- This 
former Air Force parcel located on the Atlantic coast is of value to migratory 
bi rds, contai ns tat that supports endangered sped es, augments ex; st i ng 
National ldlife Refuges, and is of a larger study area delineated by 
the FWS for possible acquisition from vate es. 

Commenters have s prospect i ve buyers when coastal 
has been included in the CBRS and 

ons on future Federal funding. Deed 
GSA on any transfer of coastal barrier 

ctions that may be placed on wetlands declared 

that 

to 

er 
it 

is declared s 
s to 

could be placed 
to the 

Such ctions on coastal barrier property could 
s of the CBRA and ensure that the Federal Government does 

encourage devel of coastal barriers its excess 
This concept could be applied to all Federal on coastal 

both in and out of the CBRS. However, these ons would have 
zed special legislation or ve order. 

The 1 i c comments ved on s i on al yes are s zed in 
New York, Delaware, Alabama, and 

to acqui sit i on. Massachusetts 
the inclusion of excess Federal 

1 e 13. The States of Massachusetts, 
al a user-fee 

and ssissippi also s 
undeve coastal barriers the CBRS or to di 

001 recommends that the Government 
i acquisi on of CBRS lands as 

that State and 1 oca 1 1 ng agenci es as 
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employ the user-fee 
DO! also recommends 

vate 



organi ons be on of ands as appro-
ate. If any CBRS lands become se protected ll areas, the 001 

recommends that they automat i ca 1 be de 1 eted from the CBRS and exempt from 
the CBRAis restrictions. 

The 001 also recommends an amendment to the CBRA to requ; re that if any 
Federal coastal barrier properties are determined to be excess or surplus to 
government needs, the undeveloped portions of such properties which the 
Genera 1 Servi ce Admi ni strat ion, in consul on wi th the 001, determi nes are 
appropriate for inclusion in the CBRS be automatically included in the CBRS 
prior to disposal unless they will otherwise qualify for exemption under the 
CBRA or qualify as otherwise protected areas. 
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Table 13. ic comments rece on sition, 
amendments. More than 6,150 i ndi duals expressed opi ons on 
Report by letter or tion. 

Use User-fees Add Surplus/ 
for Acquisition Excess Federal No Regulatory 

State as AEEroEriate Barriers to CBRS Amendments 
For Against For Against For Against 

California 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Di st. of Columbia 1 0 3 0 2 5 
Florida 2 0 3 0 1 2 
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Massachusetts 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Ohio 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Pennsylvania 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Texas 2 0 1 0 0 2 
Virginia 0 0 0 0 

8 0 8 0 4 11 
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• and tax law 
re 1987 Draft 

No Tax Law 
Amendments 
For Against 

1 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 

5 1 
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REGULATORY PROGRAMS ON BARRIERS 

FEDERAL LATORY AUTHORITY 

programs, another i of Federal and nter-
vention, 
agenc es, 
Protection 
programs that 
Other regul 

uded 
. S. 

nor addressed i the CBRA. Severa! Fedel~a 

neers, the Environmenta: 

Fl ai 
Federal 

ng 

( and 
affect coastal barriers and the; 

requirements, such as those i 
24, 1977 , app 

of these programs have 
o coastal 

of the vers 
its the constructi 

neers, 
process 15 admin stered 

Guard adm1 ster regu 
associated natural resources. 

Executive Order 11988, 
to actions undertaken 

al for imiting 

1899 (33 tL S. . 
causeway over 
of the plans 

This 

constructi 
ted States, the 
the accamp 5 

caDaCl 

e55 
the 
any 



es, she sh beds s areas, 
areas. 

Sections and 402 of the C ean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1341 and 1342) are 
the EPA. on 401 res that Federal 1 i censes 

ts for activities involving any discharge into navi le waters may 
be unless the State in which the discharge would ori nate certifi 
that the di 11 meet the icab 1 e effl uent 1 i mi on or other 
applicab e lion or standard. on 402 establishes the Nationa 
Pollutant Oi Elimination , under which ts are red 
the di of any pollutant or combination of pollutants. Such ts may 
be issued only upon the condition that the discharge 11 meet the applicabl 
effluent limitation or other limitation or standard established under 
Clean Water Act. Authority to issue Section 402 ts has, in most cases, 
been transferred to the States. 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain requires Federal 
proposing to support or allow an activity that 11 be located in a 
to consider alternatives that would avoid adverse effects and i 
devel in the floodplain. An agency may, however, approve or s 
activ; a fl lain if that is the only icable alternative and 
the is modified to minimize harm to or with; 
fl ain. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, directs Federal 
agencies to avoid undertaking or providing assistance for new construction in 
wetlands unless there is no cable alternative to such on and 
harm to wetlands from the construction is minimized to the extent practicable. 
In carrying out this responsibili , agencies must consider ic health, 

and welfare, maintenance of natural and other uses of 
wetlands in the lic interest. 

All of these programs have the al to limit, modi ,and even 
coastal barriers. For instance, these programs require 

the construction of causeways, bridges, and docks, which may be 
the of access to coasta barriers that are ically solated. Permits 

requi red many of the nfrastructure necessary 
, such as utility crossings and wastewater di 

nce the passage of the CBRA in October 1982, many Federa ts 
various of construction activities on or acent to coasta barriers 
the CBRS have been issued. While these ts have authorized a number 
different of structures and acti ities, the 

ssued for the construction of individua boat docks or mar nas. 
of these structures and the use on coastal barrier resources and the 

evaluati 
coastal 

these effects can be considered during the t app 
rocess, nate the effect of Federal regul 
ers. 

docks acent to coastal barr ers are y assoc ated 
the construction of condomini complexes, and are often iewed as 

success of this of devel Marinas usually requ re 
filling, and constructing bulkheads and thus requ re 
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ng s de so that have 
access to the docks. ng, however, in shal waters, can 

As discussed have s i cant adverse effects on resources. 
reviously, the shallow waters found andward of the coastal er system, 

cul arly those of the estuari es, , and 1 agoons, are 
the nued viabili of the commercial and recreational 

When these areas are filled for b 1 ngs 
on, biol cal vi is y reduced or 

fishing 
for 

he construction of bulkheads on the shoreline is often ed back­
ill i ng to de space for ng, boathouses, restaurants, and other 

development. This eliminates the habitat value of the filled areas. The 
pro 1 i ferat i on of small boats that accompani es dock construction can also 
create problems. For instance, nas may not have facilities for pumping­
out wastes from boats, or provisions for the disposal of boat waste oil in the 
vicinity of the marinas. In some areas the boats themselves can be a threat 
to wildlife; the endangered manatee has suffered i uries and mortalities from 
boat propellers. In addition, bulkheads are cal, relatively smooth sur­
faces that refl ect, rather than absorb, wave energy. The refl ected energy 
whether wind or boat wake, often passes along the shoreline onto 

acent unprotected shoreline areas, increasing their erosion rate. 
Moreover, ng on the of bottom, the natural on may be up-
rooted. y, the install on of an individual bulkhead results in the 
eventual bulkheading of extensive reaches of shoreline with further al 
for adverse natural resource i 

n our revi ew, several issues have concerni ng the future effects of 
activities ring Federal ts on coastal barriers. The first important 
issue involves the scope of the of ineers' jurisdiction under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. The jurisdiction of the Corps under Section 10 of the vers and Harbors 
Act is imited to navi e waters of the United States," ch is defined in 
33 CFR 322.2 and 33 CFR 329 ly to include waters to the ebb 
and ow of the tide shoreward to the mean 9 water mark waters used, 
prese or in the ,or s b 1 e to use for on in i nter-
state or foreign commerce. The jurisdiction of under Section 404 of 
the C ean Water Act is limited to "navigable waters, defined in turn 

Section 7) of the Act, 33 U.S.C. 1362 ), as of the United 
States. As i the courts and imp 1 emented in 33 CFR 
323, the scope of the I j sdicti under on significantly 
broader than that under Section 10 the Rivers and Harbors Act. It 

udes, for instance: 

1. nterstate ands 33 CFR 323.2 

2. such as 

3. 

streams , 
es, wet meadows, p aya 

destructio of which coul 
CF 323.2 a 3 ,and 

ands acent to waters of 

2 

vers, streams 
wetl ands, s 

, the use 
nterstate or foreign commerce," 

States (33 CFR 323.2(a 



are defi ned nc ude swamps 
and are ned to 
other waters ted States art Hic; a 1 

ers, natural ver berms, beach dunes and the 1 i ke, II the 

, and 
ands 

jurisdiction mi be i to include wetlands behind and among the 
dunes on coastal barr; ers. , however, has not ly asserted 

on 404 jurisdiction over such coastal barrier wetlands. The 
pos tion of the Corps on this issue has been that wetlands under its juris­

ction must be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational 
other purposes or be the source of fish or shellfish taken and sold or used 

n interstate commerce. This i on of the Corps jurisdiction over 
wetlands means that Section 404 ts are not always red for the 

ng or fi 11 i ng of wetlands among and behi nd dunes on coastal barri ers. 

The extent to which the Corps asserts jurisdiction under Section 10 of 
Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is cu arl 
i because of the general lCles by the Corps for evaluati 
applications for permits. The policies require attention to lic interest 
issues such as flood hazards, recreation, water ity, and and 

cular attention to wetlands and sh and wildlife concerns see 
. The Corps also consults with other Federal agencies s as the 

Fish and Wild ife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service--agencies 
with fish and ldlHe on missions--with to t 

i cat ions. The program thus requi res cons i derat i on of 
two of the mai n purposes of the CBRA- on of human and 

ion of fish and wildlife and other natural resources--when any permit 
under the jurisdiction of the is evaluated. To the extent, then, that 
the i its juri ction as ng to coastal barriers, those 
areas may receive on under the I regul programs that would 

ement that provided the CBRA. 

As noted previously, the of neers, in reviewing a Section 404 dredge 
and fil t application, uses the Section (guidelines 

EPA at 33 CFR Part 230 and its own policies set forth at 33 CFR 320.4. 
I wetlands icy, for examp e general ibits issuance of a 

an activity that would involve alteration of wetlands unless the 
determines that the benefits of the proposed alteration outwei the to 
the wetland resource (33 CFR 320.4(b) ). The manner in which this analysis 

can have fi cant i on the useful ness of the t 

are 
environmental and 

ts cal 

i ng coastal barri er resources. Of 
identification and valuation of the costs 

c) of al ng the wetlands, and the extent to i 
the ndi rect costs that may be i nvo 1 ved. 

wetlands t eva uation icy also requ res on 
of numerous individual a terations of wetlands, 

of numerous such ecemeal often res 
rment the and resource (33 CFR 320. b) 3 
to consider the cumulative effects of individual act; i 

c earl the al for ensuring ive on of 
wetlands resources of coastal barriers from the adverse effects of actives 
s €let to Section 404. Methods to assess cumulative i , however are 
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ce of Techno1 
vi es 

are shown. 

Assess­
wetlands 

ve Order 11988, Fl ai n , also ensures that 
agencies wil no longer or allow activities n fl 

areas, such as coastal barriers, where there are cable alternatives. 
Most Federal es have issued ons that implement the rements 
of the ve Order. OTA wetlands i cates, however, that 
these had little detectable effect on the issuance of Federal 

ts on or to coastal barriers. 

Federal atory programs cover activities on and to coastal 
barr; ers. As di scussed above, whether these programs cover all of 
coastal barriers, such as wetlands with no clear connection with interstate or 
foreign commerce, is questionable. Moreover, while all these programs re 
consideration of the i of activi es on such natural resources 
as wetlands and fish and wildlife, none re specific consideration of 
whether the CBRA purposes- nimization of loss of human life, wasteful 

tures of Federal funds, and to fish, wildlife, and other natural 
resources associated with coastal barriers--wil be met. 

It has been s that 1 slation to re Federal agencies to consider 
whether the CBRA purposes wil be met before issuing ts for activities on 
or acent to coastal barriers could help ensure that ts are only issued 
for activities that are consistent with the CBRA purposes. The 1 slat ion 
could require that no such t shal be issued unless the ng agency 
first finds that the act; i would be consistent with the purposes 
of the CBRA. alternative formulation would be to impose a balancing test 
similar to that in the of neers wetlands t evaluation policy 
under which the t could be issued ite inconsi with the CBRA 
purposes if warranted the ts to be derived from the 
acti i Stil another alternative would be simpl to 

derat i of the CBRA purposes before ssuance the 
ternative could be added the rement that the Federal 

cons th the Fish and Wildlife Service before issuing the 
that the Servi ce has a 1 assumed ng ons to the 

Federal tures under Section 6 of the CBRA. 

explicit 
each 

agency 
a ro e 
bit ion 

upon anyone seeking Federal 
with; or acent to a CBRS 
of the estimated enhancement 

ssion be Funds col ected 
the agency most ng 

under ate threat deve op-
a s program coul be mode ed after the 

and transfer tax has recently been i five eastern 
Several communities in Massachusetts and New York have addressed the 

ng coastal and recreation areas ng and ntaini 
the revenue from a tax real estate transfers. s 

s essence the same as the fee 



program, however 
the ,President 

Resources a 
less Federal involvement, more. Al many 

ous s of construction es on or adjacent 
issued since the passage of the CBRA in 1982, none of these 
a direct dis for the purposes of the CBRA. 

of neers opposes any CBRA 
, stating that the of neers 

y accommodates the CBRA purposes. The Envi 

have 
ts i ndi 

Agency s an amendment requi ng cons i stency and states that requ 
existing Federal permitting programs to be administered consistently 
CBRA would not involve an increase in atory involvement. 
also states that ng for sh and wildlife values does not 
make the tting process consistent with the CBRA. 

The public comments received on atory amendments are s zed 
13. The State of cut recommends that the CBRA be amended to requi 
Federal ts, licenses, and certifi ons to be withheld in the CBRS 
unless are fully consistent th the purposes of the CBRA. The States 
Massachusetts, New York, Delaware Alabama, and Mississippi all bel eve that 
requiring regulatory cons; in the CBRS is unnecessary. 

STATE REGULATORY PROGRAMS 

A number of States, such as New and Florida, have created a focus 
for coastal po lCles and the networking of agencies and 
functions. Other States, such as Rhode Island, have created councils or 
agenc es to specifically address and coordinate coastal actions. In 1971, 
Rhode Island created the Coastal Resources Council as the 

nc mechanism for of the State1s coastal zone. The Counc 1 
has irect author; over the entire shore ine and those activities which will 
s ificantly affect the shore and tidal waters. 

st States have in place some sort of wetlands on which also serves 
coastal barrier on. For e, i 1978, Massachusetts enacted the 
Wet 1 ands Protection Act, specifi ca lly inc 1 udi ng barri er beaches and dunes 

ts j sdiction. other acts desi to and regulate 
the coast fol s movement culminated on 8, 1980, 

the Governor ssued No. 181 Barrier Beaches. s was 
rst order of its ki and, i effect, created a State 

ng further of new or old deve 
the State. I the Governor al so ssued 

ation of Off-Road Veh cle se on 1 c Lands Contai 
and Resources-- exc ude s veh cl e use i sens ve envi 

mental areas, specifical y dunes salt marshes, and tidal ats, 
s s gnificant lic interests. 

contro lines are another way State conserve coastal 
The States of Fl or; da and North Carol ina, for nstal1ce, 



have establ s rates, 
storm surge evels, and e are not consis-

tently reinforced at the ocal leve . some counties in Florida however, 
the construction ines are more restrictive than the State limits. 

An early act of some si ficance to Texas coastal dune on was the 
1970 decision to re ts from the commissions for removal of 
sand, marl, , and shell within 1,500 ft of any lic beac. In 1973, 
the Texas State egi s 1 ature passed the "Sand Dune Protection i ch 
authorized those counties with jurisdiction over coastal barriers to establish 
a dune on 1 i ne 1,000 ft 1 andward of the mean hi tide 1 i ne. Once a 

has established such a dune on line, a t must be obtained 
from the commission to sturb dunes or on seaward of the line. 
If a dune area under consideration for some a teration is j critical to 
the protection of State-owned lands, then the General Land Office may comment 
on the proposed activities. There is no red State t, however, nor 
can the General Land Off; ce comment if the has not a dune 

on 1 i ne. A un; que to on has been taken in Port 
Aransas, Texas, where the builders, with the ci and govern-
ments and the local water district, decided to impose deed restrictions 

nst deve i the first row of unstabi ized dunes. The restrictions 
also ibit seawal or khead on. 

lations ning to storm construction de another alternative 
for conservation. 
both set-back 

In New York the Coastal Erosion Hazards Act has provided 
rements and reconstruction po i ci es for areas defi ned as 

coastal erosion hazard areas. I these ocations, no new devel may 
occ and, further, 

these areas 
es, i 

regulations 
ne. 

s 

may occur if more than 50% of a structure 
storm. Fire Island, the local com­
National Park Service, have mplemented 

t impossi 1e to rebui d i front of the primary 

Federal 
and for 

ng regul 
CBRA 

barriers. Furthermore, most States have additional regu 
purposes of the CBRA. These nc ude 

setbac and 
, the 
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TAX POLICY BARRIERS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Coastal er Resources Act withdrew most di rect Federal fi nanci 
assistance for development in the CBRS. However, direct financ al 
ass i stance (fundi ng for roads, bri ,causeways, water , wastewater 
treatment, shore on, etc. not ly subsidized the i al 

of coastal barrier devel Historically, most ini al coastal 
has been financed vate sources and tax-

debt instruments. As a matter of po icy and 1 aw, di rect 
Federal assistance becomes most available at ater of devel 

The CBRA also speaks to withdrawal of "; rect financial assi 
devel in the CBRS. The language of the CBRA and its 1 sl ve hi 

de no speci fi c gui dance as to whether the term i ndi rect fi 
was intended to inc ude tax provi s ions such as casual loss, 

ns, i on, or or loan interest deductions under the 
Internal Revenue Code. tnesses at the ssional hearings on the CBRA 
noted that continuation of such tax treatment helps make ownership of coastal 

an attractive investment. suggested that s cl ari its 
ntent towards the tax 

. S. income tax was enacted 1913. It at low 
rates and app 1 i ed to fewer than 400, i incomes. 

need to fi nance Worl d War II and tures turned 
i dua 1 income tax into a 1 evy most 1954, the 
Revenue Code was enacted. Whil e it was a re 1 at i ve 1 y simp 1 e, eco-

ca 1 neutral , even then some tax anal criticized the fact 
certai activities were accorded al tax treatment. ng the ast 

decades, there has been enormous erosion i the tax base as tax-
ncreased. For examp e, 1987, aeee erated ati 
interest combined to e i nate most taxes 

real estate. Exc us ons, terni zed 
ts offset about of income 

of the Treas 

deduct ions meant that tax aw, along the 
force ng how c resources were used. 

has exerted a pervas i ve i nfl uence 
As stated Treasury IS 



tax s 
ze a ong 

ect to 
actual expenses, 

y to 
economic 

ustments to income 
deferral of tax 

tax cred; ts and 

A tax icy that s neutral toward devel decisions on coastal barriers 
could reduce i on the fish, wi dlife and other natural resources of the 
CBRS. ustment in Federal tax policy could result in on 
allowing devel in the CBRS to be based on market si s, unaltered 
Tax Code provisions. mounting that without creating a tax 
di a 1 between economi c and conservation thout 
removal or restriction of tax for real estate deve 
of direct Federal subsidies alone has ittle influence on initial c 
decisions to develop the CBRS. Exclusions, credits, deductions, accelerated 
cost recovery, and other tax incentives heavily favor deve over 
conservation. Tax i ves for conservation are rei vely few and do not 

effective y with these incentives for devel 

The Tax Code has been scrutin zed as a possib e for natural resource 
on for many years. It has not been successful y di rected at the 

on of any specific natural resource area for two fundamental reasons: 
the inconsi of such on with established tax po icy and the ac 
of specifically identified and therefore fiable resources. Neither 

is app icable to the 

According to the Treasury 

Most of the exc us ons, ustments, itemized deductions, and 
credits currently found in the income tax are not required for the 
accurate measurement of income or abi 1 i to pay taxes. Rather, 

Treas 

subsidies for vate activities that at~e 

the tax ( .S. of 

has stated that 
of the 

i 
s 

nonspec fic areas. 
process and 

seven decades 

attenti 



existing the 
been frustrated. ni ve 

on, abuse coul d offset the 

THE TAX CODE AND COASTAL BARRIERS 

This section provides a scussion of tax policy ons for 
is based, in , upon the array of possibilities previously 
the Congress. concepts scussed ins on coul d 
Code provisions that have the effect of al ng market si 

ng resources by encouraging the development and s 
the CBRS uni ts. The ons have been into two 

ons that coul d reduce i ncent i ves to develop coastal 
ons that could increase i ves to conserve coastal 

of the cs of these ons follows their 
concerns the manner in which these ons could 

provi s ions, sunset dates, and 1 
ons all fall within sic. 

ied; 
versus short-

All of the fo owing tax ons were i ed the Coastal ers 
or suggested revi ewers of the fi rst draft of thi sin 1985, 

before the Tax Reform Act of 1986 was passed. All references to the Internal 
Revenue Code in this section refer to the Code as it existed in 1985. The 

of the Tax Reform Act on these tax ons is scussed ater in this 

1. Restrict the deductibi i for oss. 

the Internal Revenue Code, al ng owners of structures 
that are or may in the future be located it, are zed to 
deduct any oss from fire, storm, shipwreck, or from other casual or theft 
sustained during the taxable year and not insurance or 
otherwise. The only imitation s that the amount of al such 

osses sustained an i vidual ted to the amount that exceeds of 
the usted gross income of the Section 165(c) 3 of the Internal 
Revenue Code . 

as transactions 
i nd i dual deve 

ons 
take certai 

ng the tax 

sons reduce the 
ons. Restricting 

ncrease the cost ocati 

as hotel s 
ons may be even 

, and these deve opers may also 
and 2. Sect; 165 

osses into account the 
the disaste occurred. 

oss for those 
osses 



al owances. 

was established 
ly governs 

aced in serv; ce after 1980. 
class with a specified 

, recovery 
service after 1980, 

zation, and for 

the c 
for 

IIrecovery 

ation (such 
expressed in terms of years. 

s 

iation rules remain i effect for 
a taxpayer before 1981. In , these rules 

recover an asset s nal cost less salvage value over its estimated 
life. Taxpayers can elect from among several rates of recovery ng 

line to methods that are substantially accelerated. Certain 
payers can elect to i ate assets under a emp 1 ng 

de class lives th add; anal rules for salvage values 
ons, and other matters ADR . S. 

The is one of the nci tax shelters lable to investors and 
owners of real placed in serv ce after 1980. Its provisions y 
enhance the i nterna 1 rate of return, fuel the of tax shelters and 
provide incentive to develop. It makes possible the sheltering of an 

nvestor1s unre ated income, defers tax liabili , and encourages to 
make otherwise uneconomic investments in order to obtai tax benefits. 

a. 

e. 

not based on the c useful i fe of assets as 
on rules, and for real estate are s1 cantly 

ACRS uses accel erated at ion schedu es 
real ich one d be concerned in CBRS ts the 
are based on the declining-balance method, switching to the 
ine method at the most time. The costs of ding 

case 

conditioning and s milar are not 
ods that of the itself, 

es 

recovery 
ad, 

rements for CBRS 
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cost recovery ficantly increased 
aw and over or > the provisions 

understate the all owance es I economi c 
create a tax dis; ve, and i r capital 

devel on CBRS units. Increasing the mum 
investment requirements would decrease nancing leverage 
si cantly reduce the internal rate of return for investors, making 
devel a less ve investment 

In lieu of fying ACRS for es in CBRS, the i 
es in the CBRS could be ibited. iation of 

CBRS woul d then on be allowed ng to the or 1 aw 
system app 1 i ed to property aced ce before 1981). 
incentive would be to t on line method of 

es in the CBRS. For consi and ease of admi 
ation would also revert to the provisions 

effects of this action would be similar to those th 
discussed above; al sli y ng 
would be ess than that of the buil The idea of restricting 
allowances to wetlands on was first scussed i The 

de Outdoor on Plan in 1973 and was the sect a 
legislative in the same year CH.R. 5584). 

3. Treat capital ns on sales or of structures in the CBRS as 
ordinary income. 

Currently, ns or losses from the sale or of capital assets held 
for more than six months (one year for assets acquired before June 23, 1984) 
are treated as long-term tal gains or losses. term capital gains 

ial tax treatment. For i viduals and other 
tal n 

nary rates. a 
nal tax rate on net tal n 

mum tax rate of is reduced to 28% on 
using that rate is lower than the on s tax. 

s defined 

f the nternal Revenue Code were amended to 

a other than 
marily for sale to 

s trade or business 
s trade business 3 

creator of such works 
transactions, 

of the 

structures 1 ities constructed on 
the passage the to be treated as ordinary income it would 

the 1 ess capi ns tax rate, i ch n these s i ons 
be lower than i cab 1 e income rates. s 
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~" Disallow deduct; 11 for n bus ness expenses. 

I f a provision were devel to disallow a iness expense deduction for any 
dl"aining, or filling thin a CBRS it, based upon the se 
I hat ni ng, ng, and fi 11 i ng are ncons i stent th the purposes of 
I he ,it would a business from writing off the cost of such 
.lctivities. Other tax recovery of such costs, such as talization and 
,llllort i on of costs over a ad of a year, caul d also be express ly 
prohibited. 

A 1 cal extension of this option would be to disallow deductibili 
Imit site on costs and other costs during the ori nation of 

1 the 
Code 

od 

development (Le., from inception the construction od, 
I,uilding is aced ce). Precedent is found in Internal Revenue 

on 189, which zation of real cons on 
interest and taxes. 

5. ct or bil i on interest expenses. 

Current ly, interest expenses on loans to resi a1 or 
nvestment may be deducted. For , interest on 

is deductible to the extent of debt to carry investment 
the sum of ,000, b) net investment income," and (c) n 
deductions attributable to net- eased Amounts disallowed under s 

mitation for a taxable year are carried forward and treated as investment 
nterest i the s ng taxable year. 

6. 

coul d be ng any on of interest by 
ons ps, and other entities to finance 

residential, commerc a1, or business es, or other 
ons for t on CBRS units. If ,s a measure would be an 

factor i neutralizing Federal taxes in the devel financing, 
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i ness 

real ,trades businesses, and other transactions for 
ts. 

nvestment tax credits icable to the CBRS. 

the Internal 
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other fi nanc 
ons i s generally not 

special 1; tations are 
bonds under IRC Section 103 b 

coastal ers has been 
State and 

The interest of State and 
gross income (IRe Section 

aced on tax- i a 1 

The interest on State and debt from 
stems of reci tax the 
Court , 4 Wheat. 316 ts States and 
1 oca 1 at interest rates lower than other borrowers 
(e.g., the Federal government and vate ons), and has a cular 
appeal to investors in high marginal income tax brackets. In order to foster 

sm and development, numerous States and coastal barrier ties 
issued tax- securities for bri causeways, roads, and 
community infrastructure. Removal of the tax-exempt status of such 
within the CBRS could reduce the attractiveness of such securi es 
a disincentive to coastal er devel 

8. Di sa 11 ow the author; to expense n iable business assets 
under Section 179 of the IRC for used or in place in the CBRS. 

Under Section of the Code, the cost of certain defined may be 
the year that it is placed in service, rather than being 
Under 1985 law, the total cost of that may be expensed 

; s $5,000 1987,,500 in 1988-89, and $10,000 in 1990 or thereafter. 
Removal of the authori to expense such used or in ace within the 
CBRS would add to the economic dis; ves to devel within the System. 

9. the at-risk ll limitations of Section 465 of the IRC to real estate 
ngs and equi leasing in the CBRS. 

Internal Revenue Code on 465, the amount of loss that an investor 
deduct is limited to the amount of capital he or she actually has at risk, 

ng cash and the bas is of contri buted to the venture funds 
rrowed for the venture for which ly iab e, and the 

va ue of other assets securing nonrecourse ng. Losses sal lowed in a 
taxab e year may be carried forward to the next year. 

are 
that may 

ons do not currently y to real estate holdings or to limited 

an 
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2 out of ve 
years, 

Where a vacation home is used both for purposes and for rental 
income, expenses 
investment ( 

must be allocated between ( bl and 
ble) uses. The si of both Internal Revenue Code 

on 280A must be considered. Section 280A sets use imits on 183 and 
on both rental uses and uses for determi ni ng the deduct i bi i of 
expenses. 

coastal er are red for investment and rental 
Increased ons on the purposes as well as for use. 

deduct i bi 1 ity of expenses incurred on such 
act as a disincentive to the owner-lessor. 

es thin the CBRS wou d 

11. Allow on of Federal income tax refund. 

Under thi s approac 
donate all or a 

of 
the agency 

offered the i 
tax refunds for the Federal 

funds would then be provided 
e of ng the cu ar ands 

could be si on of lands under the 
ate threat th the conservation of the fis , 

wil dl He, and other natural resources of the CBRS. s program coul d be 
modeled after the State income tax refund bution system the 
State of Colorado n 1978 for funding its nongame animal program. As of 1982, 

States had passed simi ar s atio and others were actively considering 

tax financing for CBRS on purposes. 

Presently, organizations have to obtain 
from the I nterna 1 Revenue Serv ce i order use tax-

acquls1 on of lands under the of the es 
ndustri a 1 development bond section of the I nterna 1 Revenue 

103 b This could be accomplished 
acquis tion of real withi 

ts any pers as def ned in IRe 103 
nate the need for fo ow; ng the 

process, c can be and cumbersome. 

the 

Revenue 
rogram that is not directed 

bl e uses CBRS ts. 
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th 
are 

on s such as 
areas, and the 1 ike. In some si 

the sting tax structure 

a 

camps, summer camp sites, 
ons, however, a ng market 

will y encourage 
For instance, the cost of ng State and 1 taxes often makes 
1 ow- i ntens i , compat i b 1 e uses infeasible. Once devel 

in the assessed value of si to occur on a CBRS unit, the increase 
and the subsequent increased taxes become a ng force 

toward further development. 

taxes are imposed at the State and 1 oca 1 1 eve 1 s, and a number 
ideas exi st to address the issue of c i at that 1 eve 1. 
general emphasis has been to provide some means of avoi ng these increasi 
hi gh property taxes for uses determi ned to be i State and 1 oca 1 

ly on uses. There are at least three 
reduced assessments presently used the ous States to encourage 
conservation uses: ( favorable assessments; (2) deferred taxation· 

From a CBRA or on ve, the 
local programs is the assurance of 

resource Wi gorous prov; s ions for 
with a s i gni cant some form of canting 

restrictions, these provisions may delay but will not avoid 
it. 

Given on, however, there are a number of possibilities for 
using the Internal Revenue Code to reinforce State and local reduced 
assessment programs. For exampl e, State and local that encourage 
maintenance of existing ble uses reduced tax 
assessments, deferred on, restrictive , or similar property tax 
measures, could be loss (a in lieu of 
taxes ). Under with a substantial 

then be nui 
on. 

t ons for restoration of CBRS features. 

The conservation of the fi sh, wil dl He, and other natural resources of the 
inherently includes the conservation of the ecol cal and 

these areas as we 1. If a barri er were added to the CBRS 
or storm, ons for on of natural 

features or the storm could be made availab e. Restora­

sons. 
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es. it is i 

are two considerations: 
s 

conservation 

on 

for al and what incentives could 
to encourage such sales. 

The most ous and cl the most expensive to the ted States 
would be to sales y to Federal agencies. Another d 
be to encourage sales or exchanges to State and 1 oca 1 
alternative would be to provide these i ves to a landowner who sells to a 
qua 1 ifi ed conservation organi zat; on, as defi ned in accordance with 
Section 6 of the Tax Treatment Extension Act of 1980 ng the 
of property for conservation purposes. Severa 1 ons which address 
alternative follow. 

a. Allow al tax treatment on 

There are several ways to existing 
sales and to conservation 
purpose. These include a ete 

on, a deferral on the 
the tax, and a 1 ng of the maximum 

tal ns on sales or 

ns taxes 
zations for a 

t i on of 
the n and the 

n tax to be d. 
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of 

From a resource ve, the sales for 
conservation purposes would for sales 
or exchanges to ified on zations. Such an on could 
be after the tion n provided for the sale of a 

owners over age 55. An alternative would be to defer the 
a capital ns tax if the owner reinvests the proceeds of the 

sa 1 e wi thi n 3 years or the for other real property 
holdings. Such an ly be for the same (like 

of 

applicable capital ns tax on sales to conservation groups 
owered by chang; ng the app 1 i cab 1 e of the ta 1 

ns tax. Alternatively, the more favorable valuation rules with to 
estate taxes be applied to these types of transactions. These 
provisions used in farming or close held businesses to be 
valued for estate tax purposes at their actual use rather than their hi 
and best would reflect their devel value). Under this 

• a th st i ng the 
of a CBRS s conservat ion zat ion 
a conservati purpose valued tal ns tax purposes at its 
actual use value. 
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9 months d be modi 
bei 

al tax treatment on settlements. 

a sale for a 
t would 

that could be devel regarding sales and 
settlement of actions with the United States. At 

me Federal Government has no authori to title to 
behal of any Federal agency in the settlement of an action with a 

f the IRS were allowed to as of a 
settlement, and the taxpayer owned within a CBRS unit, 
author; could permit the United States additional flexi 1; in resolving 
such conflicts and in seeking to the CBRS. 

16. Specifically address CBRS units with to donations. 

Sect ion 6 of the Tax Treatment i on Act of 1980 des the 
authority for donations of conservation interests in land. It is difficu 
to ne, however, whether or not es withi n CBRS units wi 1 be 
routinely considered to serve a conservation purpose. One possible reso on 
of this uncertai could be a 1 slative amendment that states that the 
various ts of the speci cal y serve a on purpose. a 
provision in National Scenic Trails was recently included 
in amendments onal Scenic Trails Act Public Law 98-11. 

A second uncertai with the donation of interests to a 
CBRS unit is the cul of ning the of on red 
to i Section 170(h)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code provides that the 
conservat i on purpose of a ifi ed contri but i on must be in per-

There is no ni on, however, as to what that means with regard 
to coastal barriers and there is no automatic applicability to CBRS units. 

resolution of this si on would be to 1 slatively re that the 
that the donation estab 1 i shes a 1 eve 1 of on that is 

to conserve the sh, dl ife, and other natural resources of the 
This could be modeled after the hi c on rehabilitation 

program, also administered by the Alternative y, this certi 
cation responsibility could be delegated to the ified 
organization actual y ng the donation. 

17. Increase incentives to donate on CBRS units. 
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purpose could al established. Tax 
th to estate taxes and are 

a. Provide carry-forward and pe 
provisions for ons of property 

y been considered 
ow. 

usted gross income 
CBRS. 

on 

The general 1 i mi tat i on under present 1 aw is that a on for 
contributions of appreciated property in anyone year may not exceed 30% of 
adjusted gross income. The value of a gift exceeding this 1; t in the year 
of transfer may be carri ed forward for no more than 5 years. s 
under consideration in the Congress would raise the maximum amount of such a 
deduction to 50% of adjusted gross ncome and t an unlimited 
carry-forward thereafter. application of this to 
located wi thi n a CBRS unit woul d be an ve for 
donations. 

I thi sway, the Federal Government woul d a ow ownei~S that do not have a 
si ficant y income to ci i the program. A farmer ng 
a nal farm on a valuable parce of and has ittle incentive to donate 
a conservation easement under the existing restrictions. Modi ng these 
prov"! s ions coul d increase the number of benef; c ari es, i ncreas i ng 
the ili that valuable resources cou be protected. 

b. Provide credits against estate taxes. 

The re ationship between a on by a iving property owner and the taxes 
that wil be borne that owner's estate is cri cal. The donation 

ties provided the executor of the estate are ly important. 
these factors have bee cons dered several of the 

Erv2t~or tax bills. 

or gi fts, these bi 11 s have proposed act nst 
estate se due i a vari of fferent ways. One approach 

be to the app cation of any unused on of a gift on 
s ng from a on donation as credi t nst estate taxes. Thi s 

cou d app y to either a al or an entire nterest donation as ong as it 
serves the requisite conservation purpose. The provis 0 could inc ude 
9 fts to aua ified conservation organizations Tor a conservation purpose, or 
me~e, g~fts to the Federal Government. 

second ates to donations made the estate. s 
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donations for a on purpose undercut 
si cant vate conservation efforts. Low appraisal for two 
reasons. First, the ideal time to encourage the gift of on a CBRS 
unit wi 11 be after a major storm. At that poi nt be at its 
lowest value because of storm damage. Second, gifts on 
easements may not appear to convey any value because the donor often remains 
in possession of the area. At the time of donation the donor may not appear 
to be foregoing any value. Often the donation simply continues 
that has existed for years. The result can be a low or 
valuation. That valuation will then discourage other donations 
incentive for development. 

With regard to storm damage, a possible approach would be to permit 
conservat ion donations to be valued at predi saster pri ces. s coul d be 
true for real property alone or it could also apply to previously ng 
improvements in some reasonable manner. Such an approach could also be 
applicable to both total and partial donations, or it could be limited to 
the donation of an owner l s entire interest. In either case, however, it 
would apply only to donations that provide conservation in ity. 

The second concern--that conservation donations may not appear to convey any 
value--;s also resolvable. Statutory recognition of the importance of 
conservation easement donations for the long term is one possibility. Under 
thi s approach, the value of the reservation of a 1 ife estate or term for 
years would be disregarded. Of course, no reservation inconsistent with the 
conservation purpose of the gift could be permitted. 

A simple approach with regard to donations that convey only a partial 
interest would be to apply the uscope of the project" rule. This standard 
appraisal practice insulates property values from the direct effect of a 
governmenta 1 program when that property is acqui red by the Uni ted States. 
As app 1 i ed to a Federal program to encourage the protection of the CBRS 
units, such an approach could establish that this Federal program would not 
diminish the value of conservation donations. 

The value of the donation of a conservation easement represents the 
difference between the highest and best use before and after the donation. 
Before the Government IS recogni t i on of the conservation value of these 

their highest and best use would probably be for development. 
the value of the donation of a conservation easement would 

because the development ri ghts bei ng donated estab 1 i sh 

th the advent of a Federal conservation program, however, the highest and 
best use would ly c to a conservation or on purpose. 
Those persons interested in owning an interest in a conservation or 
recreation area would be to , and the value of that 
nterest would increase. The result of this change would be to mlnlS the 

difference in value before and after the donation and therefore make the 
value of a conservation donation insi ficant. The Government's conser­
vation program would have diminished the value of the conservation easement, 
not ng the overall value of the property, but ng the 
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nature of the and best use that would establish that value. Under 
the Ii scope of the proj ect II concept s mi nut ion in the val ue of the 
donation could be disregarded. 

Enhancement in overall value resulting from a conservation program that may 
be adopted by the Government could also be removed from the appraisal 
process. Typi ca lly, however, project enhancement does not make a coastal 
barrier valuable. It is valuable because of its location. Governmental 
protection efforts may merely change the nature of the use that creates that 
value and thereby diminish the difference in value of the property before 
and after the donation of the conservation interest. 

Dynamics of Tax Options 

The timing of tax changes may be as important as the changes themselves. The 
following discussion addresses these administrative concerns. 

Sunset provisions. A sunset provision on all incentives for conservation 
would have two significant effects. First, it would put an outside limit on 
the duration, and therefore the cost, of a tax incentive program. Second, it 
would encourage landowners to act quickly rather than delay a decision 
concerning the ultimate use of their property within a CBRS unit. 

Effective dates. The effective date of these types of provisions would also 
appear to be very important as well. If the effective date is related to the 
passage of the CBRA in 1982, and not to the enactment of any tax changes 
themselves, then developers would not be encouraged to build immediately in 
order to avoi d poss i b 1 e di s i ncent i ves in the future. The poss i bil i ty of a 
rush to development is also an important consideration with regard to the need 
for a balance between i ncent i ves and di s i ncent i ves. A 1 aw contai ni ng both 
incentives and disincentives would create less immediate developmental 
pressure than an approach that just discourages noncompatible development. 

Grandfather prov; s ions. A corollary to the issue of effective dates is the 
question of providing certain continuing rights to owners in place at the time 
of the ve date. Cont i nuat i on of tradi tiona 1 and compat i b 1 e uses by 
original owners may be desirable. Accordingly, it may be appropriate to waive 
tax changes that would discourage these traditional and compatible uses. Such 
a grandfather provi s ion woul d 1 eave these owners ina status quo s ituat ion 
relative to the disincentives, but provide further incentives for conservation 
during the term that they are generally available. 

The possibili of storm damage to or destruction of existing development 
should also be considered. While it may be initially ate to exclude 
some previously existing development, it would be consistent with the CBRA to 
discourage reconstruction in CBRS units. 

It would also be possible to 
in the nature of an antispeculation 
provide ginal owners (i.e., 
vision) with the incentives for 
speculators from seeking to buy land 

those eligible for any tax ts 
provision. The net effect would be to 
those sect to the grandfather pro­

conservation. This could discourage 
within a CBRS unit in the expectation of 
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ubstantial tax windfall. In this case, the incentives for 
would only apply to those traditional owners that have actually 

conserved the natural resources of their property in the past. The 
yes would, of course, be applicable to all future purchasers. 

TAX CHANGES IN 1986 AND TAX POLICY OPTIONS 

The Tax Act of 1986 (TRA) made sweeping changes in the Internal Revenue 
Code. A guiding principle of the TRA was the reduction of the Code's 
interference with the economic decisions made by individuals and businesses. 
The TRA changes many of the provisions in the Code that interfered with market 
decisionmaking. Many of these changes are essentially those outlined in the 
previous section. For example, the TRA eliminates long-term capital gains 
deductions, limits casualty loss deductions, allows only straight-line 
depreciation of property over a longer time period, restricts interest 
deductions, eliminates investment tax credits, and imposes at-risk limitations 
on real estate holdings. 

Because of the TRA, in the second portion of its study (after 1985) the 
Coasta 1 Barri ers Study Group focused its attention away from reduci ng tax 
incentives to develop coastal barriers and towards options that might promote 
donations of conservation easements. The Study Group considered a number of 
potential amendments to the Tax Treatment Extension Act of 1980. 

1. Conclusively establish that the CBRS units serve a conservation purpose 
for conservation easement purposes. 

2. Permit the donation of a fee-simple interest with the reservation of 
compatible term of years of life estate. This could serve to eliminate 
appraisal and valuation ambiguities with regard to the donation of 
easements. 

3. Under the present law, the amount of tax deduction is typically limited to 
30% of the owner's adjusted gross income. In addition, the deduction is 
only available at the time of the gift us 5 years. It has been argued 
that this provision provides little incentive to donate valuable interests 
in 1 and by 1 ess wealthy 1 andowners. More owners mi ght be encouraged to 
donate by: 

tting a longer carry forward, and 
tt i ng the deduction of a hi percentage of adjusted gross or 

--creating a tax t for the value of the conservation easement 
donation. 

4. Remove the gift tax for faith conservation donations that are 
found not to ify as conservation butions. 

5. Define the level of development (or establish a process through which it 
could be determined) that would be acceptable for CBRS purposes and that, 
accordi y, shoul d be permitted to be retai ned by a 1 andowner maki ng a 
conservation easement donation. 
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6. Remove the for owners to donate their entire interest to any 
charity thout regard to the on of a conservation purpose. 

7. Remove the abil i ty of 1 andowners in CBRS uni ts to deduct casualty loss 
from personal income tax on new structures unless a conservation easement 
is established on the property. 

As these proposals were investigated, the 001 was assured by the Department of 
the Treasury that the i nterpretat i on of the rul es under Section 170 of the 
Internal Revenue Code, the section governing conservation easements, has not 
adversely affected charitable contributions within the CBRS. In addition, 
present law allows a deduction for a contribution of a remainder interest in a 
personal residence or farm, and for the contribution of a remainder interest 
in other property if made to certain organizations exclusively for 
conservation purposes. The major thrust of the gift tax penalty proposed 
amendment was adopted in Section 1422 of the TRA. 

The 001 believes that the IRS ruling procedure is sufficient for determining 
what level of development is possible without jeopardizing the liqualified" 
status of the conservation restriction for charitable deduction purposes. The 
001 is concerned that restricting the charity to which a landowner can donate 
hi s property woul d be too great an i nfri ngement on the 1 andowner! s ri ghts. 
Finally, disallowing casualty losses violates the general rule that the 
Internal Revenue Code should aim for proper management of income. A taxpayer 
denied casualty losses could be put in the difficult position of having zero 
economic income and positive taxable income. To require that the taxpayer 
donate a conservation easement on the property in order to retain the casualty 
loss would be excessively coercive, especially for taxpayers experiencing 

nancial difficulty. 

The public comments received on tax law amendments are summarized in Table 13. 
Several commenters have suggested that if the Tax Reform Act of 1982 precludes 
any tax amendments at this time, then tax options should be re-examined 
several years in the future after the Nation has adjusted to the provisions of 
the TRA and fully analyzed their implications. The State of Maine urged the 
development of tax amendments now; the State of Delaware had no specific tax 
suggestions but stated they continue to favor tax revisions that will increase 
the conservation of the CBRS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 001 recommends no tax amendments at this me. Several of the tax options 
consi dered for conservati on of the CBRS have been incorporated in the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. Furthermore, the 001 is confi dent that there are no 
special ems associated th the table contributions wi n the CBRS. 
Having just accomplished a major reform after 2 years of debate and legis-
1 ve effort, a od of 1 i and in tax 1 aw is necessary. 
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CHAPTER 10 

THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL GENERAL REVENUE SHARING FUNDS ON 
UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS 

The CBRA exempts activi es undertaken with revenue sharing funds. 
These funds were used for vari ous purposes 1 oca 1 juri s-
di ct ions from 1972, when revenue shari ng began, until 1986, when the Local 
Fiscal Assistance Act expired. One purpose of revenue sharing was to 
increase the freedom of local jurisdictions in making spending decisions, 
while at the same time lessening the burden of Federal rements that often 
came with other forms of financial aid. Therefore the State and Local Fiscal 
Assistance Act of 1972 did not ct the use of funds to specific 
functional es or purposes. on 10Cc) of the CBRA, however, 
specifically res an analysis of the effect, if any, of general revenue 
sharing on undevel coastal ers. 

Si nce 1972, the State and Local Fi scal Assi stance Act has resulted in con-
siderable unrestricted Federal to States C 1 1980) and localities. 
About 40,000 , Indian bes, and Alaskan native villages received 
funds at y i nterva 1 s. was di vi ded ng to interstate and 
intrastate formulas administered the U.S. Treasury Department s Office of 
Revenue Sharing. Primary determining factors include ation, per capita 

ncome, and the tax base of recipient Allocations of 
revenue shari ng funds therefore tended to be concentrated in those 

oca 1 es wi th arge popul at ions and i usted taxes. For 
1981-82, approximately 39% of the disbursements went to 217 ocal 

populations over 250,000, while less than 2% of the total funds 
18 747 ocal with popul ons below 1,000. 

PURPOSE THE SURVEY 

s analys s s to assess the equi 
ng ati but to analyze the effect, 

have had on undeve coastal barriers, as 
that the i of these funds as 

it i es has been 

aerial of the 186 its the Coastal 
revea 1 ed that on 1 20 areas in 6 States have s 

stence of ical structures for 



concei an i i ed and 
State, are listed below. 

1. Shelter Islands (F06), Suffolk • New York 
2. Napeague ( ,Suffolk County, New York 
3. Broadkill Beach (HOO), Kent and Sussex Counties, aware 
4. Bethany Beach (H01), Sussex County, Delaware 
5. Topsail Beach (L06), Onslow , North Carolina 
6. ghtsville Beach (L08), New Hanover , North Carolina 
7. Usinas Beach (P04A), St. Johns Florida 
8. Matanzas River (POSA), St. Johns ,Fl da 
9. Ormond-by-the-Sea (P07), Volusia ,Fl da 

10. Coconut Point (P09A), Brevard County, Florida 
11. Blue Hole (P10A), Indian River and St. Lucie es, Florida 
12. Hutchinson Island (P11), St. Lucie , Florida 
13. North Beach (P14A), Broward , Florida 
14. Cape San Blas (P30), Gulf County, Fl da 
15. Four le llage ( , Walton ,Fl da 
16. Moreno nt (P32), Walton and Okaloosa es, Florida 
17. ,Bal n , Alabama 
18. , Chambers, Galveston, and Counties, 
19. Bolivar , Galveston , Texas 
20. Follets , Brazoria , Texas 

All of the CBRS units in are undeveloped 
among, developed 

of coastal 
ers to, or coastal er 

OF 

of revenue sharing funds in these areas, 
and communi with jurisdi on on coastal 

were contacted in 1984. these officials were nance 
ic works directors, but on occasion the 

manager was i ewed. At other times, the knowl e i 
special assistant to one of the officers. These spokespersons were asked 
whether their had used revenue s ng funds for 
deve activities on undevel coastal barriers at any time since the 
aid program 1972. Devel ned as the acement or 
al ical d affect the processes 

the 
Sea 

es the northern 
da s antic coast--had 

Coastal barrier j 

near 
funds 

be 



using this ass 
us Bureau annual 

mar; ly for 

The ffered in the nature of r commi tments ng 
revenue shari ng money. Some to address ;mmedi ate and temporary 
needs, while others their allocations for the same long-term programs 
year after year. An example of the former was St. Lucie in Fl da, 
whi ch saved its general revenue shari ng funds for a new jai 1, presumably an 
immediate lem. An example of the latter was Broward , also in 
Florida, which has used its funds in a long-term mass transit program. 

The two jurisdictions that made revenue outlays for development did so 
for two very different purposes. For the Nation l s centennial, Volusia 
County opened the Ormond-by-the-Sea Bi centenni al Park and used $40,000 of 
general revenue sharing funds in fiscal year 1975-76 to construct a 
she 11 road from the mai n hi ghway into the 2-acre park. The county has 
no other revenue sharing money for coastal er development. The City of 
Fort Pi erce, on the other hand, along range road ng program on 
Hutch; nson Island in 1973, and has used nearly all of its revenue 
sharing funds for this purpose since that time. When the program , Fort 
Pierce, a city of 37,000 e, was receiving about $500,000 annually from 

revenue s ng. In 1984 that figure was about $390,000. Ci 
general funds and State revenue sharing money also were used in the project, 
which also included storm drainage work and utility improvement. 

The Hutchi nson Is 1 and section of Fort Pi erce cons i sts of new condom; ni um 
ects mixed with older, single family houses and commercial buildings. 

ng to the City , ; ntersect i on improvements and c stud; es 
that coul d draw upon revenue shari ng funds ly wi 11 conti nue 
after the paving program is completed. The county was saving its general 
revenue sharing funds for a new jail, as noted above, and studying various 
means of financing bri and road improvements which are needed to facilitate 

and population on the island. bri access is 
ve to further on the 22-mi long island, which 5 

cane-prone and the site of a nuclear power ant. Private devel 
to cipate, and are appl ng ega and other forms 

ANALYSIS 

considered 
undertaken 
Federal 

Fort erce 
on passed i ate 

erce wou d have fo 
fi nanci ng thro 

or reduc ng one 

ai, 

reve ue shari ng funds 
them for deve 

whether the 
ng. 

meets eye. 

ci was abso ute y 
road paving program. 

means of revenue to 
increasing taxes 

existing programs. 



revenue 
taken 
quest i on were 

nson Island 

therefore, the 
not as 

ch moved 
ghway. 

under­
me, the roads in 

c from resi areas of 

contrast, the Sea a 1 Park and the road 1 ng to 
it owe their existence to Federal money. 
Vol usia County Department of Public Works. 
of a of zens to honor the 

park has a children l s 
court, but general revenue sharing funds were 
from the coastal hi ghway to a poi nt s 1 i y 
park is about half a block from the beach. 

ng to an cial of the 
centennial park was the idea 

ani s 200th cele-
, basketball court, and 
used only for the road 1 
inside the park entrance. 

In summary, limited research revealed a shell road leading to a 
small bicentennial park ·in Florida that owed its creation to the 
general revenue sharing program. However, the infusion of general revenue 
sharing funds may have freed up other money to be used for development. Docu-
mentation of this pass; 1i would be difficult, but at least one local 

nance offi cer i ndi cated that s may have happened. Some juri ons, 
however, stressed that r i ci es were to coasta 1 barr; ers and 
discourage devel there. 

CONCLUSIONS 

two es of the use of revenue sharing funds for development 
purposes were found; therefore, the i of the Federal d program from 
1972 11986 appears rel nor. Of the two examples, apparently 
only one of the devel , a small bi al park th a short entrance 
road made of shells, would not have occurred thout Federal nancial 

Even if revenue ng funds helped divert other monies to 
t is unlikely that s was s1 ficant ven the 

amounts of revenue shari ng funds goi ng to most 
sdictions contai ng ts and the of many 

to discourage devel on coastal barriers. Because 
shari ng program expi red in 1986. there have been no 
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OF COASTAL BARRIERS: THE NEXT STEP 

tionally, the Federal role in coastal management has focused on acquls1-
tion, planning, and regulation. Enactment of the CBRA in 1982 marked a 
departure from thi s approach. In recogni on of the ins e 
costs associated with development of the coastal barriers along the Atl c 

and Gulf of Mexi co coastlines the Federal Government its 
nancial support for investment in the ning undeveloped ers 

CBRS). These costs included not only recurrent expenditure of Federal 
revenues, but also the loss of human 1 i ves and the destruction of i 

sh and wildlife resources. An underl ng thesis of the CBRA is that 
financial assistance is so pervasive in real estate devel on the coastal 

ers that it interferes th and directly affects economic decisions. If 
Federal financial assistance were thdrawn, the economic feasibility of 
coastal barrier devel under our market system could be tested. 

Several noted coastal experts have cted that the general trend of deter­
i on along the re coast 1 i ne wi 11 continue as long as the Federal 
Government nues to s devel and storm reconstruction on 
those coastal barriers not included in the CBRS or protected by Federal, 
State, or local entities. Prel; nary reconnaissance indicates that those 
units of the CBRS that were experi enci ng heavy deve 1 pressure before 
enactment of the CBRA have continued to develop regardless of the loss of 
Federal financial s 

has noted and does not disagree with the commenters who raise II 

ons concerning the application of the CBRA to only undevel coastal 
There are many coastal areas outside the CBRS that are either 

ed for inc usion in the CBRS under 001 a 
nue to ve Federal fundi ng for both new development and 

storms. nued Federal assistance in these areas 
ons among those who were denied such assistance when their 

nc uded i the CBRS. Other commenters argue that the 
Federal funds 1 hazard coastal barrier areas s 

ve. 

Yet, 
cane cant 

cane since 1982, 
cases, te the 

veston the annual rate 
cane 

s reason 
in the future. 



factor nue to be e for 
shoreline osses. end of the last ice age 15,000 

5,000 years ago rose approximately ft as 
ers 

been more stabl 
ng much of the Northern 
ince then, worldwide 

melted. Al it has 
has risen 4 to 6 inches in 

c and gulf coast in the United 
se in sea level relative to 

the 1 ast Because most of the 
States s also 51 subsi ng, the 

the shoreline is even , ft in the last century cks 
1983. That relatively slow trend i s de 1 y to be the 
ng cause of most coastal erosion rd 1976; Pilkey et a1. 1981). 

sci ent i sts the rate of sea-l eve 1 nue to increase 
because of the increases in atmospheric carbon oxide and 
other "greenhouse gases. 1I Because these gases allow sunli to penetrate the 
atmosphere but retain outgoing infrared radiation (heat) in a manner somewhat 
analogous to the glass panels of a ,s phenomenon is commonly 
known as the IIgreenhouse effect.1I thout the greenhouse effect of the gases 
occurring naturally in the atmosphere, the earth would be 30 colder. The 
amount of carbon dioxide in the to double over the next 
century and the National has estimated that s 
doubling could warm the earth an addi anal the next 
combi ned i of increases in the other gases coul d warm the 
earth another 3 

This ng of the earth would se sea level two or mechanisms: the 
ocean water volume would because of warmer ocean temperatures, and the 
melting of the al ne, Arctic, and Antarctic ice sheets would add huge volumes 
of water to the ocean. EPA and NAS have mated a 3- to 5-ft rise in 
sea level along the U.S. coast over the next century because of these 
processes et al. 1983; Revelle 1983). Emanuel (1987) has estimated 
that a doubling c CO 2 could also result in a 40%-50% increase in 
the canes. 

of sea- eve 1 se include i nundat i on of wetlands and 
ng areas, beach erosion and er is and overwash, and hi 

surges. Recent studies by the EPA estimate that 50%-85% of coastal 
ands could be lost if sea level rises as ected tus 1985; Kana et 

a1. To a note, the loss in wetlands will on 
whether devel ands from forming further inland. 

rise on coastal erosion has been well documented. 
a 1-ft se i sea evel will erode the cal 

pose 

coastal the 
ncrease 

zation 

se on 

tures 



a and a will have art; cial y 
citizens are al ow the er to cross the bay 

of the nland. 

Sea- eve ri se may also have i i cat ions for ers that are 
undeve 1 but are 1 i ke ly deve loped in the future. It is 
possib e around the assumption of a retreating shore-

ine Howard et a1. 1985). Developers however, may be reluctant to plan for 
a se sea level until it is ly observed, ess of the 
scientific evidence. Titus (1985) that new coastal communi es 
employ anal planning!! measures. These measures would put 
owners on not ice that a retreat wi 11 be necessary if sea 1 eve 1 ri ses sub­
stantial y, but would not impose any restrictions until a rise actually takes 
place. Titus argues that people who are unconcerned about the stant future 
sea-level rise would view such policies as costing them ng, while those 
who are concerned about future sea-level rise would be satisfied that a long­
term solution had been i emented. 

Duri ng the ems associ ated with the juxta-
position of areas became progressively more 
and wi dly urbanizing areas to place demands on the 
entire natural ecosystem which caused impacts outside the devel areas 
themselves. Pollution of shel fish beds has become an increasing problem, 
especially on Island's south shore, but also locally in Massachusetts, 
New ,Fl da, siana, and elsewhere. Offshore municipal dumping is 
threatening ic recreational use of the beaches. Sewage and industrial 
pipeline effluents are nating nearshore habitats. Structural projects 
to maintain recreational beaches, prevent undermining of oceanfront buildings, 
and stabi 1 i ze inlets are caus i ng accelerated eros i on and adverse eco log; ca 1 
effects in the vicinity of the ects and in the areas immediately downdrift 
of the structures. 

urbanized areas are located immediately ft from areas 
efforts to devel ng economic base i the urban area 
conflict with the requirements for ng the natural area. The 
case of Ocean Ci ,Maryland, which is located across a stabilized inlet from 
As Island onal Seashore, is a example of this em. The 

erated, 1 andward shore 1 i ne recess i on of the north end of As 
Is and is attributable to the cumul ve effects of human manipu ation of the 
natura 1 dri ft i et stab i zat i on and to no uri s the 

eroding beaches at Ocean Ci 

demands the resources 
mi ation of water po utants, 
.e, tch and space 

at the interface of the two 
areas affected. of 

areas, 
ems at 



cu arl 
dly di 

undeve loped and 
States of South Carolina, a Florida, siana, and 

fficult to ct future trends in a fl ng economy, it 
conclude that continued ntense interest in both conserving and 
remaining coastal ers 1 mean that nearly all of these 
committed to one use or other by the end of the 

the Government and the vate sector duri ng the next 12 
affect the rate at ch s process of tment 

If planning for sea-level rise and ing with the pressures of devel 
areas on 1 e ecosystems are diffi cult 1 ems, ng a icy towards 
reconstruction in coastal areas following or storms or hurricanes poses an 
equally arduous challenge. There is ample evidence that Federal subsidies 

on, often increasing the Federal investment in coastal 
communities that experience destruction storms. Conservation 
coasta 1 resources caul d be enhanced and i nvo 1 vement in the costs 
associated with coastal redevel could be reduced if the purposes of the 
CBRA were taken into account Federal decisionmakers involved in coastal 
reconstruction following storms or hurricanes. existing policy of s y 
replacing the structures that have been does not consider 
the special risks associated with devel on coastal barriers. Additional 
efforts in lic on could also help coastal barrier residents and 
Government officials make these difficult decisions in an informed manner. 

A 1986 Federal 
titled "A Unified ain sets forth a 

framework and identifies fundamental to implementing a 
to fl The report states that the 

sequence of events in floodplain continues to be ( flooding, 
osses, (3) disaster relief, flood control ects, and (5) 

in the fl ain until the next flooding starts the cycle 
annual flood in the United States are now 

estimated to exceed $3 billion and are nuing to rise FEMA 1986 

The FEMA a 1 so poi nts out a 
coordination of fl ain 
and a better i nformat i on program 
decisionmakers about flood hazards 

Coastal sts, eco sts 
mental managers have expressed 
erodi ng shore nes, and coastal 
ences es the Beac 

1985; Second Ski 
ca's Erodi Shore ine: 
1985. Both 

need for better Federal, State, and 
A centralized floodplain data source 

to inform the 1 i c and State and 1 oca 1 
and fl lain is needed. 

's 

of devel 
ment or stabi on on one on ng the 

Both also advocated a 
direct and i rect 

acent undeve beaches up or 
po icy of retreat from the shore 
Federal tures s of coastal devel 



a nt the Federal 
on which to base sions about 

Several States commented that 
in a because State and local policies also 

on post-storm ties. Several States also suggested 
include the devel of post-storm reclassification 

whi ch coul d allow bard ers that become more than 50% II undeve 1 oped ll 

ina storm to be added to the States of Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, New ,New Jersey, Delaware and, Alabama, and Mississippi 
favor a A summary of the c comments on a and on tional 

ic on about coastal barrier hazards appears in Table 14. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 001 recommends that the 
study be undertaken by the 001, 
ment of Commerce, the 
the Environmental Protection , 

enact legislation directing that a 
of Transportation, the 

culture, the Army Corps of 
and the Federal 

, 
address 
undevel 

; n consultation wi th the States, to develop 
Federal subsidies on all coastal barrier areas, 

, for consideration s. 

Consideration should be ven to ons such as guidelines on which Federal 
agenci es coul d base dec; s ions concern; ng redevelopment or reconstruction of 
coasta 1 barri ers fo 11 owi ng or storms (i n response to conservation ques­
tions), a out of Federal expenditures all coastal barrier 
areas (in response to ons), and other alternatives. For example, 
the could consider a Federal/State cost-sharing approach as 
follows: 75:25 during the first 5 years, 50:50 for the next 10 years, and 
25:75 during the last 5 years which would result in a total ibition of 
Federal subsidies on all coastal barrier areas after 20 years. As variations, 

could be applied to new devel outside the CBRS or redevel-
This joint should be carried out in recognition of the 

comments received concerning the of ng the bitions y 
the CBRS and the continuing subsidization of devel on 

ers outside the CBRS. 



Table 14. 

6.150 ; 
pet; on. 

State 

st. of 
Florida 
Maryland 

Columbia 

Massachusetts 
Mississippi 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Pennsyl a 
Rhode Is and 
Texas 

nia 

Joint 
of Reconstruction 

4 2 
5 0 
2 0 
2 0 
1 0 
1 0 
4 0 
1 0 
1 0 
3 
2 2 

0 

28 4 

of storm recon-
hazards. More than 

letter or 

More Public 
Education About 

2 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 

5 0 
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COMMENT 

The following comment letters express ve opinions on the overall 
issue of whether to expand the CBRS and on the conservation and technical 
recommendations discussed in this volume. Some representative general 
letters of support or opposition are also included. letters concerning 
individual States or Territories, including the official State or Territory 
letters, are nted in Volumes 2-22 of the Report. In many cases, letters 
contained substantive comments on both an individual CBRS unit in a particular 
State and on the conservation and technical recommendations discussed in this 
vo 1 ume. The comments on the conservation or techni ca 1 recommendations in 
these letters have been addressed in the text of this volume, but the letters 
are reprinted in the appropriate State or Territory volume. 

All the comment letters received on the CBRA Section 10 study and a record of 
individual responses to these letters are available for ic review in the 
Washington Office of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 



Coastal Barriers 
U. S. Department 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 

IIPfi 08 1957 

.400 5f!>"('~" s· :,~. 

Was""""!" ::c :>: 

In Reply Refer To: 
HEV-20 

Washington. D.C. 20013-7127 

Gertlel11en: 

Thi 5 is in 

~~r~~/5 ""=,-'-"-;-:'=-",,""-

of availability published in the 
comment or. the Department 
ons to Congress requlr~d by 

Resource> Act (CBRe). The Federal 
recorrmendation 2(a) of section D, 

Executive SU01T1ary. 

Section 10 of the 
Highway Administr?ticn 
as presented on 

cons i stent with CBRA' s 

of Transportation hi'S declarpd ell 
inKS' in the Federal Highway Systerr a'1G 

cons i derat i on of whether its ey,pe'1ditufE's are 
purposes. " 

statement is inaccurate. Th'? FHWA has. however, declarl?d that ali 
5 on thp. Fedl?rcl-aid will usuall,; be 
of the appropriate frerr. t~ 

two 5 ta tements is 

First. the draft report 
Fpderal highways in 
Resource Systerr;; a 

mentions uFederal hiahwavs." Thl?r~ cn no 
f'xisting or proposec-urlit of thl'- Coasul Berrier 

highw8)' being one that is owned end maintained 
t>.y th'? Fl?'der? 1 G:''.''2r::~o~t. 
the 'IFederal~aid system." 
connected highways 
of Transportation. 
essent i a 1 to the network. 

The correct ref~re~ce shcu1d be t:) 
This systpm is an integrated nEtwork 

the State( s) and approved by the S"cr.tary 
highways on this system are usually 

icy states that highways on 
There i<; no attempt to 
within the context of CBRA. 
of the CBRA is to remove 

but !2.2l to pena 1 i ZI~ 

FEDERAL ES 

Where a highway segment can be described and 
as being necessary to minimize the loss of human 
exception 6(a)(3) should remain in the law. 

as 
we 

such 

Should you have any questions concerning the position of the FHWA , we are 
available at any til!l€ to discuss the~e issue furthe 

• I 

~ 
Ali F. Sevin, Oirector 
Office of Environmental Pol icy 

Enclosu;~ 



Taken from 
Resources 

thl? Coastal Barrier 

IxceptioD Procedures Under Section 60f CBM 

The FRWA has determined that 
Federal-aid system .... ill 
because are, by the 
1 inks in a netvork. 
@E!condary. and urban h 
urban centers and prov 
be aware that the FWS IDay 

for certain actions a.ft~r 
~ment (but not 
links in Jl 

excepted from tbe funding restrictions of 
MUted at Section 6(a)(3) of the Act. Similar 
essential links in 8 larger netvork msy also be 
work im determined consistent with the purposes 

of the Act describes this exception process. 

of projects in this area 
from sources such as, tbe Safe!' 

the Disaster ReI iei Act of 

Federal funds for the replacecent, 
higbway witr.in a unl:: of the 

the consul tation process. The 
direct 11' frotl the appropriate 

the FWS within the framework of existing project 
<o,DrellOatJ,on procedures required by the National Enviroomental Policy Act. 

under Sect ion 6(a)(3) or 

to CBRA. the SllA (for 
and the FHWA J 

will usuallY 
treated ul3de~ 

On all Federal-aid 
constructed under ( 
Administrator (for all 
PS&E uut i1 the FWS has 

other projects) shall not approve aoy 

comments on the question 

SHA ~ State 
PSf~[ - P1 ans. 

by providing 

and estimilte 

UrHled States 
EmIlfOI1~"ta: Protectlof' 
Agency 

& EPA 

AHa,'s If.. 'lOOAl: 
0::: 20460 

Federa' AC1Iv'1,es 

The Coastal Barriers Study Group 
Department of the Interi or 
National Park Service 
p.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Oea:- Si r 0; Madam: 

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act, the E'w;roflTllental Protection Agency (EPA~ has reviewer! the 
hecllt ive SumMary of the "Draft Report to Congress: Coastal ~arrie""s 
Resou:"ces SystfYTl , " datee March 19.137. The draft repo:-t developed by the 
Coastal Barrie:-s Study Group of the Department of the Interior represents 

step toward reaching the goal s of the Coastal Barriers Resources 
to orotect human life and property. to discourage the was~e 

The draft 
conce:-n to 

• and to conserve natural resources. 

B,egulatory Consistency 

The draft 
that affect the 
for dredge and 
presently appl ied 
CBRA. 

14-15) that the 
Resources SysteM 

, "take fish and wildlife values into account" as 
and are therefore deemed to be consi stent with the 

The finding that the major Federal permit prograflls affecting CRRA 
"take fish anc wildlife values into account" is not synonymous, howeve!'", 
with a finding that such programs properly take CBRA into account I or 
that they are administered conSistently with CRRA. Taking fish and 
wildlife values into account is a requirement of the National Environmenta1 
Po1icy Act, as well as other statutes (e.g~~ the Coastal Zone Hanageme'1~ 
Act or Endange!"ed Species A.ct). Accounting for fish and wildlife values 
does not. by itsel f ~ make Fede:-al pef'\1lit processes consi stent wit'l CSR"_ 



states that ·(N)one of 
the purposes of CBRA." 

and 

, however) of stat i ng that none of 
issued since passage of CBRA (October. 1982) fo" 

various types of construction activities on or adjacent to CBRA lands nave 
been inconsistent with the goals or intent of CBRAo Further, requiring 
existing Federal permit programs to be administered consistently with C~Rt.. 

EPA recoovnends 
of permit programs 

Geographic Scope 

in Federal regulatory 
consi stency only :--eQu i ;9.5 

work at cross-purposes 

he changed to requi.'''e Feder-al consi sten:y 

recommends inc1 Uding the 
the Florida Keys, Puerto ~ico 

scope covereo under tne CBRS. As 
, the rapid growth in POP!Jla~10n 
in adve~se impacts to the 

threats to huma'1 life anc public 
ture of Federal monies ~ af'ld 
ifllpacts a:"e greatest where 

The areas recOfflI'!lende<.l in the draft repo~t 
the Flo:"ida Keys~ Puerto Rico anci thl.? 

areas experienCing developtt1ent pressu:--es and 
ff'O"'I hunan activities ann should be irtcluder! in the 

• we concu~ with the recommendation that t1e Grea: 
Coast and othe:- Pacific coastal bairiers be sturlie1 and 

considered fo:" protection under CBRA~ The same conditions 
these coastl ines that pr(W1pted Congress to pass this prote 
for the At lant ic and Gulf coasts. Although the states of Cal 
Oregon and Washington have strong Coastal Zone Management Programs, 
include selected areas of their coastlines undec CRRS would serve to 
strengthen those programs, without imposing an additional regulato"'y 
burden on the 

Associated Aquatic Habitat 

The draft reDort (pp. R-9) recommends that all the aquatic 
isting eRRS units be added to tile CBR.S. This 
wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets antl nea:"sho"e 

s recoornen1ation recognizes that these aquatic sites c01tri!l:Jte 

to both the ecological and econOl'll1c welfare of coastal barriers. We 
believe that the results of existing ecological research, and the expe!"'ief\c~ 
of EPA in protecting coastal wetland resources under Section 404 of tne 
e1 ean Water Act, provide strong evidence supporting thi s reCOImIefldation J 

and we support these proposed additions to CBRS. Furthennore, we 
that the existing definition used under the Clean Water Act to de 
wetlands be utilized in the implementation of this "ecommendation. 
do so would hel p assure that the considerabl e amount of ava; labl e 
and other doc.."entat ion al ready developed by EPA, the Fi Sh 
Service, the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies 
utilized in defining areas to be included under the CBRS. It ,,",uld .1so 
encourage use of un; form wetl and definit ions among Federal agencies. 

We agree with the discussions p"ovided in the report (pp. 4, 8 and 
21) t;,at describe how bar:"ier islands function for the prot~ction of t1P. 
landward wetlands frC)"l salt water intrusion. om may also want to conside"" 
expanding the current discussio'1 in the draft repo:"t to cover an equally 
serious problem, LI?. encroadnent of silt and f!"'eshwate~ from the 
lan:iwa"d side of the barrier islands. This is a sigf'\ificant p"oblE>"'l in 
sta'tes whe!"'p gas an1 oil exploration and production are a majo" ac'.:ivity. 
Canal s cut through the wetl ands to accommodat~ the movenlent of barged 
equipment to d"illing sites provide avenues for i!'lt:usion of silt t!n1 
f:-eshwater, both Of w'1ich are destructive to fragile barrier island and 
wetl and ecosystems 0 

Secondary Barriers 

The d:-aft report :-ecommentis (p~ 
to the CSR.S. Seconda"y barriers are b3:":"ie!"s located in large and 
defined et'tbaYMents. and these bar"'ie:--s may include wetlands 
critical ecological resou:"ces. Initiatives unoe .. taken 
Federal agef'lc 1es to 
Chesapeake Bay, are 
we concur with this recomfllendatiof'l. 

EPA. appreciates the opportunity to comment on this draft 
recommend that the p"oposal s developed by the Department 01 the 
modified or suppl~ented by the additions proposed 1n this letter. be 
adopted. If you have any questions regaN1ing these cc:mnents, please 
contact Dr. Yvonne Weoer of my staff at 475-8789. 

Sincerely. ! 
)wI f J i\ ,j/ f ,-----

Ri chard Eo Sanderson 
Director 

Office of Federal Activities 



ACQUISITION AND 
LOGISTICS 

B/EE 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, 0 C. 20l01.il!OOO 

MAR 4 1997 

ks 

Dear !Ir. Smi til: 

Thank you for your letter of February 15 requesting our Vle~s O~ 
recommendatlor, that mIlitary lands be aeleted iron, tbe 

Resources System. 

~e agree 
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act are 
National EnvIronmental policy Act anc 

coordinatlon with the Fish and WildlifE 
that may Impact Wildlife reSOL[CeS and 

laws, satisfiES the pur~oses 

t and cooperation In our natural resources 

Slncerel:y, 

I-:e~ P ~/vM:.-
for tt:€ 
AssIstant Defense 

lCS) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSIST ANT SECRET Anv 

WASHINGTON. DC 20:110~0103 

Honorable William P. Born 
Assistant Secretary for Fish 

and Wildlife and Parks 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

Dear Mro Horn: 

1 3 JUL !!IIl1 

This responds to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army on your draft report of 
recommendations to the Congress as required by 
Section 10 of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(CBRA). My comments on your draft report and on the 
proposed changes to the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System (CaRS) are discussed below in the same order as 
in your report~ 

Geographic Scope: This proposal goes well beyond 
the bounds of the existing program. As such, it seems 
to run counter to other Federal efforts to control 
expansion of the Federal Government. 

Associated Aquatic Babitats: 
does not agree that 
is synonymous with "the entire 

to diminished wind, wave and tidal e 
islands are indeec the line of 
mainland from storre attack l but the 
the bar r ier and the 
embayments I and not 
they are importan; 
Federal Government 
proposed. 

Secondary Barriers: Similarly, we do not agree 
your recommendation to include barriers wi thin 
embayments and estuarieso 

"Otherwise Protected- Coastal Barriers: We do not 
agree with your recommendation to expand CBRS to 
include inholdings within conservation areas protected 
by Federal, State or local laws. The laws themselves 
should provide sufficient protection~ 



of 

exempt 

3gree w1 th your 
those States wi th 

Management (CZM) plans. the 
.. process adequately 

Tax Policy Alternatives. We offer no comment. 

Other Amendments to CBRA. 

of 

proposal to prohibit Federal 
outside CBRS units will be 

not impossi hIe to manage. It 
engender endless debate over the connection 

activities and the CBRS. We recommene 
proposal. 

The Department 

coastal resources. 
the maximum 
carefully , 
Section 6(a) 

Dredged Material Disposal. We do 
n 6(A)2 needs to be amended. The 

now creates many marsh and wildlife 
iBaterials~ Its regulations are 

to ensure that environment is protected ~ 
premise that conservation can be achieved 

Federal Qregulatory" involvement is 
your recommendation 0 

- 3 -

Paragraph 2 (c): Recreational Projects. We have 
no comment to offer. 

Paragraph 2{d). Technical Assistance. We concur 
that no change should be made to the treatment of 
technical assistance. 

Paragraph 2 (e). Federal Agency Compliance. We 
agree with your recommendation to propose nO amendment 
to address block grants. 

Paragraph 3. We agree with your recommendation to 
delete Section 7, which currently requires annual OMS 
certification of agency compliance with CBRA. 

Your discussion"s under the headings of 
-Description of Coastal Barriers· and ·Conservation of 
Atlantic and Gulf Coast Barriers: The Next Step.· 
concentrate largely on barrier island dynamics, forces 
on the barriers, structural dynamics, sea level rise 
inlet dynamics, and coastal processes. The gE 
manner in which these sections are written may 
the reader to erroneous conclusions 
physical processes on coastal barriers~ 
we do not concur in your recommendation that 
study be undertaken to develop alternative 
on which to base decisions concernin9 re 
coastal barriers following major storms~ 
issue is certainly important, a 
mechanism of land use planning is th 
States' CZM planning and permitting processes* If 
issue of land use planni ng is to be addressed lit 
should be in a forum that clearly spells out the 
intent, rather than as a subset under CBRAo 

Some general comments: 

We do not believe that Congress intended for 
Federal navigation projects that are in compliance 
with environmental laws be regulated by CBRA. 
Construction, maintenance, and improvements to all 
federally authorized navigation projects should be 
excluded from the CBRS. 

There are many areas within your proposed 
expansion of CBRS that would have sections of the Gulf 
and Atlantic Intercoastal Waterways passing through 
them. Although maintenance of existing navigation 



- 4 -

for the opportunity to eo_Emt on your 
to Congress on the Coastal Barrier 

I look forward to working with you as 
document evolves to ensure that pro9cams 

the Secretary of the Army are addre.sed 

Sincerely, 

d, ( 'L--,; .2 ~ 

of the Army 

c. Edwav4 Dtelnt,. 
Dl'plIlr fur f'tCITfI!,PI t'lal'lnI1l8. 

L,ie"" aad Jitaluati •• 

16111 
(r~ 
\.i) 

UNITED IITIIT .... DlI'IIRTMEIIIT OF COMMERCE 
.. _I_Hie ..... A-.Mrie _IHIII' .... tl .... 
NllTIONAL _ F_S SERVIa; 
_.O.C. 201135 ...... 

Coastal Sarriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
u.s. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Dear Sir: 

Thank you for your letter and the draft report entitled 
"Report to Congress, Coastal Barrier Resources System" 
received by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration April 15, 1987. I have been requested to 
provide this Office's views. 

We noted with agreement the recommended addition of 
"Associated Aquatic Habitats, Secondary Barriers, and 
'Otherwise Protected' Coastal Barriers· to the Coastal 
Barrier Resources System (CBRS). Your report correctly 
recognizes the importance of coastal, estuarine, wetland, 
and nearshore habitats to fish. We encourage you to 
recommend as broad a CBRS as possible to protect against 
unwise development that often is detrimental to marine 
fisheries habitat. 

Sincerely. 

~~I !~&;4 -:t;;t::-
Dr. Nan ~:;~ 
Direct 
Office of Protected Resources 

and Babitat Programs 

~' 
~ .. ",:t' 



IIr. Jack 

ullilTED STATES Of!i>I!.RTItiIIEIIIT DF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atrnospheru: Administration 
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE 
OFFICE OF OCEAN AND eGAn AI.. IlESOURCE MANAC,EME .... 
_",h ...... ". D.C. 20135 

N/OM4.MJ 

Coastal Barriers Group 
National PIIrk 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Dear Mr .. Brown: 

Coastal Management (OCM) has 
the Rerort to con1ress. Coastal 

s the fol oWlng brle comments 
coastal development to minimize 

asic objective of the Coastal 
Act, OCM supports the efforts 

programs to deal with this issce. 
like to be actively involved in the study 
undertake to develop alternative guidelines 

decisions concerning redevelopment of coastal 
barriers following major storms or 

Sincerely, 

~(we~ 
rirector 

&----1 

.~ (. 

RctO'yloAnr"O' 

NJ\S/\ 
Nahonal AeronautIcs anr' 
Space Adrrunlstratlon 

washIngton D.C 
20546 

IIXG 

Coastal Barrier. Study Group 
llationsl Park Servioe 
Depart .. ""t of tbe Interior 
P. O. Box 37127 
lIashington, DC 20013-7127 

Subject: Coastal Barrier Resources System 

17521 

As requested, we have review-ed the report and recommendations you will be 
submitting to Congress as f'eQuired by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(CBRA). We a.re pleased that the two National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA) launch sites located on be!'!'ie!' island. (the Kennedy 
Space Center in Florida and the lIallops Flight Facility in Virginia) are 
not recommended as additions to the Coastal Barrier Resources 
(CBRS). As you know, we feel that sufficient ... ,.~,ua<1<'" 
already protects these Federal that. NASA! s : 
commi tment to the eovironment furtber and strmgthe 
of the CBRA. In this same vein we agree with your ,."'''''' ..... 'daU''D 
every effort should be made to incorporate future 
properties into tbe CBRS. 

We appr-eciate your objective and constructive approach to 

(I:OO·~ __ ,') 
Bihie J. i'icG;;:;:;;Y-' 
Director 
FaCilIties Engineering Division 



Coaiilt&l &m:r:rbrria Study 
Nat1<1Wll P;rark Service 
U"S. !)epart.men1:. of the 
P.O. Box 37127 
iWashington, llC 20013-7127 

Gentlelllili&.n: 

Coas' Gua,a 

16600 

Thi9 is in responJlIlE~ to us19tant Secretary H01'1l~18 letter of harch 31, 1987 to 
Adll!l.iral the Coast GU&1rd to its lands that are within 
the COBstal (eMS). Guard Station l'once 
de LeOD is identified in Volume of the Florida charts J page .24, New Smyrna 
Beach, Section' POB 8S being wi thin the (.}JRS. 1 t iEl requested that the 

of the Interior recomnend deletion of this property from the cnRS in 

S:incerely f 

s . ~ ~'r < 

;'1, 19&7 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
Washington, DC 20405 

ll<iIar Sir. 

This i6 in response to a recent letter received by the 
General Services Administration from Mr. P. Daniel Smith, 
Assistant Secretary for Fiah and Wildlife and Parke, concerning 
the publication, -Report to Congress: COastal Barrier Resources 
System. m 

At Mr. Smith's request, we have reviewed the document and 
the Coastal Barriers Study Group's recommendations regarding the 
undeveloped barriers inventory and management alternatives. 
Although we appreciate the opportunity to review this 
publication, we have no comments to make on the subject. 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Sincerely, 

Acting 



TOMMY G. THOMPSON 

Governor 
§!;ale of WisrollSin 

December 2. 1987 

Group 

Interior 

Dear Coastal Barriers Study Group: 

supports the goals of the Coastal Barrier 
the Department of Interior to expand 

System to include the Great lakes 

Lakes coastal barriers share many characteristics with 
the IItlantlc and Gulf coasts. especially in terms of 

TM'!'/bmh 

They absorb much of the energy of coastal storms. 
and flooding. protecting the mainland in the process. 

important components of Great Lakes coastal 
nourish a rich diversity of fish and wildlife. 

impacts of natural forces on coastal development 
ly clear during these years of high Great Lakes 
! believe that removing federal incentives to 

coas tal barri ers can be one effecti ve way to keep 
in the future. There is no reason why a coastal 

been successful on the Atlantic and 
applied to the Great Lakes, our 

as well. 

to continue discussions with the 
that were begun , n 1985 concern, ng the 
sites in the state. I hope that you wi 11 

expansion of the Coastal Barrler Resources 
Great Lakes. 

Room 115 WI. Stale Capitol. P.O, B01. 7863, MadlSOO, wucorum 53107 I> (60th 2(,6..1::1': 

State of' WitlOOllllin \ 
Brule Area Headquarters 

DEPARTMENT 01' NATURAL RESOURCES 

Box 125, 
Brule. WI 54820 
715/372-4866 

April 3D, 1987 

Coastal Barrier Study Group 
U~S. Dept of Interior - NPS-498 
P.O. Box 37127 
Wa.hington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Dear Sirs! 

CIItnoND.~y 

-.". 

I am vriting to you regarding your recent final draft report: on the 
Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 

I am pleased and support your recommendation to include within the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System coastal barriers of the U~S. Virgin 
Islands J Puerto Rico. the Florida Keys. New Jersey. and MBrvland. and 
the large embayment6 along Chesapeake nay and Long 

I am. disappointed that you have not included Great Lakes aud 
coastal barriers within the system, I am £_111411' vith Wisconsin ~ s 
shoreline on Lake Superior and zany of the due to 
high water and inappropriate development of the much of whieh 
has involved some degree of federal funding_ Great Lakes and Pacific 
coasts should be protected by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. These 
coastal barriers serve the same protective functions for the mainland I 
are equally vulnerable to storm and erosion damage, and have experienced 
the same development pressures (especially in recent years) as the 
Atlantic and Gulf coasts. 

I am also disappointed that you have not included Coast Guard and 
milit.ary lands fof' the Coastal Barrier Resources System. These lands 
also deserve the same protection. 

Will you please reeonsider your position regarding the Great Lakes llnd 
Pacific coasts, and Coast Guard and 1111itary lands. Please include 
these areas in the Coastal Barrier Resources System and give them the 
protection that they need and deserve. Thank you. 

Sincerely. 

('~~~ 
Fred Strand 
Wildlife IIanager 

I'S:b 



fltCHAROF CEl€STf 
GOVEflNOfl 

STATE or OHIO 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
COlUMBtJS 43266-060\ 

June 23, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
u.S. of the Interior 
P. O. 37127 
Washington, D. c. 20013-7127 

Dear Coastal Barrier Study Group~ 

the i)epartment of Interior to recommenc 
Barrier Resources System (CBRS) to 

Lakes Shorel ine. 

support the intenl of the Coastal Barriers Resources (CBR) 
Act to protect the public health, safety and general welfare of 
our valuable national resources and strongly believe that thE 
vate, underdeveloped areas the Great Lakes coast warra~t 
same protection as the coastal of the Atlantic and Gulf 

The Great Lakes coastal barriers share many similarities ~~t~ 
those on the Atlantic and Eastern coasts including a compos:tion 
of unconsolidated sedimentary materials. The coastal barriers c: 
the Great Lakes also provide comparable protection from stor~s, 

and 1 in turn, are very vulnerable tc damage 
addition! like their easterr; ane SOuther; 

wetlands as ociated with the Great La~cs 

a divers ty of fish and wildlife, ir.­
important f sh species. 

of the that recorc-
shoreline, 

would be an ecologically-sensitive and 
prevent future high water problems. 

to reconsider its decision ane 
to include the Great Lakes 

coast. With further consultation of the states, I also request a 
revision of the 1985 maps of potential caRS units along the Great 
Lakes shoreline. 

Sincerely, 

Richard F. Celeste 

RrC/jrn 

22 May 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
U.s.Department of the Interior 
National Park Service - 498 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

RE: Report on 1982 Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

OD1\R. 
... n .... uII'.r",RTMEST 0 .. 
NATl"RAL R.:~Ol·Rn:~ 

Fountam Squan­
C.(Jlumbu~. Ohm ,j"3:!:!-l 

Our coastal resources, including barrier beaches and associated 
aquatic habitats, are among our nation's most important, yet 
Imost threatened natural resources. We urge you to support the 
expansion of the Act to include protection for the Great Lakes, 
including state and federally owned areas. 

Development of these fragile coastal areas is hazardous and 
costly to all of us, whether we are natural resource managers or 
taxpayers, because we must ultimately subsidize unsound coastal 
management practices in some way or another. 

The Great Lakes coasts 
sea and perform 
and resources. 
support of proposals that will not 
also include the Great Lakes into the 

Best regards, 

br{t!cl,:!:a Manager 

Linda Falx, Education Coordinator 

~~;fl<t... 
j. 

-;7-LCy; 
Old Woman Creek State Nature Preserve 
and National Estuarine Research Reserve 
2514 Cleveland Road, East 
Huron, Ohio 44839 

Richard F Cf'!psll'. Gm'f'YnHf 



F',Cj!d;, 

May 28, 1987 

Study Group 

Interior 

20013-7127 

RE: Report to Congress on Coastal Barrier Resources system, 
Executive Summary and the Federal Register Notice, 
March 25, 1987 

Dear Sir: 

The above referenced and the proposed recommendations 
have been Although the Ohio Lake Erie 

and the Great Lakes are presently not included in the 
m (CBRS), ODNR does support the 
Resources Act (CBRA). The ODNR 

of the public health, safety and general 
protection of our valuable natural resources, 

embodied in the Act. We would like tc 

are not included in the CBRS, 
would benefit from provisions of 

concur wlth the report's recommendation that 
dy and consideration of the Great Lakes should be 

conducted before the coastal barriers of the Great 
Lakes are recommended for in the CBRS. 

The Ohio Lake Erie shoreline is highly developed. Most 
are committed to several parks, nature 
fe refuges. We agree the Department of 

that federally SUbsidized development is necessary to 
and to accommodate visitors to these public 

conservation and recreation areas. ODNR supports the continued 
exclusion in the CBRS of recreational and conservation lands that 
are protected by federal, state and local governments. We also 
support the recommendation that any CBRS lands which are added to 
a conservation or recreation unit managed by a government agency 
would automatically become exempt from CBRA'S restrictions. ODN? 

I., (",'11,1 

coastal Barriers Study Group 
May 28, 1987 
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agrees with the proposed recommendation that privately owned, 
undeveloped coastal barriers held for conservation or recreational 
purposes be automatically included in the CBRS if these lands were 
to come up for sale, and this sale would be for purposes of 
development that are inconsistent with the CBRA. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your recommenda­
tions. 

JJS:pae 

cc: 
D.C. 
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November 5, 1987 

Coastal Barrier Study Group 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 200 13-7127 

Dear Coastal Barrier Study Group: 

The Great Lakes coastal barriers share many similarities with those on. the 
Atlantic and Eastern coasts including a composition of unconsolidated sedimentary 
materials. The coastal barriers of the Great Lakes also provide comparable protection 

Hooding, and, in turn, are very vulnerable to damage from 
like their eastern and southern counterparts, the fragile 

Great Lakes coastal barners are home to a diversity 01 fish 
many recreationally important fish species. 

Resources Act is a mechanism which may oHer an 
,cono,mlC:all'y-,;ound means to aid in protecting the Great Lakes 

usefulness the Act for the Great Lakes states. it is 
inventory of the currently undeveloped, unprotected 

Thank you for your assistance. 

revise the t 985 maps ot potential undeveloped, 
uni 15 aiong the Great Lakes shoreline 
us, the public, and the resul ts of aer ia! 

Sincerely, 

J,:;:;~c~~~ 
Governor 

STATE 0' 

[NJ [NJ [§ ~ © 'iT ~ 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

BOX , 500 LAFAYETTE ROAD • ST. PAUL. MINNESOTA • 55155-40 __ 

ONR INFORMATION 
(612) 296-6157 

June 2, 1987 

Mr. Jack Brown 
Coastal Barriers Study Group 
Nationa I Park Servi ce 
U.S. Oepartment of Interior 
P.O. 80x 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is to express our support for the inclusion of the Great Lakes ir, 
the Coas ta I Barrier Resources Sys tern. In September, 1985 the Mi nnesot. 
Department of Natural Resources requested that Park Point in the City of Duluth 
on Lake Superior be considered for inclusion in the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System. 

Upon closer scrutiny of the coastal barrier program, it appears as thou9h 
pro9ram will have negligible impacts on Park Point because part of it is 
developed and much of th. rest is ir. public ownership. In spite of these facts 
we feel that the Coastal Barrier Program is important to prot.ct unique barrier 
resources ana to prevent unwise development. The high water levels on the Great 
Lakes if: recent years have demonstrated how development of coastal barriers such 
as Park Point and even other shoreland areas can bE.: unwise when faced with rare 
climatological events suer. as we have been experiencing. 

We SupP0rt the inclusion 
Program to help protect 
further unwi se deve 1 opment. 
position please contact ~:r. 
296-2773. 

sincereA ~rne 
Deputy Comi ss ioner 

cc: 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



nAn OF 

~I]!~©lf~ 
DEPARTMENT Of NATURA RESOURCES 

BOX .500 LAFAYETTE ROAD • ST. PAUL. MINNESOTA • 55155·40 __ 

June 9, 1987 

Coastal Barriers 
U. S. Department of 
National Park service - 49B 
P. O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

To What it Concerns: 

in reference to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (8Rh;. 
am tiKlt Pacific Coast have lJet=n drOt-l:~:':; 

fr<:r:1 systa: .• 

that inclusion of these coastal sisten.s be rec::onsideree. "of. 

!\C:ren 

State Natural Heritage Program, 1 can attest tv the 
of thE areas that were previously consideree for 
r, Point contains a fragile dune Ccr..i.-~I2). the: 

stat:e plants and animals. 

maintains a canputer ized d'9t.aoose or. t:J€ 

and threatened canrnLtt1ity type£. If we Cd" 
revlE'* and evaluation, please fe:el freE: to 

Sincerely, 
,. 

~" . ill ~ <DFFINi I 
Coordinator : 
.'Natural Heritag.,Program 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

_'I'6fII_ ~ Of Et",iroI_ c--.. 

Box 292, Cape Vincent. NV 13618 

Coasta 1 Barriers Study Group 
U.S. DOT 
Natlonal Pork Service 498 
PO Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

To Whom It f4&y Concern: 

June 19. 1987 
Hoftty G wtul8ff/l 
~ 

I am writing on behalf of the Great Lak •• Fishery Co ... isslon's Habitat 
Advisory Board to urge the inclusion of the coastal barrier areas of the Great 
Lakes in the expansion of the Coastal Barrier Resource. Act of 1982. 

For reesons unknown to this Board the US Oepartmont of Interior has not 
included the Gr.at Lakes coastal barriers in proposed expansion of the U.S. 
Coastal Barrier Program. 

Further loss of the existing coastal barriers "ill cause serious degradation 
or loss of critical Great Lakes fish and wildlife habitats. that are generally 
irreplaceable. 

cc Board f4&mbers 
C. Fetterolf 
Chris Branson 

Sincerely, 

.~Il·~ 
Willi.", A. Pearce 
Chairman - Great 
Habitat Advi sory 



-::~o.~_c __ ~_ 

June 8, 1987 

Mr. Don Ho<Iel, Secretary 

Oear Don. 

our utmost dissatisfaction that an inventory for 
Coast) was not included with your recently released 

ReiJort to Congress containin~ recolTlnendations for expansion of the Coastal 
Barrier Resources System (CBRS). 

In August, 1985, tile Oregon Natural Resources Council (ONRC) provided maps and 
to tne Department of Interior's (DOl's) Oraft Coastal Barri. 
vel ieve that tne Coastal Barriers Study Group's draft inver.~ 

zens' COlllllents. had the potential for provloin9 a comprE~ 
's coastal wetland barriers. In addition to tne 

the 001 in 1985, ONRC identified 7 more loca­
ns for coastal narrier status. After much de­

ONRS al so reco!l1Jl€naed several boundary expansions and del £1'­
certdin Coastal Barriers consistent witn the Act. (Please refer to 

tne encloseo letter.) 

inventory of undeveloped coastal barriers 
barriers on all United States coastlines. 
ted ana publ ic comnents were taken. we were 

see tnat no recomnendations were maOe (nor even fin_ 
incl ude areas along tne Pacific, Great Lakes, 

amoa Coastlines. Although these locations var) 
on9 the Atlantic Coast, they are no less vu1ner-

. ONRC believes that the original inventory shou~d 
current report to Congress. so that further con5id­
des i gnation on these other coastl i nes may cont i nUE. 

Enoin!:! feoeral suosidized development in these storm hazard locations is nec­
essary to protect Oregon's fiSh ana wildlife habitat, as well as e<:onomica1lY 
important scenic val ues. Generally speak. ing. development of coastal wetl ana 
barrier::. snou1<1 never De encouraged. as these sand and bay bar coastal loca­
tions are tht: most environmentally sensitive, as well as least suitable, for 
any sort of permanent development. 

SOI.71lllfSTVlllDOm(l 
1'iO\1>\' 
ASHL,'l' Oll(,{l\ <:.,,~( 
W~ iIR':JOO 

paye 2, Mr. Don Hooel, Secretary, June 8, 1987 

Since our coments dated August 26, 1985, additional sand accretion and erro· 
sion along sanospits and oaybars, further altering oregon's coastline ana cre­
ating economic haroships, have oce"red along some of Oregon's already over· 
developed barriers. Examp1 es: 

In January, 1986, the sandspit at Seaside, Oregon lost about 300 feet of 
oceanfront lana, as the Necanieum River changed its course. On the weekend of 
January It, 198o, cr ... s worked late into the night, dumping rock to build rip­
rap ... 11 in front of beaCh homes threatened by erosion. High tides ate .w.y 
IiIOre than 40 feet of sa no dunes over that weekend. Homeowner> asked tne U. S. 
Af'IIb' Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Division of State Lands for assi stance, 
but since the lana is not in public ownership, these ayencies could not help. 
Homeowners al so asked the Corps (at other taxpayers expense) to consider re­
CHanneling tile river or Changing its airection. 

I n October, 1985, the Governor of Oregon desi gnated the city of Wal dport, the 
Alsea Bay Brioye, ana portions of U.S. 101 through Lincoln County a disaster 
area. The Al sea Bay Spit .. as developed in the 1970' s, and houses extended 
only part way down the spit, leaving the last lot about 1500 feet from the 
river's mouth. But in late 1985, the waves and bay currents abruptly sliced 
away tne eno of the spit, moving away millions of tons of sand and leaving 
homes on a precarious brink.. NOW, wlth the shortened spit, the town of 
Walovort is not protected from the direct energy of the ocean. Oregon State 
Univ~rsitj researcners nave reported an 80 percent chance of serious flooding 
in Walovor't over tile next 2 yeats. Otner bays and sandspits on the central 
oregorl coast. less int.ensively aeveloped, have undergone similar geologic and 
oyoro1091C transitions, out with little or no press attention only becaUSE 
tl,ere was no tnreatened loss of life or property. 

Accordin~ to scientists. major erosion and flooding 
wi 11 resnape 
otner oct'!an~ 

scientiflc 

Although tne Pacific Coast ooes not experience hurricanes 
it is vu1 nerabl e to otner types of threats. Perhaps the 
onstration of tne ocean's power is the earthquake triggered 
If tsunami ." Most tsunamis occur in the Pacific Ocean because 
tre~ seismic activity around toe rim of the ocean. Two have 

ocean levels 

in recent years. One, in 1964, oamagea bridges and dwellings along the shores 
of tne Neconi Cum and Neawanna Rivers. Otner hard-hi t areas were Cannon Beach, 
tHe wal dport·A1 sea area, Florence ana Coos Bay. Also durin, the 1964 tsunami, 
four c"ildren drowned as their family slept on the beach at Beverly Beach 
State ParK. The occurrence of tsunami along tile Oregon Coast is very sporadic 
ana unprea ic tao1 e. However, there is a strong probabil i ty that another wi 11 



paye 3. Mr. Don Hodel, Secretdry, June 8,1987 

OCt..ur within the next 10 to 20 years (Physical Processes and Geologic Hazards 
on HIe Oregon Coast, OCZM Assoc., Inc., 

tue Oregon Coas t. and cause near­
wi nter months. the 1 arger break­
Individual storms produce maxi 

heights of some 23 feet. (Waves of this 
1972, October 1977 and February 1978.) Three 

magnituoe battered the Oregon coast duri n9 the 
These waves) associated witt! El Nino, particularly impacted 

on the Al sea Spi t near Wal dport as descri bed above. 

Whi1e some state leaders will point to Oregon's extensive land use planning 
process as havin~ remedied tllese sorts of problems, an examination of the 
facts show that oregon's land u~e planning system has failed miserably in pro­
tectiny outstanoing coastal natural ana scenic areas against unwise develop­
ment. one main problem is the state's "exception process," which allows a1 
ready desiynated areas to be excluded from land use goals. A late 1985 survey 
by the oregon Oepartment of Land Conservation and Development (OLCO). revealed 
tllat 75 ~ercent of all proposed exceptions to Oregon's counties coastal plan 
have been approved by the State of Oregon (see enclosed list of exceptions ap­
proved by Oregon's Land Conservation and Development comi ssion (LCOC). 

Enclosures 

151/coabar 

oregon coastal counties adopted over 200 
oercentaue enabling additional coastal development. 

coastal zone plan amendments and exceptions 
that OreclOn's Coastal Management Pro-

• than the '*conservation" 
coastal re-

and investment 001 originally 
coastdl barriers. ONRC too has 

process. For all of the above 
be included in the CORSo This 

aquatic habitats, ana al so reduce 
cos t taxpayers many doll ars. ONRC 

compl ete inventory for the Pacific 
that these wetland barriers be 

_v ">rf/~ 

SOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
140Bl 425·2201 

i IfM.~\ j." 

;-::'W~ COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
~.~.~ 

701 OCEAN STfltET SANTA CRUZ CALIFORNIA 95060 ,t069 

GARY A PATTON Jor CuccwAnA 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 
National Park Service - 498 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20023-7127 

May 28, 1987 

"OU""'" D'S""" 

RE: RESPONSE TO MARCH 25, 1987 FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 
RELATING TO RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONGRESS WITH RESPECT 
TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I have reviewed the Federal Register Notice published on March 
am writing to you as suggested in the Notice, to 
proposed reco"",endations to Congress. The IJep 
di rected by the Congress to prepare recomenda 
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 
recolTlnendations you propose 
important coastal barriers 
should be included within your report to ConQress as areas recOITInended for 
protection. 

I am most familiar, of course, with potential coastal barrier resource 
system units located nearby Santa Cruz County. ! am personally familiar 
with potential units CA-29, in Half Moon Bay; CA-30, Waddell Creek, in Santa 
Cruz County; CA-3l, Sunset Beach, in Santa Cruz County; CA-32, Zmudowski 
Beach, in Monterey County; and CA-33, Moss landing, in Monterey County. I 
can tell you, from my personal knowledge of those potential coastal barrier 
sites, that each one of these areas is extremely worthy of protection. I 
}!!]! that you revise your reconvnendations to Congress, and include 
recommendations that the above listed potential coastal barrier resources 
system units be given protection under the Coast Barrier Resources Act. 

I am generally fam;' iar with other potential coastal barrier resource 
units locateoalong the Cal ifornia coast. The Department of Interior 
suggested that none of the potential coastal barrier resources units be 
included withintJ\e protected provisions of the Coastal Sarrier Resources 
Act, and this recommendation is just plain wrong. I urge the IJepartment 



lhlHl/( von yom' nw s·t~'O\lf(!Y <in this mattet. 

GAP:1,) 

(10ver'fior Deulzmej i nil 

O!iMU 

TONV '( HUNIMUflA 

I~ay 8, 1987 

r. O. [:}QX 37127 
t'laSh.i.ngton, r:. 20013-7127 

COUNTY OF I<AUAI 
Pt/\NNING OEPAATMENT 

<'l260 RICE STAE€1 
UHUf. KAUAI HAWAII 0076& 

Coastal Barrier f1esources Act of 1982 

AVERY H VOUN 
P~ANNh'''G OInEC~C'" 

TOM H SHIGEMOTO 
Ofl>:r>I> ..... """'(';0.1>((·:-" 

our undcr-stanclina tha:. of Interior tlas suorr,ittEC 
rec:ommt=1)02't.':'ons tc Congre5~ Coastal Barriers Resources l-let of 
198Z anc: has detenr,~nec tnCi~ aoo.l t.lonaI is neeaea befe:-e unae-,'el8jJC: 
coasta:!. tnlrriers Ha\~aii car: 112 for 1nclusior, into tl1f: prograr.. 

As we lr. 
State Governmen:. 
program ooe.s not 

Thanh you for tile opporturJ.i. ty to comment on U1J.S matter. 



Dt::PARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNING 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

Coastal Barriers 

6SC SO.J":"H KINe STREE'" 
<40NO_\._," ........ , 911o';! 

June 22, 1987 
KIUOOP 4/87-1317 

U.S. Department of 
National Park service 
P. O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Gentlemen: 

coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 

We with most of the recommendations of the Department 
of the (001) included in the "Draft Report to 
Congress: Coastal Barrier Resources System. Executive 
Summary.M We feel, however. that the coastal Barrier 

(CBRS) land recommendation on page 
go a little further in 

lands. CBRS lands acquired by 
agencies and lands which are presently 

o[ local . which if privately 
d CBRS . should not be sold to any 

These lands should remain in government 
the protection necessary for these sensitive 

We recommend a more aggressive approach to encouraging 
CBRS landowners to donate their properties for 
conservation or conservation easement purposes. The first 
three proposed amendment items discussed on page 16 of the 
Executive summary should be supported. These amendments to the 
Tax Treatment Act of 1980 and coastal Barrier Resources Act of 
1982 would provide incentive for private owners to 
donate their lands public (conservation) purposes. 

ThanK you for the opportunity to offer our comments. 

Chief Planning Officer 
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Interior 
Post OfficQ Box 
t'Jashinp,ton, OC 20013<, J.l:n 

Members the Study GTOUp: 

Boston, Massflcnu5etts 02110 61 ~> 4::3~{JiW,' 
617 ·Q3-7'3:::: 

:l,9n</ 

l'/TltC <15 Chairman of the NOh Englf\fld/Nc\\ York l~ateY Council, 
[01 fJ.dvi SOY)' commi t tee of the Ne\~ Govc:rI10Ts' Conference. 1 nc. 
on At 1987 meeting, the Council 
n::vicHCd th(O Exect:ti ve "HepoT! 1"0 Congress: Coastal 

Hnd 
1)) 

HmSOlI1'ces System". fOJ!()H, 

i<'II', 

I{esources Act, 
from ltnl, 1 S0 cleve lopment , 

Hit-hout the federal 

Inclusion 

and 

t:lw 
U.S. f)cpaTcmcm 

lIith the Congress. 
be made. These 

"otheTHise protec1 ed", 
01: g nOll··profi i. conserva t :ion 

Resources 
:;"t'co!l1mcndcd that sHch 

"'.he sYf,tem. The 19137 
!.7) bll't the Tccomnended 

,.llis ):ecommendation 

The Coastal RaTTiers Study Group 
Page Two 

intentions of a governmental 
over time. A coastal 
Bny of these entities. 

A formal revicl'1 procedure should be established to 
to determine t1hether an "otherwise barrier is 
inclusion in the system. Such should include: 

can be accommodated on the barrier without 
impeding geomorphic or ecologic processes; 

structures be located or relocated landward of the primary 
dune; 

structures be located in zones on the barrier that have the 
ercatest long term stnbility; and 

demonstration be made to ShOH that the structure is necessary 
!uld provides a significant public ber.cfi t. 

Such procedures and criteria should be incorporated in eBRA 
by amendment. 

Man), coastal barriers nre 
aHd do not meet the cri te1'ia for 
storms 01" other eVC1:ts \.,.i11 
con(li tio!!. Neither Federal 
flood Insurance 
coast"} baTTlers 
establlshec! foy the addi tion of 

:). A should be 
of the lmplementation of the Coa 
the procedure recommended above. 

ij Coast.Hl land forms loc<ttc{l on the G~'eat takes should 
he inCluded 111 the Coastal BaTrier Resources System as nreviously recommender; 
by Secretary. Of the fi V(~ cri toria 
coasr,al barriers only one, that 
is met the Great Lakes b 
factol' and, fact. the average annual variation in Nater levels in 
the Great Lakes is grcate1' than the tidal vr.riation in some sections 

the marine coast, Wi thoui: the protection afforded the remaining 
and \"11th continued Federal incentives to 

hill continue to disappear nt fln ever 
State and governments can not hold out against 

the many pressures for development 1'lii-huHt the partnership of the 
government. 

NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORfi' CONFERENCE, INC. Bo"lon, Mas:",chusetts 0::110 
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We recognize that implementation of these 
effort. This burden need not fall entire 

of the Interior. Each coastal state has 
implementation of Section 10 of CBRA. and agen 

could perform all of the field work, and much of the other 
to accomplish the intent of these recODllJIendations. 

The of the seven states that comprise the Net.' 
England/New Water Counci 1 of the New England Governors' Conference, 
Inc~ unanimously urge your acceptance of these recoDmendations. 

Sincerely, 

Bernard A. 
State of Vermont 
Chair 
New England/New York l'I'ater Counei 1 

NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, JNC" Boston, Mas$achusett!'t 0211 (I 
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COI'M4EIffS 

OF 

THE NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 

ON 

OEPARTHENT OF THE INTERIOR 

PROPOSAL TO CONGRESS 

FOR AMENONENT 

OF 

THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT 

SUBMr :r ( / \ {' ."'""-" L(( Le-
i tRAE L CRONMILLER 

ENVIRONMENTAL COUNSEl 
ENERGY AMD ENVIRONMENTAL 

POliCY DEPARTMENT. NRECA 

JUNE 29, 1987 

r, 



The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 

Cooperative Association (NRECA) submits 
e Department of the Interior (001) not ice 

its proposed recOIIIIIlendat ions to Congress for 
(CBRA) amendments, 52 UlL. ~ 9618, 

that OO! "",ke a report on the Coastal 
designated geographic areas under 

CBRA, NRECA' s response addresses 
distributed by the 00] in March 1987 

orts efforts to preserve the 
resources and apprec i ates th is 

report to Congress, 

in 

• 2 • 

The objectives of our cOIIIIIlents are twofold: (I) to ensure that the 
eBRA functions to preserve undeveloped coastal barriers and associated 
areas .. ithout causing undue hardship, and (2) to enab1. the nation's rural 
electric utilities to continue to provide electric seryice to ~ 
Wll within and around the CBRS even when additional are.s h.ying 
existing electric facilities are retroactively incorporated into the 
CBRS, lie emphasize that the Congress itself deems the denial of "federal 
assistance· to developed communities within the CaRS as inequitable (House 
Report, p, J3), 

I. 

the elimination of this section because at least one 
agency classified all its associated projects .s essential 

are 

in a larger system, thereby obviating additional conSideration 
whether a part i cu lar project is cons i stent with the CBRA (Execut i.e 

Summary, p, 18), 

lie think all the exceptions in Section 6 are necessary for the proper 
function of the CBRA, It is these exceptions which avoid undue 
hardships and ineQuit ies on those 1 iying within or around CaRS areas 
particularly those that located before CaRA enactment. Section 
6(a) (3) even under broadest interpretation allows only the maintenance 
of existing services, Eliminating 6(a)(3) leaves only the 6(a)(6) 
exemptions which are based on the vague principle of consistency 
CBRA purposes, Section 6(.)(3), on the other hand, invokes 
definite, useful standard necessary for proper appl 
CBRA. Because one agency has seemingly overaoolied is 
hardly adequate reason to eliminate the 

The Section 6(a)(3) essential links exception 
vital if, as DOl recomends, Congress expands 
wetlands, other aquatic habitats and secondary 
with coastal barriers (see the Executive Summary, 
existing transmission lines supplying electricity to co"",unities along 
the coasts would retroactively be situated within the CBRS. These 
lines are clearly essential links to the smaller distribution lines 
serving existing coastline and island communities, As such, they 
should be specifically exempt from CBRA prohibition on maintenance, 
repai r or reconstruct i on. Vague pri ncip1es of ·CBRA cons i stency· 
specified in Section 6(a)(6)(F) are subject to varied and wide 
interpretation and, therefore, should not serve as the sole 
determinat i on for federal ass i stance .1 igi bi 1 ity, 



II. 

restrict 

3 -

legislative history does not 
a project affect ing CBRS 
even though the project 

ve Summary, p. 18). 
it can read into the 
on legislative history does not 
is because the 1 anguage of 

face. Sections 5 and 6, 
special circumstances allow 
es l!i1.!J.iD the CBRS. A 
projects incidentally 

outs ide the CBRS is 

Ill. ~~U~~~~~~~~~~~~~~tiAUL~~~~~ 

realizes the importance of essential military activities 
the Section 6(a)(4) exemption to the 

The House report al so shows Congress 
• fishing, campinlj> 
coastal barrier uses 

hi story. however. is the 
services support lng these 

authority for continuing such services is 
6(a) (6) (F), NRECA recommends Section 6 be 
w federal assistance for projects 

and military activities. 

ASSOCIATION OF STAn fLOODPLAIN MANAGERS, INC. 

Chair 

Vic&-Chair ! 

Secretary 

Executive Director 

~llJrll2 iJ, t 987 

Coastal Bd,r·i,~(;, Study GrOllp 
U,'~ Oepartment of thl:' jnt+,:,rior 
National P"lrt; :;""rvice 498 

Ro( 3Jl27 
Washington, D,C. 20011-7127 

Gj~nt lemen: 

Th!? As:"ociation of State Floodplain 
appreciates the OPDortuni to comment on the final Or-aft 

to Congre:,:, on thE' Barrier Resources System 

The A;,sociat ion 1S a 
professionals in state 

t; flood hazard 
and recover'y; and 
We now have many member-':. 

well as the pri 

purpo:,pc, of the Association are: 1) 
representation for states and locals with 

Do11c1es and actions occurring in areas of flood 
?) to facilitate cooperatlon and exchange 

',tate, local, federal, and private 
ve ideas and trends in floodplain 

management; and 3) to provide a forum for tne education of 
those involved in floooplain management. 

The Association 
Barrier Resources Act 
and 5ubmi t ted wr 1 t ten 

With that in mind the Association wishes to offer the 
fo 1 
tne 
The comments are made in the 
apPE'ar in tne (pport. Plea;E' not~ that 

from commpnt \ ng on the Or aft 
comm0nt is mor~ apnropriately 

vidual~j affected states and property owners. 



Coastal Bal~riers Study Group 

A. 

B. 

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS FOn ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM HIE CaRS 

Geographic Scope 

Proposed recommendaU on: 001 
unprotected coastal barriers 
V1rg1n Islands be added to the 

that the undeveloped t 
Keys, Puerto Rico and the 

COMMENT: The Association 
recommends that the 
Pacific Coast, Great 
added to the CBRS. The 
affect all u.S. shorelines. 
perform simIlar functions 
mainland areas from the 

supports th1 s recommendat i on and further 
unprotected coastal barriers of the 
at Hawai1 and American Samoa also be 

forces which shape coastal barriers 
coastal barrier landforms in the U.S. 

landward aquatic habitats and 
storms. This protection is 

of whether the waves 
I n the interest of 

be limited in geographic 
scope. 

1y and 
in 

Associated Aquatic Habit 

that all of the 
exi units be added to the CBRS. 

Th1 s def1nit Ion reflects the conservation purposes of CBRA to 
the fish, wildl and other natural resources of coastal 

All such aQuatlc habitats are inseparable parts 
of the coastal barrier ecosystem. 

Association supports this recommendation as written. 

Sarri ers 

Dor proposes that secondary barriers be 

COMMENT: The Association this recommendation with the 
understanding that the for extending the geographic scope of 
coverage to coastal barriers beyond the Atlantic and Gulf coasts in A. 
above should apply as well to secondary barriers in large well-defined 
embayments in those areas (e.g. Puget Sound). 

D. "Otherwise Protected" Coastal Barriers 

001 proposes that all privately owned 
a conservation or recreation area established by 

State, or local law on an undeveloped coastal barrier 
be inc 1 uded oy reference in the CBRS. 001 a 1 so proposes 
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that privately owned undeveloped coastal barriers held for 
conservation purposes be automatically included 1n the CBRS if the 
not-for-profit owner ever proposes to sell the property for 
development that is inconsistent with the long-term conservation of 
the barrier. An amendment to CBRA providing a legislative 
directive to DOl to develop guidelines for such acceptable development 
is necessary. These guidelines would be simllar to the Secretary's 
Standards for Historic Preservation utilized to certify Historic 
Preservat10n Tax Credits. Lack of safeguards or long-term olans in 
sel11nQ the land would constitute justification for 

in the CaRS. 

COMMENT: The Association still recommends that all "otherwise 
protected" areas should be held in the same standards as 
property and therefore be included into the CBRS. Exclu 
protected areas raises the question of unequal treatment of 
undeveloped coastal barriers. If areas are truly protected, there is 
no reason to allow federal subsidies for activities that conf11ct w1th 
the purposes of the Act. 

Whi le the Association would prefer that all "otherw1se protected" 
area 5 be 1 nc 1 uded into the CBRS, it rea 1 i zes that the prl vate 1 y owned 
lands are most threatened by development pressures and therefore most 
in need of protection. With this in mind the Association 
001 's recommendation in lieu of the current situation of 
excluslon of "otherwise protected" coastal barriers. 

PROPOSED CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Federal Stewardship the Acquisition Alternat1ve 

001 proposes that the Federa1 
user fee concept in acquisition 

also proposes that State, and local 
encouraged to pursue sHion of CBRS lands as 

[f any CBRS lands are to a conservation/recreation 
by a government agency. these lands would automatically 

from CBRA's restrictions. 001 also proposes that the 
included in the CBRS on military and Coast Guard lands 
add it 1 on, 001 proposes that 1 f at some t 1me 1 n the 

and any other Federal coasta1 barrier propertles, are 
be excess/surplus to government needs, the portions of 
s whlch GSA, 1n consultation with 001, determ1nes are 

for inclusion In the C8RS would be included in the CBRS 
dlsposal unless they otherwise qualHy for exempt10n under 
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the Federal employment of the user 
of State and local participation in 

of CBRS lands. The Association also supports the 
surplus Federal lands 1n the CBRS prior to 
n opposes the exempt 1 on from CBRA' s 

lands added to a conservation/recreation unit managed 
agency or of any excess/surplus Federal lands to the 

of its comments on "otherwise protected" coastal barriers. The 
Association also opposes the deletion of all ml1itary and Coast Guard 
lands from the CBRS. While it is ~Ol's "understanding that most 
mt11tary activities along the Atlantic and Gulf coastlines are 
essential to National security" (and therefore exempt from the 
provisions of CBRA). the Defense Department's proposal to construct 
an officer's club on the Onslow Beach unit 1n North Carolina 
illustrates that not a'l defense spending is necessary for National 
security and that mll itary coastal barriers need protection from 
unnecessary development as much as privately owned coastal barriers. 

B. Regu 1 atory Cons 1 s tency 

The 001 finds that the major Federal 
that affect the CBRS--permlts for dredge and fill and 

fish and wildlife values 1nto account. Requiring 
at the Federal level would depart from the 
conservation can be achieved without 

regulatory involvement. by simply withdrawing 
support for development of undeveloped coastal 

barriers. Furthermore. most States have additional regulatory 
that also serve construction setback requirements. and 

reconstruction policies to control development on barriers. 
001 recommends no regulatory amendment. 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 

C. Tax Policy Alternatives 

Proposed recommendation: We recommend no tax amendments at this time. 

COMMENT: The Association has no specific position on any of the 
various tax policy alternatives consIdered but in general supports 

that either reduce the incentive to develop or increase the 
ve to conserve coastal barriers and which are consistent with 

the conservation, fiscal and health and safety goals of CBRA. 
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O. Other Amendments to CBRA 

1. SectionS 

Although CBRA and its 1 egl slat he hi 
s issue, DOl concludes that Federal f 

1y directed to a purpose within a CBRS unit 1s 
baed by CBRA. 001 wi 11 deve lop gu i dance with Federa 1 agenc i es 
wi 11 clarify our understandfng that Federal funding for a 

facility located outside a CBRS unit whose direct purpose is to 
provide a tangible product within the CBRS unit (water, electricity, 
etc.) is restricted by CBRA. 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 

2(a) Section 6 Essential Link 

001 proposes that Section 6(a) (3) be 
replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not 

or pub 11 c 1 y-operated roads. 
structures, or Hies would continue to be allowed under Section 
6(a) (6) (F) provided they are consistent with the purpose of CBRA. 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 

2 (b) Sect! on 6 Dredged Materi a 1 Di sposa 1 

the 
shall be performed in a manner 
Act". so that it would read: "the maintenance of 

ovements and related 'structures, such as jetties, 
disposal of dredged material related to such 

shall be performed 
Act·, . 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 

2 (c) Sect ion 6 Recreational Projects 

Proposed recommendat 1 on: OOI proposes no amendment to Sect i on 6 (a) 
(6) (A). The term "recreational project" is not ambiguous: further 
clarification. if needed, can be supplied by this Department upon 
reQues t. 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 
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2(d) Section 6 Technical Assistance 

"indirect Federal assistance" 
clarification! if needed. can 
guidelines. 

no amendment to Section 3(3). 
rally considered as a form of 

as listed in Section 3. Further 
be SUDpl ied through Departmental 

COMMENT: The Association supports this recommendation as written. 

2(e) Federal Agency Compliance 

DOl proposes no amendment to address block 
ieves most agencies have incorporated 

regular program activities. For instance. 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development requires recipients to 
comply with the purposes of CBRA. The benefits derived from amending 
the law to require Federal agencies responsible for dlsbursinQ Federal 
funds to States and localities to establish coordinated tra 

terns to monitor and assure compliance with CBRA would be 
the costs of lrnplementation. 

COMMENT: The Associ pt10n opposes thls recommendation. Federal 
agencles should be required to account for their granting of block 

or other act 1 ons I assuri ng that the actions are cons 1 stent wi th 

3. Sect I on 7 

001 proposed that Section 7 be deleted from 
y w1 th CBRA. There is no reason to 
not continue. Continued compliance 
a1 and Congressional auditing and 

fication requirements, therefore, 1s 

COMMENTS: The Association strongly opposes this recommendation. 
there 1s lHtle, if any, oversight of federal agency actions 

if they are consistent with CBRA. 

compl i ance with CBRA' s consultation requi rements rests wHh 
each federal agency and 1n particular, with the federal officer 
responsible for the proposed expenditure. Upon consultation 001 
provides technical information and a written opinion. Regardless of 
the opinion the final determlnation of whether an action is permHted 
rests with the consultIng federal agency. DOr has no enforcement 
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authority and cannot prevent assistance to a project believed to be 
beyond the scope of the exceptions. Outside monitoring of this 
process is difficult because there is no requirement for public notice 
of proposed expenditures under the Section 6 exceptions. Section 7 of 
the CBRA requires the Office of Management and Budget (OMS) to make 
annual certification that each agency has complied with the provisions 
of CBRA during the fiscal year. OMB's certification, however, rel1es 
on the statements of each federal agency. 

The Association believes the above shortfalls create a potential for 
abuse of the exceptions process. Consequently, the Association 
recommends adoption of a requirement that a consulting federal agency 
cons 1 der 001' 5 comments and recommendat ions and provide a wr1 tten 
explanation when differing with them before proceeding. Finally. the 
Association supports the establishment of a procedure to notify the 
pub lie, State Coastal Zone Management Offices and Congress of proposed 
expend i tures under the Secti on 6 except ions and consultat 1 on process. 
Such notification would allow outside comment on the proposed action 
and, if necessary, pursuH of legal or legislative actlon to prevent 
the expenditure. 

E. Conservation of Atlantic and Gulf Coast Barriers: The Next Step 

Proposed recommendation: 001 proposes that a joint study be 
undertaken by DOl, DOD, FEMA and NOAA to develop alternatIve 
guidelines on which to base decisions concerning redevelopment of 
coasta 1 barri ers fo 11 owl ng major storms or hurri canes. The ex; st 1 ng 
po 11cy of s imply rep 1 ac 1 ng the structures that have been 
destroyed does not consider the special r1sk.s associated 
development on coastal barriers. Additional efforts 1n 
education could also help coastal barrier residents 
officials make these difficult decisions in an informed 

COMMENT: The Association strongly supports this recommendation. 

The expenditures llmitation approach of CBRA removes federal economic 
1 ncent 1 ves for development and other resource damag1 ng act hi t 1 es on 
coastal barriers while avoiding many of the pol1tical and legal problems 
of traditional government efforts. Because this 1s in keeping with the 
Association's goals of sound floodplain management H previously supported 
passage of CBRA. 
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The Association of State Floodplain Managers now welcomes this 
to participate in the review of the final Draft Report to 

tal Barrier Resources System. We hope our comments 
will be helpful 10 the process of evolutfon and 

Resources Act. 

Slnce4' .~ /1 
oante~~ ~L~ 
Chal r 

11282] 
Workmg . )1 tlw 'alUlt' of 10morrO\.\ .. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
14ft .')Jxtf:'enm .')(rf:'et, r.; VI. waShington O.C 20036-2266 (202) 797-bSOO 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington. D.C. 20013-7127 

HE: Comments on the Coastal Barrier Resources Act--Section 10 Draft 
Report to Congress. 52 Federal Register 9618-9619 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The National Wildlife Federation. the Natural Resources Defense 
Council. the Coast Alliance. and the Oceanic Society ace writing in 
response to the Department of the Interior'S Federal Register Notice 
of March 23. 1987 solicitng comments on the Draft Report to 
Congress: Coastal Barrier Resources System--Executive Summary. 

Our organizations have a longtime interest in the conservation 
of coastal barriers. The Natural Resources Defense Council was the 
founding organization of the Barrier Islands coalition in 1979. 
Likewise. the National Wildlife Federation. the Coast Alliance. and 
the Oceanic Society became members of that coalition in 1979 to helv 
seek protection of coastal barriers. 

Our organizations have led efforts to pass legislation which 
would conserve the natural resources of coastal barriers--first. the 
flood insurance prOhibition in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act in 
1981 and then. the Federal financial prohibition in the Coastal 
Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) in 1982. We continue to support the 
qoals of CBRA and expansion of the Co.stal Barrier Resources system 
(CONS) throughout the United State and its territories. The federal 
qovernmQnt should not be subsidizing development in hazardous areas 
which destroys productive coastal ecosystems, endangers the lives 
and properties of shoreline residents. and costs federal taxpayers 
millions of dollars each year in flood insurance claims and disaster 
celief. 

The need for an expanded Coastal Barrier Resources System in 
which federal development subsidies are prohibited i. becoming 
increasingly critical in light of the projected ris. in sea levelS 
due to global warming. As water levels ris •• so will the cost. of 
protecting existing structures. tbe damages from erosion and 
flooding. and tbe risk to human life and property. Unfortunately. 
however, development in these unstable coastal Areas continues to 
grow at a frightening pace. We feel strongly. therefore. that it i. 
essential that the Department recommend maximum expansion of the 
System to include the eligible areas on all of Aserica's coasts 
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resources and. at the same time. are environmental 
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when there are record-breaking water levels once again. Although 
the Pacific coast currently is not experiencing a crisis which makes 
the need for coastal protection so urgently apparent, past costs and 
destruction from Winter storm damage make inclusion Of this coast 
within the system prudent to anticipate future problems. We urge 
the Department to reconsider its position and recommend the 
inclus~on of appropriate areas along both the Great Lakes and 
pacific coasts. At the minimum, we request the release of revised 
maps for these areas so adequate comments can be made. 

B. Associated Aquatic Habitat 

We endorse the Department's recommendation to add all 
habitats associated with existing CBRS units. The Act 
incorporates in its current definition of a flcoastal b 
associated aquatic habitats, so inclusion of these areas is 
appropriate and necessary to fulfill the requirements of the Act~ 
Coastal barriers and their valuable associated aquatic habitats 
function as a single ecosystem, making preservation of both areas 
necessary to achieve adequate coastal protection. 

C. Secondary Barriers 

Although secondary barriers of large embayments such as 
Chesapeake and Narragansett Bays are subject to internally­
generated tidal energies rather than the externally-produced wind, 
wave and tidal effects experienced by primary barriers, they are 
formed from the same unconsolidated sedimentary materials and serve 
the same protective function for the mainland and adjacent 
wetlands. secondary barriers also provide vital habitat for some of 
the nation's most commercially and recreationally important fish and 
shellfish species, including blue crab, oysters, clams, and shr 
As a result, it is fitting that they should be ·protected within 
System and we strongly support the Department's recommendation to 
include them. 

D. "Otherwise Protected" Barriers 

We support the Department's recommendation to include all 
private inholdings in otherwise protected areas, as well as land 
held for conservation purposes if it is sold for development. A 
Congressional directive to the Department to establish guidelines 
outlining what constitutes development which is consistent with CBRA 
will be necessary in order to accomplish this. 

While we agree with the Department's emphasis on recommending 
inclusion of inholdings and conservation lands later sold for 
development, we believe that all eligible "otherwise protected" 
areas also should be included within the Sytem. The "otherwise 
protected" status given to federal, state and local lands does not 
guarantee that federal funds will not be used to develop these lands 
in ecologically-damaging ways. There are several illustrative 
examples of the danger of making this assumption. In New England a 
few years ago, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service had to be 
convinced in a lengthy confrontation to move the site of their new 
headquarters and viSitors center from the Parker 
Wildlife Refuge on Plum Island, a fragile barrier 
appropriate for such 
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development, to an off-island location. Recently in Texas, the Land 
Commissioner to make the Brazos Island State Park 
available to In Maryland, the Assateague Island 
National Seashore to spend millions of dollars on a 
beach nourishment even though it will abate only temporarily 
Assateague's erosion problem, and, primarily, benefit 

on the mainland's floodplain. Inclusion of these 
areas within the System would grant them the 

found under CBRA and would guarantee 
be spent on damaging projects within 

that the Department should recommend the 
inclusion of "otherwise protected" areas within the System. The 
Department's highest priority, however, should be recommending 
undeveloped, unprotected additions to the system along the Atlantic 
and Gulf coasts and expanding the System to include the undeveloped, 
unprotected barriers on the Great Lakes and Pacific coasts. 

PROPOSED CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Federal Stewardship: The AcqUisition Alternative 

Acquisition of coastal barriers by agencies of the federal 
government for conservation purposes provides the most reliable 
protection for coastal barriers against unwise development. Given 
current budgetary constraints and intense competition for 

it is imperative that the Department develop a 
system acquisition of CBRS units where the need is 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is currently being 
proposed for reauthorization at a higher level of funding and from 
more stable funding source. Development of a priority system would 

the to CaRS lands as soon as this funding 
ranking areas should include 

of fish and wildlife resources, 
and availability of alternative 

is providing adequate protections 
projected losses to sea level rise, 
species. 

State and Local Acquisition: We agree with the Department that 
state and local land-managing agencies should be encouraged to 
pursue acquisition of caRS lands and develop effective post-storm 
redevelopment regulations which would discourage the reconstruction 
of structures in hazardous areas. States also should be encouraged 
to develop state level coastal barrier resource systems to reduce 
state subsidized development of coastal barriers. 

and Coast Guard Lands: We adamantly oppose the 
military and coast Guard lands from the System. The 

Defense's stance that all development on these lands 
is "essent to national security" has been used wrongly to justify 
the construction of unnecessary structures in fragile, unstable 
coastal areas, such as an officers beach house on the Onslow Beach 
unit in North Carolina. Military- and coast Guard-owned coastal 

to flooding, storms, and erosion as 
equal need of 
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unnecessary damaging development. Unlike other government-owned 
land such as flotherwise protected" areas, the primary purpose of 
military land is not conservation of natural resources and, as a 
result, caRS deSignation is needed as a guide for acceptable 
development on these lands. 

We urge the Department to be consistent in applying CBRS 
restrictions on public and private lands alike by dropping its 
recommendation to delete military and coast Guard lands from the 
System. 

Excess Federal Property: We support the Department's proposal 
in its 1987 Draft Report that when federal coastal barrier 
properties are found to be surplus to government's needs, they 
should be included in the CaRS if they qualify. 

B. Regulatory Consistency 

As outlined in the Department's 1985 draft report, several 
federal agencies, including the u.s. Army corps of Engineers, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Coast Guard, 
administer 
programs which are not required to comply with the purposes of CBRA 
and therefore can permit activities which work at cross-
purposes to the Act by encouraging development and destroying 
coastal resources. In particular, we are concerned about the impact 
of the permitting activity of the Army Corps of Engineers under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Dredging, filling, and 
bulkheading, especially in wetlands and shallow waters, can have 
significant detrimental impacts on the natural resources of coast31 
barriers. Section 404 permits for these activities in wetlands 
rarely are denied by the Corps. We believe it is v 
restrict stich activities unless they are consistent 
purposes of the Act. 

The most effective option proposed by the its 
draft report to accomplish this is to initiate to 
prohibit federal agencies from issuing permits for activities on or 
adjacent to coastal barrier units unless the agency finds, in 
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife SerVice, that the proposed 
activity would be consistent with the purposes of CBRA. This option 
would help ensure that permits are issued only for activities that 
further the conservation of coastal barriers and their resources. 
We strongly recommend that the Department adopt this option as its 
recommendation to Congress on federal regulatory programs. 

In addition, shore protection projects adjacent to or near a 
CBRS unit can accelerate erosion and destroy barrier ecosystems 
within the unit. We request the Department to recommend that the 
Army Corps of Engineers be required to consider the impact of 
structures on nearby coastal barrier units before undertaking any 
shoreline protection projects. 

c. Tax Policy Alternatives 

Prior to the 1986 Tax Reform Act, tax law catered to the 
developer, often encouraging unwise investment on flood and 
erosion-prone land~ The new tax law, however, was very useful in 
reducing these subsidies, so that development on naturally dynamic 
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The new tax law. however. was 
that development on n 

not automatically subaidi2ed by 
However. it was neither complete nor 

tax breaks. In particular. the two 
are casualty loss deductions and 

ial development bonds. 
make hazardous development on our 

justifiable because property owners 
the cost of. storm and erosion damagea which exceeds ten 

me. Removal of this deduction would 
the CBRS on individuals' shoulders 

and federal government's. 
are tax-exempt state and local 

initial development. The 
not included in groBs income. 

numerous coastal statee 
for bridges. roads. and 
on the availability of 
necessary if tax law is 

recommend the elimination or 
loss deductions 
units and to 

units. 
exempt 

D. Recommendations for Other Amendments to CBRA 

1. Section 
We endorse the Department1s interpretation of Section 

5(a) of 
outside of CBRS 

2. 

. bridges and sewer treatment plants built 
unit can lead to exponential private development 
unit by significantly lowering the cost of 

the unit. In order to achieve the 
funding should be prohibited for 
f it serves to benefit and 

or that unit. Guidelines should be 
in order to clarify this interpretation 

CBRA. We feel that the Department of 
of all federal highways as 

highway network and therefore 
Q misinterpretation of Section 

aChievement of adequate coastal 
repair. replacement. and 

or facilities with federal 
is consistent with the purposes 

which currently occurs 
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without consideration for the goals of the CBRA. has proven to be 
very damaging to fragile coastal ecosystems and at odds with the 
coastal protection intended under CBRA. We support the Department's 
proposed amendment to Section 6(a)(2) of CBRA which would require 
the maintenance of existing channel improvements and related 
structures and disposal of dredged materials to be performed in a 
manner consistent with the purposes of CBRA. 

(c) Recreational Projects 
The use of the term "recreational project U in Section 6 

of CBRA Clearly states that recreational projects are 
the federal fundinq prohibition under CBRA if they are 
a manner consistent with the Act. We feel no amendment to 
6(a)(6)(A) i. neces.ary and that any further clarification can be 
supplied by the Department. 

(d) TeChnical Assistance 
We agree with the Department's interpretation of the term 

Htechnical assistance II in Section 3(3) of CBRA as a form of 
Hindirect Federal assistance!l which would be prohibited within CaRS 
units under the Act. Any futher clarification of this point should 
and can be supplied by the Department--no amendment to the Act is 
necessary. 

(e) Feder.l Agency Compli.nce 
See Comments in Section 7 on OMB Certification. 

3. section 7 
We agree with the Department that the current OMB certification 

process is inadequate because OMB claims that it does not have the 
capability to audit agency expenditures. We feel strongly. however • 
that since achievement of the CBRA's goals is dependent on 
compliance by all federal agencies. some form of annual 
essential to the functioning of the Act. Rather than 
reporting requirement. we suggest that Congress direct 
Accounting Office (GAO) to do the annu.l certification 
OMB. GAO is experienced in examining federal proqrams 
efficacy and could do an annual sample of agency 

the General 
instead 

general compliance to CBRA. Sucb an .nnual 
include tracking a .ample of block grants to 
diSbursed according to the requirements of CBRA. 

and th-eir 
to 
also 

were 

E. Conservation of Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Barriers! The Next 
Step 

We endorse the DepartDont's proposal for a Joint study to be 
undertaken by DOl. DOD. FEMA. and NOAA in order to develop 
guidelines on the redevelopment of coastal barriers following major 
utorms and hurricanes. This study should take into account 
increased storm damage consequences from higher sea levels resulting 
from glObal warming. The current policy of reconstruction of 
storm-da.aged structurea is self-defeating because it simply 
recreate. the problem that CBRA attempts to addre... Additional 
etforts to educate the public about the ha2ards of coastal barrier 
development aloo would help faciliate wioe decisionDaking about post 
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APPENDIX 

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COASTAL BARRIER AREAS 

The National Wildlife Federation, the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Oceanic society endorse the 
inclusion of all undeveloped coastal barriers identified by the 
Department of Interior in the March 1985 inventory, as well as some 
additional areas mentioned below. Following are our comments on 
some of the specific areas. 

Maine 

Although almost 50% of Maine's population is already located 
along the coast, Maine's Coastal Advisory Committee predicted in its 
April 1985 Coastal Priorities Statement that the state's coastal 
population will increase over three times faster than that of the 
rest of the state during the next five years, especially along 
Maine's southern coast. The state of Maine has only 78 miles of 
sandy beaches so coastal development in Maine has already had 
serious impacts on the state's coastal resources. By 1977, 
sixty-two percent of the state's 1,900 acres of sand dUnes had been 
developed and between 1954 and 1964 an astonishing 1,000 acres of 
coastal marshlands were filled. Clearly further coastal development 
needs to be discouraged. we strongly support the inclusion of 23 
new units from this state into the System and the expansion of units 
AOS and A09. 

Massachusetts 

We commend the Department on the extensiveness of its 1985 
inventory listing of potential units in the State of Massachusetts 
and support the inclusion of all of these areas within the System. 

Rhode Island 

D-Ol 
We strongly oppose the deletion of any part of the D-01 unit in 

Sakonnet Harbor as requested by the Little Compton Town Council. 

D09 Block Island 
The natural resources of this unit are the basis for the Block 

Island tourist industry which is the town of New Shoreham's greatest 
economic asset~ Moreover, New Shoreham and the Block Island Trust 
both strongly endorse the Department's proposed addition to 009. 

I-OS Eastons Beach 
Although listed in the 1985 inventory, through an error Eastons 

Beach was not recommended for inclusion in the 1987 draft 
This unit is not protected by the city of Newport or the •• s 
previously was thought by the Department, and should be 
within the System. 
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We concur with the State 
add McCurry's Point in Portsmouth to 

council's recommendation to 
System. 

Connecticut 

the additions and expansions of all el g:c_~ 
the 's 1985 inventory for Connectic~ , 

sixteen areas requested for inclusion by the Sta e of 
Connecticut. 

New York 

's proposal to include areas We endorse the 
Long Island Sound 
of protecting the 
developed region, 
and lack of solid 
discouragement of 

the system. In addition to the 
few undeveloped coastal areas left in this 
the serious problems of groundwater contam 
waste disposal sites on Long Island make 
further development and population growth crltica:. 

NY-24 Plum Island 
The beachspit and outcrop rocks at Orient POint should also be 

added to this unit. 

NY-26 Pipes Cove 
This unit should be expanded to include the area to Moore's 

woods. 

New Jersey 

We 's decision to recommend the inclus~~~ 
's coastal barriers. As the most dense:; 
te in the much of New Jersey's coastal 

resources have been seriously As a result, protectlo~ c! 
the remaining undeveloped areas of paramount importance. 

seidler Beach 
Seidler Beach should be 

its value as coastal bird 

NJ-03 Cliffwood Beach 
This unit should 

importance as coastal 

NJ-04 Conaskonk Point 

within the system because 0: 

CBRS designation due to its 

Protection of this area is especially important due to its 
important marsh , year-round diversity of 
wildlife, as a resting for migrati~g 
birds, including short-eared owls, Moreover, area is under 
intense development pressure. 

NJ-07 ocean City Beach 
The boundary of this unit should extend further back into the 

marsh and should also include the land between Logport Boulevard a~~ 
Scull Bay as well. 
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NJ-09 Stone Harbor 
It is important to include this area within the System because 

its valuable barrier spit contains remnants of a dune system and :5 
valuable shorebird and colonial bird nesting habitat. 

Delaware 

We concur with the Department's expansion of the System to 
secondary barriers along the Delaware Bay. These areas are 
important in protecting the Delaware mainland from storm, erOSion, 
and high sea level damage, as well as providing crucial fish and 
wildlife habitat. 

Maryland 

We are very pleased that the Department is recommending the 
inclusion of 6,287 acres of Maryland's coast~ The Chesapeake Bay is 
one the Atlantic coasts greatest treasures, yet the pollution and 
habitat destruction from overdevelopment along the bay has seriously 
threatened the future of her once rich and abundant natural 
resources, including Maryland's valuable blue crab, clam and oyster 
industries. Inclusion of the undeveloped areas along the bay will 
discourage development, thereby helping to restore the Chesapeake 
Bay to its former glory. In addition to the Department's 
recommendations t other areas that we feel deserve CBRS designation 
are: 

1. Mills Island located in Chincoteqague Bay_ This area is too 
vulnerable to flooding to make it a sound prospect for development. 

2. The many state protected lands along Maryland's eastern shore, 
especially in Somerset County. 

3. The back bays of Maryland's Atlantic barrier 
Wight, Assawoman Bay, Sinepuxent BaYI and 
areas are very vulnerable to erosion and 
primarily of floodplains unsuitable for development, 
all under tremendous development pressure. 

4. Rich Neck--the area north of the development (also known as 
Point), This Point can be reached only by a very narrow 
land and is also too unstable for development. 

MD-Ol Assateague--This unit is suffering from intense erosion 
problems. Proposals to spend millions of dollars on beach 
renourishment will serve only to increase erosion and lead to future 
costly expenditures for even larger beach renourishment projects. 
The federal government should not be subsidizing projects such 
projects as this, especially when the primary beneficiaries are 
mainland floodplain developers. Another example of wasteful federal 
expenditure in this "otherwise protected" area is the $80,000 
reconstruction of the road along the dunes which lasted only three 
months before it washed out again. 
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Virginia 

occurring along the VirginIa shorel:ne 
second homes. The pollution result:ng from 
lowing tanks, gas and oil leaks from 

traffic--as as direct destruction of wet lane 
the decline of local fish and wildlife 

the commercially Important oyster. 

K-Ol Assawoman Island 
Although thl island 1S less than a mile in width, it 

protects an ared wetlands over twice its size. 

K-03 Cedar Island 
Th:s unit is currently experIencing intense development 

primarIly to bUIld second homes for weal 
Eros I however, has the relocatIon the onl; 

signlficant structDre yet completed in the unit. 

In addItion to the Department's recommendations for 
tIle System In VIrginia, we propose the addition of the 

lon 
ng 

1S subject to much floodlng, makl~g 

Lack of Infrastructure has 

::. r; 50-:': t~l 

1'::.S 

North Caroll.na 

As th South l.na, we th the 
Department 1 s recommendat1ons for addlt System with:n 
North Carolina. North Carolina has some of the most beautiful and 

ar shoreline on the East Coast. Unfortunately, its coast 1S 
experiencing the unabating of sea level rise and 

ime example thlR the two houses or; Nags Head 

L-09 Masonboro Island 

into the sea--maklng maximum expanslon of 
very important. 

In addition to the IS recommended addltions, we 
request the inclusion of entire area of the Masonboro Island 

for inclusion within the North Carolina Natlona: 
System, including the area between the barrie: 

island and the Intracoastal Masonboro Island is the 
largest undisturbed North Carolina's souther~ 
coast and serves as as invaluable research site for the University 
of North Carolina. 
nesting habitat for 
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threatened lOQgerhead sea turtle. 

Georgia 

N-014 Wassaw Island 
Unit N-Ol4 should be expanded to include Green Island. Petit 

Gauke Hammock Island. Rose Dhu Island and adjacent wetlands. 

Florida 

We commend the Department on its far-reaching recommendations to 
protect much of Florida'S coastline within the CBRS. and reiterate 
our strong support for the inclusion of the fragile Florida Keys. 
Florida has a 9.7% annual chance of receiving a hurricane and it 

Id only take a single great hurricane to wreak severe destruction 
many of Florids's coastal cities. Moreover. residents on the 

Keys are particlularly vulnerable to hurricanes due to the limited 
off the islands during a storm. so any increase in 

due to development would consequently jeopardize the 
of those people already living there. Further development of 

area should also be discouraged because of the limited supply 
ot tresh water. landfill sites. and other necessary accoutrements to 
development. In addition to the areas recommended for includion 
into the System by the Department, we also request the addition of 
several more areas mentioned below in the following comments. 

P-02 Talbot Island Complex 
We are very pleased with the additions to this unit. P-02 

includes a thriving marsh system which is vital to local 
Fort George Island especially is a unique barrier 
several rare plant species. some of which are found 
Additional areas within this region Which we feel should be 
in P-02 are around Great Marsh Island and Chicopit Bay west 
naval base which is a good spot for flounder. 

We also reel that the entire Black Hammond Island should be 
included within the System, especially the extensive pristine 
wetlands on ita western side. Portions of Black Hammond are only 
four miles from the inlet at Mayport and three miles from the Ft. 
George Inlet so it qualifies for inclusion. Furthermore, the 
current Department recommendations already include some of the 
Island's associated wetlands. The island'S current exclusion is 
based upon an arbitrary distance. not its natural attributes (flood 
probability. wetlands. wildlife) or the level of development. Black 
Hammond Island is the longest stretch of privately-owned, 
undeveloped coastline in Florida and is a low lying. high hazard 
area during hurricanes. Phase II and III of the Hammonds Dune 
development project haves not received permits yet. but along with 
Phase I would put 12.000 people on the island over the next 20 
years. CaRS designation is needed to discourage such unsound and 
damaging development. 

P-04A Usinas Beach 
We are also very pleased with the addition of important wetlands 

to this unit because they protect functioning wetlands near the St. 
Augustine Inlet. We suggest that additional wetlands--Sombrero 
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Creek, Creek. and the Intracoastal Waterway--linking the 
Guano Tract and Tolomato River (two state protected areas 
north of P04A) also be included in this unit. 

p-os Conch Island 
1 

P-07 Ormond-by-the-Sea 

of Pellieer Creek as this area is an 
Additional areas 

the PeIlieer Flats 
extends north up to 

vital a6 a redfish. seateout, and 
areas are also flood prone due to 

We feel that Matanzas Inlet 

has already occurred on porpoise 
of sandbar makes it unsuitable for 

federal funds for this purpose should be 
the continued inclusion of Porpoise Point in 

While we the recommended additions to P07, we were 
ted the Department neglected to include any of the 
wetlands and coastal areas in the heart of Flagler 

To the south of PO? there is approximtely 1/2 mile of 
ivately-owned beachfront that should be included. 

be expanded to include all of Bulow Creek. The 
edge of P07 stops arbitrarily at the Flagler County line 

the county line and Flagler Beach Recreation Areas are 
lands which are contiguous with the Bulow/Tomoka marsh 

system. area marKS the northern boundary for snook and 
contains fishing. including trout. redfish. bluegill. 
flounderl snook. and drum. These wetlands also provide feeding 
grounds for osprey. ~a9les. hawks. and shore birds. Porpoise and 
endangered manatees are also seen. 

P07 should be expanded to link with Tomoka basin to the south 
protected) extendin9 to Flagler Beach State Park to 

the south of this unIt is approximately a half mile 
privately-owned beachfront and to the north between 

State Road 100 there are two small secondary 
the Intracoastal Waterway which should be 

are extensive wetlands to the north of 
Area which also should be included. 
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p-oa Ponce Inlet 
We support the additions to poe. but the boundary should be 

extended northward to the Pt. Orange Causeway and westward into 
Turnbull and Rose Bays. These areas include mangroves. marsh 
grasses. pelican roosts. and good fishing areas. Rose Bay is also 
an excellent spot for snook and large sea trout. Moreover. this 
area is experiencing severe development pressure. including a 
multi-million dollar public marina in the heart of the wetlands 
north of New Smyrna Beach which will open up the area for 
development and damage the shallow inter-island water area 
increased boating activity. 

P-09A Coconut Point 
P09A contains valuable mangroves and wildlife habitat near the 

Sebastian Inlet which provides an excellent fishing area. This 
region. however. is under heavy development pressure and thus is in 
need of protection within the System. 

P-lO Vero Beach 
The additions to PlO are very important because this region of 

the Indian River is a prime recreational and commercial fishing area 
and contains valuable shrimp habitat. This area also boasts vital 
mangrove and wetland habitats which support important nesting 
colonies and winter populations of herons. egrets. wood storks. 
black skimmers. comorants. terns and pelicans to name just a few. 
Moreover. much of PIO is a very low-lying area vulnerable to 
flooding and storm damage. 

This area was originally considered for CBRS designation in 
1982. but strong political pressure prevented its inclusion by 
Congress even though it met the CBRS criteria. Although most of 
this area was planted in orange grove plantations, much of it has 
now been put up for sale or has been sold for de 
CBRS designation essential to discourage unsound 
development. We recognize that orange 
to coastal ecosystems than resort 
pesticide use is maintained. We 
making a special exception in the 

FL-71 Gasparilla Sound 
We request the addition of the publically-owned western half of 

Gaeparil1a Sound which is an aquatic preserve. Aquatic preserves in 
Florida do not provide adequate constraints on activities to qualify 
as "otherwise protected." 

P-ll Hutchinson Island 
We endorse the proposed additions to PIl. 

1. Pine Island--We request that the Department examine the 
possibility of including pine Island within the system. It is a 
large coastal island in southwestern Florida protected by the cayo 
Costa barrrier and consisting primarily of privately-owned. 
undeveloped. low-lying areas surrrounded by unprotected wetlands 
habitat. 
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a160 believe that Boot Key should be included 
e it is an actual barrier island within the 
protection for both Marathon Key and Boot 

Most of the Key consists of low lying wetlands and red 
ion and has important value as wildlife habitat. 

t on Boot Key currently but there are 
it. Since Boot Key is not adequately 

ordinances. it needs the protection of caRS 
valuable coastal resources. 

Alabama 

Alabama has only a limited coastline. but it is in the direct 
pathway ot hurricanes and other tropical storms. Consequently. it 
is important to protect what little shoreline and coastal resources 
Alabama does have from damaging development. We support the 
Department's recommended additions to the System in this state. 

should receive continued designation in 
land possesses significant floral and 

as a migratory pathway for many 
ding the endangered peregrine 

unit occurred after the 1982 
unwarranted. If development of a unit 

from the System. then there is no incent ve to 
coastal lands undeveloped. and the act serves 1 ttle 

adamantly opposed to the deletion of this un t from 

of Perdido Pass at the mouth of 
and the undeveloped portions of 

Mississippi 

a small dredge-spoil island in Horn leland Pass. 
The island is being stabilized by pioneering 

and is now a major nesting and resting location for 
and other migratory shorebirds. 

MS-04 Heron Bay Point 
M6-04 .hould be expanded to include all marshes south of Three 

Oaks and Heron Bay bayous. 

has decided to recommend the 
in the System. Cat Island is a 

a combination of two islands. 
now is in the form of aT-shaped 
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Texas 

Texas has some of the most valuable coastal resources of any 
state on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. With over 375 bird species 
visiting her coast annually. Texas is a critical stopping ground for 
birds migrating along the Central and MiSSissippi Flyways. including 
many songbirds and such endangered species as the whooping crane, 
bald eagle. brown pelican. and peregrine falcon. In addition, Texas 
wetlands provide essential wintering habitat for over a million 

~:~~;i~i~n:ifyPf!~~r~~~~e~rsfir~~~d:h;~{fi:gY8~~~T:;~iai~lsai~ch 
array of nationally important coastal resources combined with Texas 
high probability of hurricanes--over a 13\ chance of a hurricane 
occurring somewhere on the Texas coast each year--makes coastal 
protection under CBRA a necessity. We urge the Department to stand 
firm behind its current recommendations for additions of Texas 
acreage into the CBRS and oppose any deletions of existing acreage 
from the System. 

TX-17 Mustang Island 
The bayside of Mustang Island is an important spawning, nursery. 

and nesting habitat for numerous commercially and recreationally 
important fish and wildlife species. In addition. its vulnerability 
to flooding makes it an unwise site for development. This unit was 
originally considered tor inClusion in the 1982 CBRS de 
but was dropped due to political pressure. We the 
to reconsider and include Mustang Island in its 
recommendations. We also request addition of the 
the "cave" in this unit because it a very productive 
area. 

T-12 Boca Chica 
We strongly support the Department's proposed addition 

acres to this unit. South Bay contains the only oyster beds south 
or Corpus Christi uncontaminated enough to harvest and the only ones 
on the entire Texas coast which can be harvested year-round. The 
broad expanses of wetlands in the Boca Chica area are extremely high 
in wildlife diversity. including over 90 species of fish. These 
wetlands are also critical to birds migrating along the Central and 
Mississippi Plyways and many wintering waterfowl and shore birds, as 
well as the endangered brown pelican and peregrine falcon. 
Unfortunately, this productive coastal ecosystem is slated for a 
major resort development, Playa del Rio. which will generate an 
estimated population of 15,000 people in the area. This development 
would destroy some 5800 acres of wetlands--the largest 10S8 of 
wetlands to residential development anywhere in the United States. 
It will also exacerbate the water shortages already being 
experienced in the area, threaten Boca Chica's abundant wildlife 
populations through habitat loss and pollution, and endanger the 
lives and property of the thousands of people who settle in this 
hurricane-prone region. We urge the Department to stand firm in its 
decision to recommend the inclusion of additional area to T-12. 

In addition to these units. the seven miles north from the city 
limits of the Town of South Padre Island to the end of Park Road 100 
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reversed and urge the Department to recommend the inclusion of 
appropriate areas along the Pacific COist within the system. 
Included below are specific comments on some of these areas. 

California 

CJ\·~O? 'Ta lavJa 
This unit 

C)\··()1j 

"living" sand lure and Lake Earl 
ion of migratory and wintering 
s. Sewage pollution from an 
threatening the area. 

one of California's major anadromous 
ooe of the longest runs in the state. 

C1\-OO Dry Lagoon 
that tile continuous dune barrier to the Redwood Creek 

from Dig Lagoon to Dry Lagoon to Stone 
unit. 

Cll-09 ttle f(iver 
Like ffiallY north coast 

Slliftfi and often 
and Pilot northe 

the mouth of the Little River 
anywhere between the Mad niver 

face and backdrop to Moonstone 
CA-09 to the maritime Peach). We recommend the extension 

landmarlt Pilot Point due to the shift nature of the stream. 

CA-12 Widow Whites Creek 
Vni eA-IO. CA-ll and CA-12 

iods of time. 

to 

CA··I) Samoa Penins\]la 
The North an impo[ 

threatened by vehicle use. 

CA·16 Mattole B@ach 
The entire area from lv1attolc poinr. to Christma6 

coastal barrier 
tiGll, birds. and 
The oJcpanded CA-16 area has 

CA-J.7 

habitat. 160 should l}c 
of: the !t1at tole 

protection of the 
and natural rOBourceo of tllio arOA. 

been recommended for decadcs by 
a protected natu[~l aran ~\le to 

moot of 
~. 
most 

of Alder 
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The sand beach, grassy dune areas and 
are inseparable parts of the whole Alder 

Creek to Garcia River coastal barrier ecosystem and are essentia: :~ 
the preservation of its wildlife resources. 

CA-lS Gualala POint 
when breached in the rainy season, this coastal barrier sandspit 

provides anadromous fish passage into the Gualala River habitat 
system. The small iSlands located in the estuary should also be 
included within CA-lS. 

CA-20 Bodega Harbor 
The extensive tidal flats within the harbor support a large 

invertebrate 
for numerous 

CA-24 Limantour 
This unit is 

waterfowl, and 

CA-27 

and consequently an important feeding ground 
and shorebirds. 

by numerous shore birds, migratory 
of marine mammals. 

Over of bird have been observed on or near the 
lagoon, numerous waterfowl. The freshwater marsh also 
supports a wide variety of wildlife. 

(11-33 

CA-34 

of CA-33 to connect it with CA-34 :~ 
barrier island dUnes created by the Jlj 

miles of dunes on the shores of Montere Bay 
a barrier ecosytem. We recommend the add tlon 0: 

the aquatic habitat and vernal ponds of the Moss-Landing Mar na as 
an essential component of this ecosystem. 

CA-35 Seaside 
We recommend the addition of Carmel River, San Jose CreeK, 

Little Sur River, and Big Sur River to CA-3S. 

CII-36 San Simeon 
This unit 

diversity of 

CA-37 Morro Bay 

a significant stream/ocean lagoon with a r:cn 
including anadramous fish runs. 

CA-37 represents the greatest estuary on the Pacific coast 
County and Orange County and provides important 
itat. Morro bay is a major stop on the PaCific 

and is utilized by some 75 species of water and shore birds, 
several endangered species. 

CA-38 Santa Maria 
This unit consists of undeveloped beach protecting the mouth 0: 

the Santa Maria River and its associated wetlands~ 
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CA-40 Goleta Beach 
This is one of the best examples of a rapidly developing and 

evolving salt marsh in California. 

CA-47 Bolsa Chic. 
The Bolsa Chica lowlands are an important link to a 

once-expansive area of wetlands in Orange County. The wetlands that 
exist at the site lie below sea level and are subject to 
conSiderable influence from tidal groundwater. Two endangered birds 
breed here--the light-footed clapper rail and the Beldings Savannah 
sparrow. 

CA-48 Huntington Beach 
CA-48 is an important active wetlands area even during its 

complete isolation from the ocean in the summer months. 

CA-49 Pendleton 
CA-49 is a prime nesting habitat for the California least tern 

and is proposed as critical habitat for the least bell's vireo. 

CA-52 Batiquitos 
The endangered California least tern breeds here and post 

breeding flocks concentrate in this area before their fall migration. 

CA-53 San Elijo 
At least 50 specles of water birds have been identified in this 

area, including three endangered species which breed here. 

CA-56 Imperial Beach South 
CA-56 includes the Tijuana Estuary which is southern 

California's largest and most ecologically diverse tidally-flushing 
estuary complex. 

Hawaii 

Hawaii is a state with many unique and valuable natural 
resources--coral reefs, wetlands, and beaches--which are threatened 
by intense development pressure. In addition, over 90% of the plant 
and bird species in Hawaii are endemic to that area and whose 
futures will jeopardized by habitat destruction if development is 
not adequately controlled. we urge the inclusion of all units in 
the 1985 inventory, as well as some additional areas listed below. 

HI-OS Ralapana 
This unit includes a fish pond formed by a barrier beach 

creating a single, elongated sand ridge that paralleled the 
shoreline--it is not manmade. 

HI-12 Ranaha Pond 
Inland of the beach is the State of Hawaii Ranah. Pond Wildlife 

Refuge, an important wetland habitat for the endangered Hawaiian 
Coot and Hawaiian Stilt. 
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HI~13 Real 
Inland of the beach is Kealia Pond, an 

wetland for endemic endangerd water birds 

lII~22 

natural, and cultural value and 15 

migratory blrds. 

which lay betwen Hangle~ and 
are wetland marsh ar 

habitat for a var 

Oregon 

Relative to many other states, 's estuarine and bay 
resources are not overally rich or The small, scattered 

of 

coastal habitats Oregon does have, however, support vital feedlng 
and resting areas for thousands of migratory birds, and provlde the 
base of the food chain for important commercial and recreational 
flsheries. In Oregon's coastal areas provide essentlal 
habitat for many threatened and endangered species, 

1. 

the bald eagle, peregrlne falcon, Aleutian Canada Goose, 
, and snowy plover. As a result, protection of these 
even more critical. 

endorse the lnclusion of all the potential units 1n 
in the 1985 inventory. In addition, we request the 

USlon of the following new areas. 

Sears Lake coastal barrier 
Cape Kiwanda in 

(.3 miles) located approximtely 1.5 
llamook County. 

Bay coastal Barrier (.S miles) in Lincoln County. The 
northern portion of the Siletz Spit on Siletz Bay 

a major Oregon coastal barrier not lncluded in the 1985 

Big Creek coastal barrier (1.1 miles) located along Roosevelt 
Beach, south of the Lincoln-Lane County line. 

4. and 5. Sutton Creek (1.1 miles) and Siltcoos River (1.25 miles) 
coastal barriers recommended for inclusion to the Oregon Department 
of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) by Lane County. 

6. Tenmile Creek coastal 
~natural located 
National Area. 

7. Winchuck River coastal barrier (.25 miles) on the southernmost 
river on the Oregon coast. This river has been given "conservation" 
status in Oregon's coastal plans. 

We also request the following additions and expansions to the 
potential CBRS units listed in the Department's 1985 inventory: 
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OR-OS Seaside Inlet 
Add salt marsh area immediately north of Neawanna Creek 

confluence with the bay. 

OR-07 Nehalem Spit 
Add Dean Bay to the east side of the Nehalem River. 

OR-OS Kincheloe Point--Add: 
a. Smith Lake--extend boundary one mile north to Tillamook aay 

to the southern end of the Watesco development and include BarVl€W 
County Park and associated wetlands. 

b. Miami Cove--northeast end of Tillamook Bay. 
c. Southern end of Tillamook Bay. 

OR~lO sand Lake 
Expand the barrier to include the entire north spit. 

OR~ll North 
Include the southeast end of the bay (these bay portions were 

also recommended for inclusion in 1985 by James ROSS, Director of 
DLCD). 

OR-13 Salmon River Spit 
Add upper portion of river and tidal areas, 

OR~IB Siuslaw Spit 
Extend the barrier approximtely .4 miles north to include Nort~ 

Jetty Lake just above North Jetty Road, 

OR~20 Tahkenitch Lake 
Extend the bound a 

miles north to include 
east to Tahkenitch Lake and 

entire Tahkenitch Creek 

OR-22 Wlnchester Bay 
nd the wetland 
including all of 

OR-24 North Beach 
Expand the barrier spit 

Snag, Teal, Sandpoint, Bluebi 
the wetland deSignation inland 
brldge to include Jordan Cove, 
Inlet. 

OR-27 Fourmile Dunes 

to west 
and Cannery Islands. 

4.75 miles north to include 
1 and Spirit Lakes. Expand 

to Just west of the Highway 101 
Pony Slough, North Slough, and Haynes 

Expand the boundary inward to include Laurel Lake. Also, this 
barrier is really contiguous with R-28 which has extended (by 
natural forces) approximately a mile north and now enters the ocean 
Opposlte the south end of Laurel Lake. 

Washington 

WA-70 Cranberry Creek and WA-7l Sampson 
This unlt deserves CBRS status as it includes several types of 

wetland, providing excellent habitat for various wildlife, 
especially many species of migrating birds and wintering waterfowl 
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and shore birds 
be moved north to 
should also be in 

In addltion, the northern boundary of WA-70 S~O~:~ 
include all of Conner Creek, Ocean Clty Beac~ 

and the southern boundary should extend to 
s are connected. The boundaries of WA-71 

all sides to include the unique swamps 
the WA-71 so the two 
should be expanded on 
surrounding 

WA-72 Point Brown 
This unit should be 

shoreline and the 
currently 
Moreover, area 
Washington State, i 
and peregrine falcons. 
site of the snowy 
population decline 

WA-73 Grays Harbor 

included due to its extremely unstable 

~a~~~st~nU~~~i~:b1~ii~~nd~~ei;prnent. 
one of the rIchest aggregations of b:rds 1n 

24 species of shore birds, snowy owisl 
also includes the northernmost nesting 

which is suffering from a serious 
its range. 

This unit is of scientific interest as gulls and terns have 
colonized the artificially constructed Sand and Goose Islands. 

WA-74 Port Chenalis 
The boundaries of WA-74 should be extended both north and south 

to the east of Highway 105 to include the unit's assocIated wetlands. 

WA-76 Grayland 
Since much this sensitive coastline in this area is already 

developed, incluSion of WA-76 is even more lmportant. 

North Beach Peninsula 
s area contains critlcal 
remain in an undisturbed 

habitat and 

coast: 

including the areas identified In the 
of potentially eligible units, we also 

of the following areas along the 

1. North Beach Penn insula in Willapa Bay and the Bay itself. 

2. Port Chehalis area on both the ocean and bayside of Westport. 

3. Point Brown and Damon Point south of Ocean Shores--this site 1S 

habitat and nesting area of the snowy plover, 

4. Areas on the north shore of the Olympic Peninsula such as the 
Dugeness spit and other areas down to Deception Pass. 

5. The north head of Chuchanut Bay on the quadrangle east of Lumnl 
sland. 

7. EdizHOOK , 
curves above the 

of the North Head lighthouse on the Cape 

in the Strait of San Juan de Fuca which 
Port Angeles--this unit is especially 
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vulnerable SInce its sand source was cut off by the Elwha Dam. 

The Great Lakes Coast 

A total of 88 unprotected and undeveloped areas along the Grea: 
Lakes shoreline were listed in the Department's 1985 inventory, 
as with the PaCIfic coast, the Department chose not to recommen6 
inclusion of this coast in the System. We believe the 
erred in this decision. In light of the current problems Grea: 
Lakes state are experiencing with high water levels, inclusion 
within the System is both timely and appropriate. We urge the 
Department to reconsider its decision and recommend expansion of the 
System to include the eligible areas along the Great Lakes coast. 
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Dear Study Group: 

The April 1985 
that the 181 u 
protection under 
understand that 

draft issued by your group recommended 
in the Pacific Coast Inventory be included for 

the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA). I now 
ur group is recommending that all 181 units in 
Inventory be excluded from protectior. under the 

to reverse this recommendation, and 
75 units in Washington (61 miles of 

units in Oregon (42 miles of shoreline), 
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LAURENCE R. JAH!'­--, lONNIE l. WILUAM50r-. 
V'~<flode-nl 

DANiEl A. POOLE 
8rufflCtu."rrun 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Post Office Box 37127 
Washington. D.C. 20013-7127 

Dear Sir: 

JUDe 19. 1987 

k'e have reviewed the "Draft Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Resocrces 
System.!< We would like to offer the fo11o\"'ing conunents on recoIlmlendations pro-
posed by the lnterior regarding the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(CBftA) and the Coastal Resources System (CBRS). 

The \>,lild1ife Management Institute strongly supports the follo\.'ing Depart­
ment of the In tcrior recommendat~ons: 

1. Addition of undeveloped, unprotec ted coastal barriers of the Florida 
Keys, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands to the CBRS; 

2. Additior:. of all aquatic habitats associated "'ith existinb and futun 
CBRS units including: all wetlands (e.g., tidal flats, s\,.'amps, 
and marshes); inlets; lagoons; estuaries; coves between 
mainlanc; 1 mile expanses of open, nearshore waters sea\.,'iHd 
coastal barrier 1..'hich contain the sand-sharing systems affecting 
barrier; anc, in units located in tropical regions, the coral reefs 
associa ted with nearshore mangroves; 

3. Addition of secondary barriers (e.g., Narragansett Bay, Chesapeake Bay) 
to the CBRS; 

4. Inclusion of all privately owned property within a conservation or 
recreation area established by federal. state, or local 1m.' on an un­
developed coastal barrier in the CBRS in an effort to alleviate the 
incentive to subdivide or sell off the private parcells for development 

Sincerely I purposes; 

NORTHWEST REGION 
FOURTH AVENUE. ROOM 8J3, SEATn.E, WASH1NGTOr-: 98101 

(2Ob) 624 M6430 

5. Inclusion of appropriate excess/surr1us Federal properties in the 
CBRS prior to their disposal, unless they otherwise qualify for 
exemption under the lat.'; 

DEDICATED TO WILDLiFE SINCE 1911 
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6. Restriction of Federal funding for facilities located outside a CBRS 
unit whose direct purpose 1s to provide tangible products within the 
CBRS unit (e.g., water, electricity. etc.); 

7. Deletion of Section 6(8) (3) which would allow the maintenance, repIaee-
reconstruction, or but not the expansion. of pubIic1y-
or publicly-operated structures, or facilities authorizec 

under Sec tion 6(a) (6) (f) that they are consistent 1.>:ith the 
purposes of CBRA; --

8. Amendment of Section 6(a) (2) so that it would read: "the maintenance 
of e.xistin ... channel improvements and related structures, such as jett 

the disposal of dredged materials related to such improvernen 
performed in a manner consistent with the purposes 

this Act."; and, 

9. conducted by DOl, DOD, FEMA, and !'OAA tc 
5 on which to base decisions concerninf," 

coastal barriers follm..'ing major Storms or hurricanes, 

w:11 Opposes the follm.:ing recommendations: 

1, previous CBRS lands acquirec b:. 
a cor.servation/rt:'creatior. ur.it by a g0vernment agency, or the 
deletion of any CBR5 lands or. military and Coast Guard lands; 

2. Prooosa] ret:ulatory amendment to thE: CBRA requiring evalua~i0ns 
ts or adjacent coastal barriers ir: the CBK:;' 
are consistent and compatable ",:itn the conser-vatic':-. ar:d 

CBR1\. 

conservatio;; of fish and 1 .. ;11dlife resources on and around berrier 
i;;lands, tl.", ~naseP.lent Institutfc recommends that: 

1. 

3. 

be made for the inclusion of undevEloped coasta: 
barrIer", along the Pacific Coast, Great Lakc!:-, Alaska, ha\.;aii, ar.e 
America Sam('il thE: CBhS; 

Further protection be given to aJl areas in the CBRS held under feciera::', 
state, or local la",'s, as well as those held by the private se<::tor, tc 
ensun~ that and'(~r act~vities on these are consi"tenr 
with the impact portions of the ecc'-
systems (e.g., primary sand ;""ithin their boundal'ies; 

for projects or activities on lands \dthir: ('r 
are inconsistent with the goals of the CBf\..; 

ubstantl.al negative impact!, or: a CBRS unit 
activities channel maintenance, road ruainter.ance. 

otentially valid exceptions tC' (SI\...; 
of this report; and, 

Coastal Barriers Study ..,roup -3- .In. 19. 1987 

4. Additional efforts in public education should be made to help coastal 
residents and government officials understand these complex ecosystems 
and make more informed decisions. 

LRJ:dt 

Sincerely, 

,;("~ 
Laurence R. Jahn 
President 
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the recommendations (Hade by the Coastal Barriers Study Group would 

by us. 

an array of 

Coastal Resource System, and, therefore, arc supported 

Fl.orida, Maryland, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, 
i ti ve These coas tal areas serve 
di verse while providing economic 

Yet all of these areas have come 

lilli', HI', \, /ld 1'<11'1'1 

and have already suE fered from 
into these areas mus t. be 
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discouraged.. Development pressure is especially aOJte in Bolivar Peninsula 
and Boca Chica in Texas, and in Vero Beach and the Keys in Florida~ In Texas~ 
for example, with pressure on state agencies to produce revenues, the state is 
offering to lease much of its coastal lands to developers~ These developers 
Hould have great incentives to take such lands, if they could obtain federal 
subsidies. The federal government, through subsidies, should not encourage 
such activity there, or in any oth.er important coastal region~ 

Inclusion of "associated aquatic habitats ll and secondary barriers within 
the Coastal Barrier Resource System (CBRS) , as well as expansion of the term 

are also neceSS3IY, posi ti ve measures which recognize 
to include lands wi thin the barrier sys tern on the basis 

on the basi.s of location or composi tion. Coastal 
more than their landfast portions; barriers and their 

habi tats are closely interdependent. Th.ese 
bnrricrs and are crucial for coastal fish and 

harriers in large embayments are also \vise incllls1.ons 
the forces Hhich form these barriers are not 

th.ey play the same roles as 
ife and the mainland 

the tenn lTcoastal to include those 
of unconsol ida ted sediments is also 
ers serve tile same vi tal fuctions as 
therefore ~ deserve to be included in 

in the CBRS of private 
of recreat ton areas. 

their present orientation, 
property 1./1 order to funds" 

federal support ~ a major incent i vc to dc've J,opmc!1t 

Recommendations whidl 
Hllich mandate consistency wi.th 
constructing !limprovements l

! are also 
sensi ti ve coastal barrier would cert 
not be entirely located within the barrier itself -- such 
electrical lines. Such spurs to development should not be subsidized by the 
federal government. Similarly, the expansion of "essential linksl! to coastal 
barriers should not be encouraged. Other lIimprovementsll -- like channel and 
jetty maintenance .. - proposed for areas in or around coastal barriers should 
not be conducted by federal agencies in a manner that is detrimental to the 
coastal barrier. Requiring that such activities "be performed in a maImer 
consistent \<lith the purposes of" CORA is, therefore, a proposal which we 
support. 
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~roposals Which ~ Oppose 

There 
which 

however, several aspects of the Study Groupls recommendations 
disagree. 

L ExclusIon of Pacific Ocean and Great Lake Coasu'}l Barriers 

Coastal barriers along the Pacific Ocean and Great Lakes should not be 
excluded from CBRS. These barriers fi t the defini tion of "coastal barriers" 

Dermrtm'ent of Interior, and especially as expanded by the Study 
Great Lake barriers serve the same valuable functions as 

barriers already included in the system; they support aquatic and 
terrestrial DODulatiol1s and protect the mainland and wetlands from storms and 

the inclusion of secondary barriers and barriers that are not 

These barriers are also 
energies as are those barriers 
different times of the year and 
Atlantic, potentially des 
Lake shores. DurilHl such 

Study Group has established the 
ary cri terion for including barriers 

these areas would be inconsistent \vlth 

wave, tidal, and wind 
within the system. While at 

forms than those along the 
storms also strike the Pacific and Great 

these barriers once again prove their 
from the brunt of storms I impacts 0 Pacific 
also threatened by the same development 

barriers, and, therefore, warrant the same 

Proposals Which Weaken CBRA Effectiveness 

There are several proposals which would seriously limit the effectiveness 
of OJRA. One recommendation would give the Secretary of the Interior the 

allow certain activities (such as energy projects, channel 
and military activities) within CBRS units. While we hope that 

Secretary would never sanction any harmful activities, the "blank check. II 
rred to the Secretary is a potentially dangerous one. Ei ther such power 

should not be granted, or some limitations or checks upon the Secretary's 
power should be enacted. 

Of the many proposed deletions from existing CBRS units, the one \.Jhich we 
most vehemently oppose is the deletion from unit QOl in Mobile POint, 
Alabama. The National Wildlife Federation claims that development of a 3,105 
acre unit there by US Capitol Gulf Shores occured after the original October 
1982 designation of the area within the CBRS. This allegation calls into 
question the Study Group's claim that the area was included in 1982 mistak.enly 
because it had already been developed. To clear the way now for federal funds 
would certainly emasculate the Department of the Interiorts capacity to 
implement QlRA. If all that one need do is to develop an area wi thin CBRS to 
ensure its eventual exclusion, what purpose does the system serve in the first 
place? 

- 4 -

Another proposal with which we cannot agree involves the exclusion of 
military lands from the system. We do not agree that mi lit 
"essential to the National security." To encourage 
barriers owned by the military by excluding them from CBR 
activities in other areas ignores the tenor and intent of 

3. No Adequate Means of Verifying Compliance with CBRA 

The Study Group proposes to eliminate the Office of Management and 
(Q\fB) program of moni toring federal agencies I compl iance wi th CBRA, to 
from the Act any amendments which would mandate ccmpliance with CBRA from 
federal pennit programs, and to exclude "otherwise protected" areas from the 
eBRs. Such proposals were made with the intent of minimizing the beaurocratic 
complications and cost of running the CBRS. We feel, however, that these 
proposals leave the Department of Interior with no fonnal means of verifying 
federal compliance, and that they are made simply upon an assumption of future 
compliance with the Act on the part of all federal agencies. 

Without some fonnal monitoring system, potential violations of ruRA have a 
far greater chance of going wmoticed. While we agree that the present OMB 
certification process is largely useless, we feel that there must be some 
fonnal means through which to monitor federal compliance with CBRA. Such a 
proposal must be enacted, if this Act is to have real, sustainable power in 
the future. 

The proposal to include no amendments 
consistency with (BRA on the part of 
an assumption of future compliance w 
proposals. The Study Group infers on 
since none of 250 penuits issued since 
disregard for the purposes of CBRA, It t 
Leaving such a gaping loophole in the permit 
problems in the future. Furthermore, the St 
need to manda te compliance wi th the purposes 
"improvements" on or near CBRS areas (Section 
not also wish to secure such compliance on the 
for the same types of acti vi ties? 

On the surf ace, the Study Group' s proposal to exclude from the CBRS 
"otherwise protected ll areas held by federal, state, or local agencies may make 
sense, if one assumes that this protected status would survive, if these lands 
were soId. The Study Group has recomended inclusion into CllRS privately 
protected areaS and military surplus lands, when such lands are ever sold for 
purposes of development. Since governmental agencies may also fall under the 
same temptations to sell, we recommend that "otherwise protected" land sold by 
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such agencies also be included within CBRS, if such a sale is inconsistent 
wi th the purposes of (BRA. 

I thank you for this opportunity to express our views on these matters. 

Sincerely, 

---\trtL~ 
Hope M. Babcock 
Counsel, 
Natioanl Audubon Society 

I RA CLUB 
National Coastal Committee 

The Coastal Barriers Study Group 
Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington D: 2001J-7217 

Gentlemenl 

11194 Douglas Avenue 
Marriottsville MD 2110~ 

20 June 1987 
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The National Coastal Comrr.ittee of the Sierra Clut supports the 
expa:-.sio;: and strengthening of tr.e Coastal Barriers Reso".l.!'ces 
Syeterr.. Along w: th a nun::,er of other environme!"'."tal orga;.i zati ons, 
the Sierra Clue's mernbe!"'s worked for passage of the 1982 Act and 
subseque~tly we have supported the adoptior: of s:.-called nIT,:ni -CE.2f.." 
lefislatior. by state and local governments. The 
that putlie incentiveE for placing people, property. 
ecosystems in jeopardy should be removed ccr.tin:...lally acc;'..;:reE r;:ore 
relevance aE the nation's natural and financial resowce~ al:"r.<.:; 

Geographic Scope 

strained. There:ore the 
comrr;eYl.datior, and 

We support the recommendatio~ that 
of the Keys. 

be to the Geography that 
options for the Keys involve unacceptatle risks. 
to encourage a heightening of this risk is unconsClonab~e 

The statement that "addi tional study and considerati on is necessar:; 
before recommendation can be made regarding undeveloped coastal 
barriers along the Pacific Coast, Great Lakes, Alaska. Hawaii, anc 
Americar. Samoa" is lame and transparent. The fact that their proposed 
inclusio~ in the 1985 Report generated controversy underscores the 
fact that many of these areas are currently threatened w: t!'-. unw:se 
development, while concern mounts over Lake level rise and the :'nc:'de:,ce 
of tsunami s. The comment by Mr. DaTL"1Y Smi th when the Report was 
released ir, April that areas that are not under immediate press'J.r~ 
need not be included in CBRS bore a curious illogic of itE ow~. ~e 

tha~ the final Report call for Congressional action to include 
areas and for specific study as required to accomplish this. 

Tc eXOiore en/OJ ano protec: the nafJQr: s wa:e:s wetlands a""c S'w'e"nes 



~~ Aquatic Habj, tat§ 

Secondary ~ 

W@ oupport the inclusion of secondary barriers. 

"Otherwise Protected" COI§tal Barriers 

the inclusion of all "otherwise protected" 
CBRS and do not accept the argument that inclusion is 

because publicly owned Seashores. Refuges. and Parks 
to develOPment pressure. The fact is that 

increasing pressure to expand 
activities to accommodate huma~ 
@.tiEUe are cases in point). 1 s 

of public recreation 
to the ecosystem than 

I Bay. not do as 
hypocri t •. 

protected" coastal barriers 
for automatic inclusion of 

Steward§hipt The Acquisition Alternative 

RegUlatory Consistency 

reference 

Policy Alternatives 

consideration of tax reforms which would be consistent 
CBRS. 

-J-
To drop all reference to tax reform is to retreat from the comprehen­
sive examination of available alternatives for strengthening CBRS. 

Other Amendments 12 Q~ 

We support continued work to develop guidance for federal agencles 
activities which may indirectly affect CBRS ~nits. We c 
support restrictions on the disposal of deedged MAtAriAl 
consistent with the conservation goals of CBRS. 
given to realistic "beneficial uses". 

Recreational development on public lands, we submit, can contrRv@ne 
the purposes of CBRS just as well as private development can 
is not Bubject to careful oversight. Clarification of the 
of recreational projects within the CBRS concept is not so out of 
order here. Is it related to acreage. cost. impact on habitat? 

We oppose the deletion of OMS certification of federal agency 
compliance with CBRA. only insofar as it is a perfunctory process. 
The idea here should be to assure general compliance. We would 
therefore support a recommendation to that effect. such as asking 
the General Accounting Office to do the certification. 

In general we support the development of alternative guidelines for 
redevelopment of coastal barriers following major storms and other 
destructive events. We also support the development of expanded 
restoration and conservation programs. We look forward to the 
opportunity to review more detailed proposals than are put forward 
in the final section of this Report. 

We have not commented on the accompanying 
unequivocally opposed to deletions for any 
on considerations inconsistent with the goals 

Yours sincerely, 

are 

.)., '(I 
.,f.-.\..\"-<J.-

h 
dJ' y..J ..... ."j.-"!,7( .. -A./ 

Vivian D. Newman. Chair 
National Coastal Committee 
Sierra Club 
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Coastal Barrier's Study Group 
U,S. [X;:partment of Interior 
National Parle Service J~98 

P.O. [lox 
Washington. 20013··7127 

He: Comments concerning the 
Bar0_~!. Resources Syst~ 

Q!:.~ !~epor·t !Q Congres3~ Coastal 

To Whom it May Concern: 

The Sierra Club Great Lakes Federal Pol icy Project represents more than 
400,000 members nationwide who are concerned with the environment of the 
Great Lakes region. He appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
Department 1 s recommendations for the Coastal Barrier Resources 

tem comments are restricted to the Department's decision 
exclude the Great Lakes shorel ine from the recommended expansion of 

the System. Separate comments addressing the national implications of 
recommendations have been submitted by the Sierra Club 

Committee. 

CBRS report considered expansion of the System to 
Lakes coastl ine. Ai though we were disappointed by the 

the National inventory study in the Great Lakes region, we 
to the area included. The Departmentls recent decision 

region consideration leaves the coastal areas of the 
open to severe environmental damage. 

The coastal barriers of the L3kes protect the mainland from storm 
and e!~osion and provide shelter for fragile aquatic ecosystems. 

These barriers are to the same natural forces and development 
pressures as are the and Gul f coasts. The Great Lakes have 
recently experienced major" flooding and erosion problems, due to 

lake levels. Millions of dollars in federal, state and 
for erosion control and flood damag 

extensive development must be found responsible for 
these expenditures. Now more than ever is the time to restr 
federally subsidized development on these threatened shores. 

It,-<'II \\"\' lind It hit! hed tu 
1'"lh ~lnTI 2>;m h,UlU;,cU 

11lt!1l'\!I1I\'l'I'" 

\11::;177b 
,\1111' 

We find the Department1s explanation that Great Lakes barriers are a 
different type of geologic structure to be inconsistent. The final 
draft recommends for inclusion in the System a variety of previously 
unprotected geologic structures I including those 11that function as 
coastal barriers but are not composed entirely of unconsol idated 
sediments ••• bed rock/glacial deposits (New England), carbonate-cemented 
Bnd mangrove shorelines (florida Keys and Caribbean), and cheniers 
(Louisiana). Granitic outcroppings and coral reefs are 
IIgeologically different structures", yet both were found for 
inclusion in the CBRS. 

While we applaud the recommended inclusion of all aquatic habitats 
associated with the barrier system, we note that the exclusion of the 
Great Lakes barriers from the system also leaves valuable associated 
habitJts at risk. Similarly, the Department's decision to exclude 
"otherwise protected" coastal barriers nationwide from protection under 
the System will leave critical aquatic habitat associated with those 
areas open to damage. 

Serious environmental and fiscal problems have been caused by unwise 
shoreline development along the Great Lakes. The Sierra Club Great 
Lakes federal Policy Project urges that the Department's cans Report to 
Congress recommend a specific study of the Great Lalees coastal barriers, 

up-to-date mnps and on-site inspections. Based on this study, 
should be included in the CBRS. 



Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Servlce 
D. S. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

June 22, 1987 

The National Parks and Conservatlon Association (NPCA) the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Report to Congress: Barrier 
Resources System. Although we support your efforts and rationale for deterring 
development of areas classified as coastal barriers, we have concerns about 
several of the proposed recommendations. 

The decision to exclude islands along the West Coast and Great Lakes shores 
counteracts the stated intentions of the 1982 Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
(CBRA) , namely to: 

(1) the loss of human life, 

(2) the wasteful expenditure of Federal revenues, and 

(3) reduce to fish and wildlife habitat and other valuable natural 
coastal barriers. 

Specifically, NPCA strongly supports: 

(1) recommendations to add undeveloped barriers of the Florida Keys, Puerto 
Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands to the System, as ","ell as granitic 
coastal outcroppings in New England; 

(2) the addition of associated aquatic habitats; 

(3) recommendations that 
recreation areas be 

undeveloped inholdings in parks and 
in the CBRS boundar les; 

(4) consistency among Federal regulatory laws dealing with CBRS; 

(5) inclusion of provisions assuring that actions such as channelization 
subsequent disposal of sediment) are consistent with the Act's 

National Parks "nd Conservation Association 
UIlS Thirty-First Street, N.W., Wasitilllzton. D.C. 20007 

Tel.phone (202) 

(6) of the System to include barriers in embayments of 
Bay, Narrangansett Bay. Chesapeake Bay. Long Island Sound; 

(7) inclusion in the CBRS of qualifying Department of Defense and Coast 
Guard lands, where no tangible link can be established to national 
security; and 

(8) inclusion of West Coast and Great Lakes areas in the CBRS. 

With the passage of time, problems associated with Federal underwriting and 
subsidy of coastal barrier development will only be further exacerbated. 
Viewing the costs of such Federal actions in fiscal terms argues for 
recommended inclusion of significantly greater acreage than that presently 
proposed by DOl. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and 
look forward to an improved Coastal Barrier Resources System. 

WGL/lmb 

Sincerely. 
1 J 

'ju-l~ ( /~""_A:-

William C. Lienesch 
Director of Federal Activities 
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The llonorablf' Donald Hodel 
Secretary of Interior 
c/o Coastnl Barder StlHly Group 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37]7.7 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Re: Goastal nard RcgC,urC('H System, Draft Heport to Congress 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® is taking this opportunity to 

Coastal 
of Interlor's March 23rd draft report to Congress 011 

Association, comprised of more than 730,000 members involved 
the real estate lndustry, has a keen interest in pro 

Coastal Bard er Resources System (CBHS) and the Coastal 
(CBRA) because of the dramatic effect such changes may have on 

marketabi 1 i ty, and value of private property. 

number of our local boards and state associations of REALTORS®, as ,,,ell 
ind~vidl1al REALTORS®, will be submitting their spedfic comments to you 

parcels of lrmd. The NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS@ has 
comments on the draft report. 

of the Department's Recommendations is 
InLent 0 f Congress 

"Associated Aquatic Habitat" Should be Done on a 
Precise Basls and in a MalUler that Bettf:r 

Pnrposes of the Act 

Inclusion of Inholdings hy Reference Poses Serious Questions 
Relating to Dile Process 

No Amendments to the Tax Code Relating 
Han"anted at This Time 

Coastal Barden; Are 

No Amendments to the CnRA Are Needed For Purposes of Regulatory 
Consistency 

"Joint Study" Aimed at Redevelop-
ment of Coastal Barrj ers Should be Re-examined. 

A. THE GEOGRAPHIC SGOPE OF THE DEPARTMENT'S RECOMMENDATIONS IS CONSISTENT 
WITH THE INTENT OF CONCRESS. 

The Department of Interior (DOl), while increasing by over 200% the total 
amount of acreage being recommended for CBRS inclusion, correctly limits 

expansion to the East and Gulf coasts. In Section 2 of the Coastal 
Resources Act, Congress identified problems unique to coastal 
in the eastern and southeastern portions of the country. Congress 

that loss of human life, wasteful expenditures of federal 
to fish and wildlife in certain coastal barrier areas 
ion on federal expenditures to inhibit further 

development. HOHever, coastal barrier systems beyond those on the east 
and southeastern coasts do not experience the same oceanographic and 
climatological forces as eastern barriers, generally do not experience the 
same kind of development pressures and thus do not present the degree of 
hazard to human life, fish and wildlife, and the federal budget that 
Congress believed was posed by other coastal barrier systems. He agree 
wi th DOl' 8 assessment that coastal barrier designations beyond the east 
and southeast coasts is beyond the intent of PL 97-3/48. 

B. DESIGNATION OF "ASSOCIATED AQUATIC HABITAT" SHOULD BE DONE ON A !~ORE 
SCIENTIFICALLY PRECISE BASIS AND IN A MANNER Tl!AT 
NULTIPLE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. 

We are concerned about the somewhat 
habl tat is being designated by 

lIdjacent 
be 

documentation about 
Wave, and tidal energy from 
cd. DOl' s report also lacks 

of the Act 1 such as protecting human 
federal funds. are being met by 

associated aquatic 

C. INCLUSION OF INllOLDINGS BY REFERENCE POSES SERIOUS QUESTIONS RELATING TO 
DUE PROCESS. 

Owners of "inholdings" wi thin a conservation or recreation area 
established by Federal, state, or local law should not he included by 
reference into the eRRS. Inholdings to be recommended for inclusion 



should be 
's 

pri vate 
contains little information about the 

Without 
need to 

is of the belief that conser-
vation and recreation areas are being in a maIUler consistent with 
the CBRS. So too may inholdings be in a manner consistent with 
the CRRS, and not require placement in the system. 

Inclusion of inholdings raises further questions. Why should inholdings 
be denied the utilization of federal programs that can be utilized 
adja.cent city or state property? Will federally subsidized h 
state conservation areas need to veer away from inholdings so 
ders do not have access? should a state coastal park be allowed to 
build parking lots in areas" but an inholder be denied flood 
insurance for an extension on a cottage? 

would fall below the generally-accepted minimum 
elusion in the CBRS. We continue to believe that 

size serves a useful purpose in the establishment of viable 
areas of protection. Additionally, a proposal to include 

reference could supercede the requirement that only 
be protected. 

that the coastal barrier held 
included in the CBRS if the 
the property for development 

Act. We oppose the automatic inclusion 
only Congress should designate which lands are in 

the recommendation that exceptions to the automatic inclu­
made by allowing the Department to develop guidelines for 

constitutes acceptable development on private property "consistent" 
with long-term conservation goals. A property to be developed under those 

lines would be from automatic inclusion. We do not believe 
the Department of should be determining what 

land use patterns on private land. Congress traditionally 
refrain from imposing a federal land use plan on 
appropriately leavinJ2: land use vlannin.R to those 

D. NO AMENDMENTS TO THE TAX CODE ARE WARRANTED AT THIS TIME, 

the decision by the Department not to seek tax code 
to coastal barriers. The real estate industry is 

to come to grips with the effects of the 1986 Tax 
far-reaching tax reform in recent history. Although 

the full impact of tax reform will not become apparent for several years, 
analysts that real estate investor capital, in general, 
more to find and considerably more expensive to 

attract. An overall national decline in new real estate investment and 
development is anticipated. This problem is exacerbated in coastal 
development areas where competitive returns on investments traditionally 
are more difficult to maintain and we are pleased to see recognition of 
this fact by the Department of Interior. 

E. NO AMENDMENTS TO THE CBRA ARE NEEDED FOR PURPOSES OF REGULATORY 
CONSISTENCY, 

Many coastal communities would submit that major federal 
relating to coastal barrier areas already take fish and 
into account. A review of the legislative history of the CBU shows that 
the original sponsors also believed that interfering wi th federal and 
other types of permits would allow for unacceptable federal intrusion into 
local land use decisionmaking. We agree with the Department that 
requiring regulatory consistency at the Federal level would depart from 
the basic eRRA concept that federal regulatory involvement should be 
minimized9 

F. GOALS OF THE PROPOSED "JOINT STUDY" AIMED AT IMPEDING REDEVELOPMENT OF 
DEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS SHOULD BE RE-EXAMINED. 

Congress determined in the original enactment of the CBRA that the multiple 
purposes of the CBRA would not be met by including ~ coastal bar­
riers. Only those coastal barriers where man I s activities did not signi­
ficantly impede geomorphic and ecological processes were considered 
significant enough to be considered for the CBRS. Thus, we view with 
concern attempts now by DO! to suggest that through a coalition of federal 
agencies, the federal government should re-examine its policies about 
so-called subsidies in developed coastal barrier areas. 

The CBRA was originally enacted 
of coastal barriers poses threats to 
resources. If this is the case, then placement of ~ in 
the eRRS would not serve the conservation goal and 
inappropriate. 

If the federal government re-examines its policies about so-called 
subsidies in developed coastal barriers because of the cost to the 
government, then we would suggest that a more accurate picture of the 
.t.2.t.§1 costs and benefits of current coastal barrier development must be 
brought to light. Simply looking at past payouts for federal disaster 
assistance does not adequately reflect the total costs and benefits to the 
federal government (or, more importantly, to society) of existing coastal 
barrier development. 

If a joint study is to occur, certainly the Department of Commerce and the 
Small Business Administration should be participating so that the full 
range of options and impacts relating to redevelopment of coastal barriers 
following storms can be explored. Furthermore, the study of disaster 
assistance and redevelopment should cover all areas in the country 
vulnerable to natural hazards including other floodplains, tornado prone 
areas, earthquake prone areas, drought prone areas, etc. 

We also disagree with DOl' s characterization of current policy in 
developed coastal barrier areas as "simply replacing the structures that 
have been damaged or destroyed." Developed coastal barrier areas must 
comply with the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FENA) rules for 
redevelopment after a storm. In some areas, VEMA has purchased properties 
that are continually being damaged. In other areas, reconstruction 
following a storm involves a wide variety of floodproofing technologies 



and 

and land use to minimize storms. In 
through National Flood I there are a 

of mechanisms to guide and wise 
following a flood. 

HI SCELLANEOUS 

l2f&£x .. ;I,l!"U,Qn~Q.L".Q9_{!§_Lu~rriJ:I. 

We believe that the second and third paragraphs on p. 5 of the Draft 
Report to Congress give a somewhat distorted vlew of the cun-ent situation 
on coastal barriers. The statistics used for flood damages and flood 
insurance seem to relate to coastal communities, only a very small portion 
of which, on the coastal barriers. Indeed if the Department 
of Interior has for C'.oastal barriers. Dublication would 
be most useful. 
type of data is 
barriers I but 

where the magnitude of 
urance Program is 

for new development in coastRl areas 
Applicants for federal flood 
full actual rates that reflect 

at risk with all new 

safety standards on all new 
flood hazard areas where 

has resulted in much safer 
nation's floodplain areas than would have taken place 

that program. This safer construction has had 
reducing the potential for loss in such areas. 

the Corpus Christi, Texas, Barrier Island Task Force 
in coastal areas to those in inland areas, and 
risk to the government occurred in the inland 

concludes that the amount of insurance claims paid to 
inland areas in Brazoria County Texas far exceeds 

coastal areas even though the coastal HTeas had twice the 
coverage in dollar terms 

to comment on the's draft 
the Department of it prepares 

President 

({~ 
~ 

National Association of Home Builders 
151h and 1\1 Streets, N,W., Wa..'ihinglon, D.C 20005 

JiUlWI>M.Fisdwr.Jr 
19[\7 Prl'l.idmH 

June 16, 1987 

Telex fl!1--2600 12n2~ 822-0400 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D. C. 20013-7127 

Dear Sirs: 

tROO) :368-5242 

On behalf of the 149,000 members of the National Association of 
Home Builders, I would like to comment on the Draft Executive 
Summary of the Coastal Barriers Study Group's Report to Congress, 
which contains proposed recommendations for additions to and 
deletions from the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS). 
understand that the of Interior has no to make 
modifications to the CBRS, to recommend them, any 
actual modifications to the will require 
amendments to the Coastal Resources 

Associated Aquatic Habitats 

, we believe this to be an appropriate time to present 
our concerns with the proposed additions. In several cases, the 
boundary of the associated aquatic habitats proposed for inclusion 
in the CaRS appears to fall immediately adjacent to mainland 
areas. In many other instances, because of the fact that the 
seaward of the associated aquatic habitat begins at the 
landward of the coastal barrier island, this boundary is also 
immediately adjacent to developed portions of coastal barriers. 
In our view, these delineations could interfere with the 
legitimate provision of access and facilities to existing 
development, which might require intrusion within the boundaries 
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of delineated aquatic habitats in the CaRS in order to reach the 
developed areas. We believe allowances should be made in the 
statute for the environmentally preferable location or 
route for such when they are necessary to serve 
existing developed areas. 

Section 5(a) 

A related concern is the recommendation that the Department of the 
Interior develop guidance for Federal agencies to clarify Section 
5(a) of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA), which prohibits 
Federal funding for activities within CBRS units. SpeCifically, 
DOr seeks to clarify that Federal funding for a facility located 
outside a CaRS unit whose direct purpose is to provide a tangible 
product, such as water~ sewer, or electricity, within the CBRS 
unit is restricted by CBRA. 

the Interior to give adequate 
imate service needs of existing 
are adjacent to, but not part of, the 
these guidelines. The 1985 Draft 

document for the 1987 Draft 
es were constructed up to 

Federal funding and later extended 
, State, or local funding. 
of the Interior's concerns in 

public interest in continuing to 
properties in developed areas that 

to CBRS units. Rigid guidelines could interfere with 
meeting these legitimate needs, and we believe that situations 
such as those described in the 1985 Draft Report easily could be 
avoided through the review process for permit applications for 
utilities and infrastructure without jeopardizing the needs of 
adjacent development. 

Phased Development Exclusion 

We believe that the 1987 Draft Report is remiss in not discussing 
the status of the phased development exclusion. The 1985 Draft 
Report recommends elimination of this exclusion, yet the 1987 
Draft Report does not mention the exclusion at all. Does this 
mean that the exclusion is retained from the original act, or that 
it is being eliminated as suggested by the 1985 Draft Report? 

In the existing CBRA program, allowances are made for excluding 
areas that are part of a phased development. In other words, if 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
June 16, 1987 
Page Three 

no viSible structures or infrastructure yet exist but, to quote 
the 1985 Draft Report, "commitments or legal arrangements 
necessary for and leading toward construction of either structures 
or infrastructure have been provided in a publicly documented 
being carried out in a diligent manner in general agreement 
the schedule outlined in the original plan," such as-yet 
undeveloped areas would not be included in the CBRS as undeveloped 
coastal barriers. 

In light of the fact that new additions to the CBRS system are 
being proposed in the 1987 Draft Report and the fact that 
identification of undeveloped coastal barriers has relied heavily 
on visible evidence of development taken from aerial photographs, 
we believe that the phased development exemption should be 
retained. Substantial investments of time and money typically 
occur in a development project well before visible evidence of 
that project appears on the ground. 

Delineation Criteria 

In line with our immediately preceding comments, we the 
appropriateness of delineating protected areas where 
development has or has not occurred. We voiced this concern in 
the 1981 hearings on CBRA and continue to believe that the 
delineation criteria should be resource-based. Areas c 
accommodating development should be identified, leaving 
barrier that are incapable of supporting development as 
CBRS units. 

One concern we have with the existing CBRA system as well as the 
proposed additions relates to the application of the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP requires communities to 
adopt minimum floodplain management standards for all identified 
flood hazard areas within their jurisdiction. In return, the 
Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) extends national flood 
insurance to all properties in that community. 

Conceptually, a community'S jurisdictional boundaries could be 
split under the CBRA system, with the developed portion of the 
community left outside the CBRS and the undeveloped 
included within the CBRS. The question raised by t 
hypothetical, but possibly quite real, situation is whether the 
FIA's NFIP rules could be enforced in this situation since flood 
insurance is made applicable on a community-wide in exchange 
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Four 

for of standards that are on a community-wide 
between the FIA and basis. believe that this incon 

CBRA programs is at the very least 
to be resolved. 

a conceptual problem that needs 

Private Considerations 

CBRA~S Financial Sanctions and Regulatory Approach 

other environmental 

federal loans to development within 
s the issuance of loans from 
institutions that are 

flood insurance unavailable 
Under the terms of the Flood 

federally insured or regulated 
owed to issue loans to properties 

not have national flood insurance. 

as an unnecessary intrusion of 
markets and an inappropriate regulatory 

control. We believe a program of standards 
in sensitive environmental areas, such 

Flood Insurance Program and numerous 

and effective than CBRAls 
assistance to development. 

to be much more direct 
of federal financial 

We appreciate the 
Congress. If there 
provide, please 

the 
that we can 

American RMOrt I!. 
Resiclemial ~ 
AIIooeIatioo ~ 

The Honorable Donald Bodel 
Secretary of Interior 
c/o coastal Barrier study Group 
Wational park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

114901 

1220 L Street, NW .. 5th Ploo' 
Weshington, D,C. 20005 
(202)371-6700 

June 23, ISS7 

Re: coastal Barrier Resources System, Draft Report to Congress 

Dear Mr~ Secretary: 

The American Resort and Residential Development Association 
is taking this opportunity to comment on the Department of 
Interior's March 23rd draft: Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier 
Resources System§ 

By way of background, A$R~R.DoA. represents leading national 
and international companies that develop and finance 
recreational, resort and residential real estate, including 
vacation homes, condominiums, resort timeshar 
deVelopments, new and retirement communities, 
and campgrounds. our members range from small, privately 
development companies to real estate development subsidiaries of 
major corporations and lenders~ 

Our comments which follow 
generic Our individual 
concerns comment on particular 
localized issues. 

A~ Geographic scope 

We conc r with your decision not to recommend expansion of 
the geogcaph c scope to include the West coast & Great Lakes as 
consistent w th congressional interest. 

B. Associated Aquatic Habitats 

Although we are certainly familiar with the rationale for 
further additions in this area, the proposed criteria is much too 
ambiguous and arbitrary. Unlike the 1982 process, the current 
proposal gives no guidance for the'map maker nor the affected 
public. 



c~ Secondary Barriers 

the inclusion of ·secondary barriers· within CBRS. 
The original interest of this initiative was to deal with coastal 
barriers subject to direct wave, and tidal energY6 Thes~ 

barriers do not ~eet criteria~ As importantly 
ion in our opinion goes beyond the geographic scope 
by Congress. 

and 

made it clear the major thrust of 
federal financial exposure and 

secondary 

We are unaware of major 
barrier" areas~ 
cited as a major 
this line of 

could be included 
and evaluation 

reasoning v water body and 
within the CBRS. further documentation 
this recommendation seeMS arbitrary at best~ 

Proposed Conservation Recommendations 

A. Federal Stewardship: The Acquisition Alternative 

We concur the department's recommendation that 
lands be by all levels of 

feel this the most effective and 

the conservation 
of environmental 

compensating the 
iVE forces the 

areas with maximum env 

C. Tax policy Alternatives 

concerned, including the private 

I this approach ensures 
ues and long term protection while 

landowners. Also the acquisition 
to prioritize those 

We the departrnentts proposal to not 
policies these areas. the market disr 
the two year consideration the Tax Reform Act 
in total agreement that certainty in the tax pol 

In addition, the new policies found in 
should serve to some extent the preservation goals of 

inal tax proposals. It is generally anticipated the nev,' 
will diminish overall real estate investment and 

activities~ 

D. Other Amendments to CBRA 
·Section Sill 

We oppose attempts to limit federal funding of facilities 
located outside of the CBRS that may serve CSRS units as long as 
book-ups, roads, etc~ within those units are privately financed. 
We do not believe further limits should be imposed in this ar 
Although it repeatedly stated during Congressional debate 
CBRA that this was not intended to deny private use of 
private property within CBRS. this approach would in many cases 
end up doing this. Additionally this approach could end up 
denying landowners adjacent to the CBRS federal programs 
generally available to all other areas of the nation~ We 
strongly believe this was never Congressional intent. The net 
effect of this type of approach is greater uncertainty in these 
areas which in turn causes economic harm to the economy and local 
landowners. 

IIITechnical Assistance prohibitation· 

According to field reports, the prohibition on technical 
assistance has resulted in cases where the COfFs of Engineers has 
refused to do on-site inspection of wetland areas under their 
dredge and fill permit program responsibilities. This frustrates 
environmental goals and sound land management obJectives. ~e 

would appreciate a review of this problem. 

Conclusion 

We appreciate consideration of OUf views 
We would like to briefly address an issue 
development- exemption, not included in 
It has come to our attention that some 
recently been questioning and possibly reversing exemption 
decisions made on the basis of the ·phased development- criteria 
utilized during and following enactment of the CBRA. We would 
strongly oppose policy reversals in this area. Business and 
personal decisions of major economic magnitude were based o~ 
these previous rulings~ To come back now and change the rules in 
this regard is patently unfair. Although we recognize the need 
for and in many cases support redesignations based on technical 
data, we oppose wholesale policy changes in such areas as the 
·phased development- exemption which was utilized to bring 
fairness to the ~rocess and to recognize the economic realities 
of the development process. 
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Mso :&arbat's. Wyman 
Chairwoman 
Coastal Barrier Group 
U.S. of the Interior 

Park Serv1ce-498 
P.O. Bo. 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

ne.n Chairwoma.n Wyma..: 

July 28, 1987 

On behalf of the National Taxpayers Ulian. a lSO.OOO-member 
orga.,!.zation dedicated to protecting the rights of the Amer!C8:1 
taxpayer. 1 would like to express our support for expansion of the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System. 

The National Taxpayers !hie;, vas a strong backer of the Coastal 
Barrier Resources k .. 1n 1982 and we continue to support its goal of 
reducing wasteful expend!ture of taxpayer dollars for unsotmd coastal 
de\"elopme;1t. We oppose the continued use of federal expenditures to 
proi:el..t new developme:'lt on unstable coastal barriers~ The costs and 
risks of new de\'clopment 1n these areas should be borne by the 
developer -- not the American taxpayer. 

The National Taxpayers thion supports the 
un!.;:s alo:1g the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, as w 
new areas BULh as the U. S. Virgin Islands. Puerto 
Maryland. the Florida Keys. and secondary barriers in 
cmbayme:1ts. We also strongly be1!.e\"c that taxpayers should not be 
required to subsidize unwise development on the Great Lakes and 
Pacific coasts and strongly urge you to reconsider your decision not 
to include these coasts w!thin the System.~ In addition, we oppose any 
deletions to the System, including military and Chast Guard landsa 

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act has pro,,"!ded a mea.ns, to prc\"en.t 
the wasteful expenditure of hard-earned tax dollars for flood 
insurance, disaster relief and federlillly-subdd!zed de,"elopment in 
hazardous are8S~ We urge you to utilize this opportunity Co properly 
recommend strengtnening the implementation of this important piece of 
legislation. 

'!'hank you for the opportunity to comment~ 

IN! AMERICAN TAXPAYER A(15 THROUGH NtU 
LlK 9: 28 



Mr. Dan Smith 
Assistant Sec 
Wildlife and 

Interior De 
Washington, 

ANTI· VIVISECTION SOCIETY OF 
11 DEACON STREET, lSUITE:ut:i'I§ 314 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSrnS0211lll 

March 30, 1987 

Dear Secretary Smith: 

Our Society favors your department's decision to 
the network of coastal areas which in effect 
ce more land which are in high risk areas and 
them in the National Coastal Barrier Resource 
This will result in the preservation of the 

habitats of countless wildlife. We favor 
decision which will result in further protection 

es. Private developers should 
to develop lands which result 

countless animals. 

We further feel that even more land than was 
included recent announcement concerning at risk 
property be added to the System. 

Sincerely yours, 

Bernard Harmon, President 

llH: jg 

Inc, 

TII:~I""O"'t 

2a70647 

16541 
HABITAT INSTITUTE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 
10 Juniper Road, Box 136. 

Coastal Study Group 
Department Interior 
National Park Service-498 
P,O, Box 37121 
Washington. D.C. 20013 

To Whom It Hay Concern: 

Hay 27. 1987 

I am writing in regards to recommended changes in the The Coastal 
Barrier Resources Act. I support the proposed additions of 
1,010,646 new acres in the Coastal Barrier Resource SYstem in 
addition urge the the Great Lake. and the Pacific 
included in the system. 

~~~ 
David Keith Wins ten 

t.. ~on PIOi'l Co'pc'al<-:::~ Devotee Ie Ef\\/lfonmenlai Educallo" 



Chalfmun 

SIovaBunkl,l( 
2nd V,,::o Chlwman 
ROf'laldAdl\!f'lS 

MrB Frank -R. 

Fish & Wildlife Service 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. McGilvrey. 

June 15. 1987 

CocdyMl.ljl!!rl.!$ 

EI(<KuIIVD SecmfltfV 
Coa&lal ReaoUfCOS OlvllliDn 

Tal:1301)974-3382 

The Coastal Resources Advisory Committee to Maryland's Department of 
Natural Resources. has reviewed the report to Congress! Coastal Barrier 
Resource System. Executive SUIliIll<lry3 The committee appreciates the opportunity 

consideration~ 

recOO'II'llcnGations and submits the following suggestions [or 

Resources System (CRRS) report has been 
such as the Narragansett and Chesapeake 

al Resources Advisory Committee recommends 
further amended to inc lude small embayments with coastal 

which meet: the ex Heria of the eRRS system. 

The 1987 CBRS 
require~nts of 

report excludes military installations from the 
The committee recommends that when new military 
ortions of exist ing mi 1 itary installat ions are 
reouirements of eRRS system be included in 

insta liat ions J or 
considered for 
evaluating the 

criteria for the 
should only be 

recommends that all original areas which meet the 
m should be kept in the program and that sites 
the program if they clearly do not meet the criteria. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this draft report. 

MD:CM:ph 

Sincerely, 

~!lo...:;±Jol(i1." 
Mary'\)olan 
Chairman 

MARYLAND COA!WAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Tawes State Office BlJilding, B-3" Annapolis, MO 21401 
TIY lor Deaf-Baltimore 269-2609, Washington Metro 565-0450 

~~~GUlF 

.......... _... """,COAlITION 
~ ~ ~ FOR I'UBUC HEAlTH 

June 22, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
US Department of the Interlor- Natlonal Park Service 498 
PO Box 37127 
Washington, D,C 20013-7127 

Dear Study Group: 

The Gulf Coast Coalition for Public Health Is a citizen advocacy group 
concerned wlth the effect of man on his environment. GCCPH deals 
primarily with coastal and ocean related issues as well as the disposal 
and treatment of hazardous waste, 

"The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) was designed to restrict 
federally subsidized development of undeveloped coastal barriers along 
the Atlantic and Gulf coast in order to: 

L minimize the loss of human life 
2. reduce the wasteful expenditure of Federal revenues, 
3. reduce damage to fish and wildlife habitat 

natural resources of coastal barriers 

WHAT ARE THE ISSUES? 

I. 1IIe foelll Issue Is not dellelollel'll lind jOlls liS IInlllrtlllmentllUsts 
IIl1d IIlrds. 11111 ' •• UIIS ore HOMAN. 

II. 1IIe luues Inllolllil PHILOSOPHICAL OECISIONS ollout dellelollmellt, 
profit, loss, economics, Jobs, liND the stewordshlp of the lond. 
11111$11 iuues frequently conflict with ellch other. 

III. TIlE ISSUE IS FEDERAL EIiPENDITURES. lIow should the federel 
gOllemmllnt spend our money? 1IIe thrust of Coestol Borrlen 
IlI'!!lOllrc". Ret Is to gel the federol gOllerment out of the risk 
bllslne$$, 

P.o BOX 3011 
HARLINGEN. TEXAS 

512f42t·BURN 



ill. TIlE ISSUE 1$ IIUI'IINSiIiIUIV: Willi 1$ til 1111111: It @1I1ll tllmllilltillill 
Imllll&t IIl1brldled dlllleillpmllllt 11l1li dlldde ---WilIlY ill WII 
Pf'lltllct1 Willi will mllli:e tlloslI lull'll ClllllclIlI? IIOW MIICII is 

111111 wllllt III tllO mlll:lI? IIlId will tllllse ilecisillllS lie mode 
ih tllllillte? 

II. Tile Isslie If LlIN!! 1tIlM CIISTS: Wllllt!!lf'll tllll oddltllliloi ~1I$h to 
sodet!!? 

I. IIEIICllIIEI'UNISIiMENT -- Willi 1'11'1$1 IIOW MIlCII? In 1982 Ocean City, 
New Jersey spent $5.2 mlllion In a City/state funded project. The beach 
disappeared In 2.5 monthsl Long Beach's beach restoration cost $4,5 
million for a 3 mile stretch and was gone In 1.5 years, Miami spent $54 
million for a stretch of 10.5 miles, Beach replenishment costs are 
skyrocketing. As the federal government moves out of the subsidy game, 
who will pay the bill for beach replenishment? Will those who made 
millions developing these areas be responsible for future beach 
replenishment? CItizens who want development In the hOpe of Jobs may 
not want the additional tax burden caused by the need to constantly 
replenish these beaches and what are the addltonal cost In times of 
disaster? 

should just require developers to build a sea wall. But then 
did we come to the shore for---to sit on a wall? 15 It possible to 

Include In the law the requirement that those who build on barrier Islands 
must bare the cost of their rebuilding? Should those who labor In the 
fields and factories be required to subsidize those who profit from 
degredatlon of our natural resources? 

2, COASTAL BARRIERS HAVE A FUNCTION IN OFFERING THE MlllNlliNIl 
I'lImtTIlIN fROM mllMS, WilliES liND [IIIISIIIN. What Is the cost to those 
who live on the other side of the coastal barrier, and who are now 
protected by the barrier Islands? 

3. Lou If 1I01111111111e Is real In time of hurricane or tidal wave, There 
are now 7 million people exposed to hurricane danger along the Gulf and 
AtlantiC Coasts, Ask the hurricane experts where we should build, What 
are the Issues of public safety? How do we morally Justify building In 
areas which we know are hazardous? 

4. WHAT ARE THE COSTS TO OUR RQUlIYle III1BITIIT-- THE MARSHES, 
ESTUARIES, INLETS AND NEAR SHORE WATERS? WHAT IS THE COST IN 
PERMANENT lOSS OF III1EEIIINIlIlIIOUNIlS FOil TIlE nSII WE EAT? What will 
be the Impact to them and who will pay? This cost is difficult to 
determine as each development will be different. However we must 
realize that there w11l be losses and deterioration at a time when citizens 
are demanding more fish not less, 

5. Is there G potential cost in loss of jobs? Citizens clamoring for jobs 
cannot. be expec.ted to understand the complex issues and the effects of 
shjfting sands and problems of building on barrier islands. Those who 
have the knowledge and t.he power to act. must act in the best interst of 
all. 

In public. hearings speakers and protestors were very vocal about 
unemployment The fear of the unemployed is that restrictions imposed 
on coastal barriers will destroy their hope of JObS. logic tells us that if 
there are bUIlding restrictions on barrier islands and if people want to live 
near the coast, then developers will "till develop as close as possible to 
the coastal arees. Coestal barriers are not the only areas where coastal 
development is possible Coastal development can still take 
reasonable manner with responsible building set becks 
the reel issue. The real inue may be wllo IIlls bought the 1111111 alll! lllnll 
speculation. 

There is serious Question whether odditiona, lond is needed for 
development at this time. The economy and population cannot support the 
current development on South Pedre Islond and the numerous unoccupied 
buildings and Donkruptsies ore stork reminders. Whot is the need to open 
up more land to development when existing developments ore unoccupied? 
What are the costs to those who have ventured into existing land 
developments when more lands ore added? Doesn't their property value go 
down? 



Owners (If propert'! along undeveloped coastal areas 
lend development The,! bought the land With high hopes. but with no 
guorcntee th~t a lorge co<.h return would be forthcoming Now the 
argument is put forth that the federal government through coanol 
mOMgement is taking awo'! their "chance for profll" If the federal 
government deCides to t"H) their land then let those people be compensaterJ 
by returning to thorn their ongtnOI inve,:tment It is not the federal 
governmenl'<. res.ponslbilltlj to compen,.ate for "fantasI8'. of profit" A 
1961 stud,1 t,,! 11iller whiel, appeared 1fI Environment esl.imated tha!. the 
cost to the governrnE'nf. of f?~\t.end1ng current development. to the rernaimng 
coastal Dorner'. would be (we t.lrne·; greoter thon the co,.t of put<lie 

aCQulsition 

6 How mun, does federal flood insunmo(e (ost thlS· (ountr~c' Federal 
flood insurancE' 1-::. 1r\llIlQ_t.o tlE'come actuarionJ o;.ound for 6 normal lo:::s 
!JE'lJr. t!!Jt in cata:":.trophlC !:leljr~. it cannot. operate If"! the tdock 'we have 
beC'f! tojrj 1.1'181. In 1985-86 for E",,1enJ 1,) 32 which 1-::. paId out. onllJ t,l 0(1 is 

collected the Federal FloClcl !nsurancE' F'rognjfn 'while U"!I? balance is 
getting thon the formet" $2.50 + paid out fot" eV8'''y '1100 collecl.e,j, it 
is certainly not self ,.upport.ing even In a non-catastt"ophic 'Jear (Vie been 
trying to verify focts with FEMA) 

The siluolion is 0 serious bUdgetary problem, It is our 
that 40 percent of the losses are paid out. \0 2 % of the 

verification on this information) There is no 
individuals to mitigate their loss situations if the Flood 

Program does not require dramatic increases in premiums for 
repetition loss situations. Here again the public pays for the privileges of 

support the DOl proposal for a joint study by DOI,DOD,FEMA and 
NOAA to develop alternative guidelines on which to base decisions 
concerning redevelopment of coastal barriers after major storms 

B. What is the cost til cities and towns? They are beginning to take a 
second look at the cost of coastal development. When 8 disaster strikes, 
local governments are frequently left without the necessary resources to 
rebuild the lost public properties (road repairs, sewer damage, community 
facilities, parks etc) Those shOrt. term tourist dollars become very 
expensive in the long run for locals The federal government may no longer 

pay the bill. 

9. Federal Illlpendilures are the bottom line. How much do we spend on 
disaster relief? Does this country wont to spend its dwindling resources 
under Gramm Rudman on barrier island coastal development. The costs ore 
well documented. Between 1961-1965 23% of presidentally declared 
disasters involved coastal flooding and 45% ($265 million) of Federal 
disaster aid obligations were attributable to coostol damoge (Plott, R .. H. 
Congress and the Coast). Galveston suffered $750 million in damages in 
1963 ond in )985 hurricanes cost $1 billion in federal payouts. 6y 1990 
seventy-five percent of the population will live within 50 miles of 8 

coast. How high will the cost skyrocket in the 1990s? 

"The General Accounting Office (GAO) found that "flood insurance provides 
financial security to lenders and builders and, by reQuiring that buildings 
meet certain standards, gives communities greater confidence to allow 
construction in such areas." (Coast Alliance, And Two If by Sea, p.5). 
Rather than flood insurance that promotes complacency perhaps barrier 
islands should have 8 warning sign like Cigarette paCkages -- Ouild lit 
Your Own Risk, 

In addition to these nine costs conSideration, several other issues must be 

addressed 

What is wrong with environmentally sound development within safe 

:;,et tl,3C! requln?rnen1.~,'-· ''/'It"!lJ ':.t'loullj el! people provide ;j s,Jfet.l~ net. 
.3rpj 'J qu,)rantee of lrnt!Ur':;:ernent. for ,'J prl'-/,')te Ije\ pm8nt In 

t·I,J:anjou·~. ;:one'-:' 

~,houllj t.he fedE'ri31 qo'·/ernrnent. protect 

pn'v'6t.e de"ieJoper to 
':.hl ft.lnq ':.'Jfllj'-:' 

~,hou1tj thE' 1 E'ljerlJ 1 qO'v'ernrnent. til? in the busirll?>:.~' of sutC:.l01zing one 

tJjPe of lan!) IjE",/eloprnent. and another? 

In 1.I·,e Gramm Rudman era of reduced federal eHpenditure~ an,j 
federal intervent.lon. (t1fl WB jusUf~J t.hi::. polle,:! of feaer;;,} risk 
j":j~ lng and e>:pendlture':, m order to de"/elop ereas WhlC/l V'ie kno'vv 

'Nl11 he"lE' ':;,eriou':· fJ':,cal anfJ envlronmentlJl result.s? 



One locel issue which needs to be r"eeddres,:ed is the boundanJ effecting 
the Port of Brownsville The Por"t has suggested that the boundary be 
movM south to allow for mainteinence and dredging in the ship channel 
The Brownsvllle Port is a public issue and should not be confused wlth 
private development lSSU8', GCCPH would support tilis proposal for the 
Port of Brownsville 

GCCPH supports triG recommendation concerning privately owned propertlJ 
within a conservation or recreation area, and privately own undevelope,j 
coastal t,arrier's rreJ,j for conservat.ion purposes if tile not-for"-profl!. 
ownE'f~ ever proposE's to '::.e11 HIE' property for development Guid81jne~; are 
deflniteliJ necc'"ory 

The current atmosphcr'e in Texas due to n,c decline in oil revenue 15 very 
worrisome PolitiCians and developers are crusading for total freedom to 
pursue tourism the future savior of the Texas economy ''/'Ie slJpport 
well planne,j t.ourist development Coastal development will obviously be 
a part of the tourist industnJ But we encourage restraint -- responsible 
development Someone must act courageously and look at the totel public 
good. £acl1 countlJ is pres:3ured by its own local developers with promises 
of millions for local tox base and JobS for all Who Is looking to see if 
these promises ore shallow hopes or Just dreoms built on shifting sands? 

most impor"tant of all -- it is just not one development but the 
importance of looking at the cumulative impact of all these proposed 

on our state. (".11' coos:t, our wetland and our marine 
before we seek the final answer 

need public education 1', (Tutial to the development of good 
public policies with respect to our noti011's coast. Coastal barrier 
reSidents, local government officials, state officials and citizens at large 
need to develop 0 better understanding of our coastal barriers. 

The essense of our comment was most accurately stated by John Friend, Jr 
of Mobile, Ala. in an address to the Symposium on Natural Resources of the 
Mobile Bay Estuary. In that presentation he addressed the Prosperity 
Equlltlon and stated: 

Economic growth plus the qUlllity of life equols prosperity. 
Toke away either economic growth or the Quality of life and you 
do not have progress. 

It is evident, therefore, that development and environmental 
Quality are two sides of the same coin. Without growth, 
environmental Quality connot be afforded, and without the 
amenities provided by environmental Qualtly, it is obvious that 
growth cannot be sustained, Dellelopment 01111 enilironmenlill 
llulllilYllre therefore interdependent -- not mutually elltlusille 
as is so often proclaimed. 

Sincerely 

r$~ 
Joan B. Brotman 
Coordinator 



ConMrvallon LIIw Foundation 01 New England, Inc. 

(617)742.2540 
May 29, 1987 

Re: Draft section 10 Report to Congress and proposed 
Recommendations for the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System (52 Fed. Reg. 9618-9619. March 25. 1987) 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

The Conservation Law Foundation of New 
d to submit the following comments on 
Study Group's Draft Report to Congress and its proposed 

recommendations for additions to and deletions from the Coastal 

I. 

m (CBRS) and for conservation of the CBRS' 
10 of the coastal Barrier 

a non-profit, public interest, 
dedicated to the conservation and 

environment, including its coastal 

submitted comments on the Coastal Barriers study 

reference. 

, definitions, and delineation criteria for the 
attach a copy of those comments and incorporate 

for Additions to or Deletions 

A. Geographic scope 

the proposed inclusion of the Florida Keys, 
the virgin Islands in the CBRS. The ecological 

values of the barriers in these areas, 
development they are 
inclusion in CBRS timely and 

decision not to 
and Pacific coasts in 

units from these 
the same beneficial 

2 

functions, provide similar fish and wildlife habitat, and 
experience the same storm damage/subsidized reconstruction cycles 
as the rest of the nation's coastal barriers~ Their inclusion in 
the caRS would be consistent with both the interests enumerated 
in the CBRA and the Department's proposal to expand the 
definition of a -coastal barrierR to include geological 
formations that are different from the originally protected 
of the Atlantic and Gulf coasts but function as coastal 
(see section I.e below). We urge you to reconsider your 
and to recommend inclusion of the Great Lakes and Pacific Coasts 
in the CBRS. 

B. Associated Aquatic Habitats 

eLF welcomes the proposed recommendation to include all 
associated aquatic habitats in the CBRS. Their inClusion would 
recognize their inseparability from the other parts of coastal 
barrier ecosystems and eliminate the inconsistency between the 
CBRA's definition of *undeveloped coastal barrier· (which 
includes associated aquatic habitats) and the extent of the 
existing CBRS. 

C. Secondary Barriers 

As a New England organization, we are particularly pleased 
to see the proposed recommendation to include secondary barriers 
in the CBRS. Large embayments such as Long Island Sound, 
Narragansett Bay, and Buzzards Bay in Massachusetts provide many 
examples of secondary barriers, which, while generally smaller 
than high-energy barriers exposed to the open ocean, nevertheless 
perform all the functions of other coastal barriers. 

D. -Otherwise Protected* CQastal Barriers 

CLF the inclusion of all 
protected" in the CBRS. To that 
proposed recommendation to include all 
within conservation or recreation areas 
state, or local law (inholdings), in the CBRS, 
land held for conservation purposes by private groups 
is later sold for development. Moreover, we urge you to work 
with Congress on developing your suggested amendment to the CBRA 
that provides for guidelines to aid in determining whether 
development in such inholdings is consistent with the interests 
of the Act. However, we firmly believe that the proposed 
recommendation does not go far enough, and that inclusion of 
"otherwise protected" areas within the CBRS is desirable. 

It is not safe to assume that all federally supported 
projects in these Notherwise protectedN areas will be consistent 
with the conservation goals of the CBRA. A prime example in New 
England is the Fish and wildlife Service's proposal several years 



to 

and visitor center within the 
Refuge on Plum 

took a combination of 
crovArnmfAnt. and a coalition of 

onal intervention, and 
conservation organization to convince 

service to site its building at an off­
lrrent example is the proposal by the 
Seashore in Maryland to spend millions 

project in an attempt to stop 
n of the island -- a project 

success and whose primary 
private developers who want to 
areas on the mainland. 

should be included in the CBRS, 
allow federal expenditures 
it to those projects that are 
the CBRA. 

E. Expansion of the Definition of NCoastal Barriers 

an expanded definition of Ncoastal barrier" 
that function as coastal barriers but are 
of unconsolidated sediments. Among the 

the CBRS under the broadened 
bedrock outcroppings and glacial 

common in New England. 

F. Proposed Additions/Deletions in New England 

attached a copy of our comments on 
aer1n1b1ons and delineation criteria. 
ned discussions of our views on the 

and deletions to the CBRS in New England. We 
to those comments, and offer the following 

comments. 

~ 

protection of coastal 
southern coast, where 

2. New Hampshire 

the New Hampshire Office of state 
Beach and Rye Harbor (NE-Ol and NE­
the 1985 inventory, have been 

consideration because they are already 
the reason given previously by 
of State Planning for eliminating 
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these units, i.e., that they are not coastal barriers (letter 
from Governor John H. Sununu to Secretary James Watt, March 31, 
1983; letter from David G. Scott, Acting Director, Office of 
State Planning to J. Craig Potter, March 20, 1985). We suggest 
that the Coastal Barriers Study Group reexamine the available 
information about these units and the reasons for eliminating 
them from further consideration. 

The remaining units in the 1985 inventory (NE-03, NH-04, and 
NH-05) have evidently been excluded because they are ·otherwise 
protected. N Mr. Scott's 1985 comments on one of these areas, 
Hampton Beach state Park (NE-05) referred to the consequences of 
inclusion in the CBRS on "future development of the State Park." 
This underscores the importance of inclUding such areas in the 
CBRS. 

3~ Massachusetts 

eLF supports all proposed recommendations for expansion of 
the CBRS in Massachusetts. The decision to exclude all 
·otherwise protectedN areas is felt strongly in the Commonwealth, 
affecting such areas as the Parker River National Wildlife Refuge 
(MA-02), portions of the Cape Cod National Seashore (MA-17, MA-
18, MA-19, and MA-20) , the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge (MA-
21), and Waquoit Bay (C-IS). 

4. Rhode Island 

We reiterate our support for maximum inclusion within the 
CBRS, especially in the vicinity of Little Com 
Sakonnet River, including Little Compton Ponds 
Tunipus Pond and Briggs Marsh; Brown Point 
(0-02); Sapowet Point (RI-02); Sandy Point 
(RI-06); Hazards Beach/Lily Pond (RI-07); 
04); East Beach/Charlestown Beach (0-05); and 
(RI-14). We oppose any deletion from the Little 
unit (0-01). In addition, we urge full inclusion 
Pond (RI-05). 

54 Connecticut 

Once again, we support full inclusion of all identified 
eligible areas in Connecticut. We echo the comments of the 
Connecticut Coastal Zone Management Program, which has called for 
inclusion of all ·otherwise protected· areas with appropriate 
guidelines for allowable projects. Connecticut would especially 
benefit from adoption of the proposed recommendation to include 
secondary barriers in the CBRS. 
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II. ErQQQseg Conservation Recommendations 

A. Deletion of Military and Coast Guard Lands 

B. 

draft report's section on #Federal 
Alternative" is the nroDosed 

included 
d. We r 
that all 

security. Coastal barriers 
the Coast Guard are no different from 
barriers, and need and deserve just as 

from unnecessary development. We call on you to 
proposed recommendation and keep the military and Coast 

footing with private landowners and other 
Environmental laws should apply equally to all 

and private. 

conclusion that Section 5 of the CBRA 
1 assistance to any project that serves 

a CBRS unit, even if the project is located outside the CBRS unit 
We applaud your recognition that federal financial 

to such projects is inconsistent with the purposes of 
the CBRA, since subsidize the very sort of coastal barrier 
development that CBRA seeks to discourage. 

C. Deletion of the NEssential Link# Language of 
Section Q (p LUI 

eLF supports the recommendation to eliminate the 
6(a) (3) of the CBRA. We agree that 

r protects the interests of the CBRA by 
replacement, or reconstruction of roads 
ies within the CBRS to projects that are 

conservation purposes of the CBRA. 

D. Restrictions on Dredged Material Disposal 

the proposed recommendation to amend 
the CERA to require that dredged material 

disposal within the CBRS be consistent with the conservation 
goals of the CBRA. The amendment would close another potential 
loophole. 

E. Deletion of the OMS Certification 
Recruir.ement 21: .l't,,-ct.iQn 7 

we agree that the Office of Management and Budget is 
to monitor federal agency compliance with the CBRA 
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because it lacks the capability to audit agency spending, we do 
not think that the solution is to eliminate the certification 
requirement entirely. We suggest that you instead recommend that 
Congress ask the General Accounting Office, which is able to 
audit expenditures, to take on the certification task. 

/ph 
encl. 

Sincerely, 

11t~/1 
Paul Hauge 
Staff Scientist 

cc: Governors and coastal zone management/state planning offices 
of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut 

congressional delegations of Maine, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut 

National Wildlife Federation 



I ERR A C L U B 

OFFICE Of THE VICE-CHAIR 
POST OFFICE BOX 176 
OCEAN SPRINGS, MS 39564 

Coostal Banie,.. Study G:roop June 19, 1987 
ATIN: Mr. Frank Ii 
U.S. Dept. of the 
National Park Service ~ 498 
Post Office Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013·7127 

Dear Mr. McGilVTey: 

RE: Report to Congress: Coastal 
Barrier Resources System (CBRS) 

The Gulf Coast Conservation Committee (GCRCC) of the Sierra Club 
has reviewed the draft with regard to its impact on the south-
eastern Atlantic and region. Please take note of OUT 

comments. suggestions. reservations. etc .• for the record and the attached reso­
lution that was unanimously adopted by the GeRCe on May 10 1 198:' I in \'o'ashingtor,. 

Group and its members and staff fOT their 
exec 11 ent efforts to and expand the CSRS. especially in the southeastern 
United States, The affirms and supports the Study Group's recommendations 

that the CBRS be expanded to include new units in the Florica heys. 
Virgin Islands. "ie strongly support the expansion of the 

that are associated with and protected by coastal bar­
the inclusion of secondary barriers in large coastal 

Bay, Mobile Bay. AL. Lake Borgne, LA, Hississippi 
Bay, ~ie are pleased that the wetlands of FO~T-~l.ile 

are no" protected because of the Sierra Club I s preserve 

very deeply concerned about the Study GrouT's recomnendr.~ions 
ted coastal barriers" such as J\ational Seashores and 
-r.>: excluded f::rorr. the CBRS. "'hile we applaude ~'C"..!::" r-ec);.!­

o"''TIed propert), within those "othendse protected 
in the eBRS, we vehemently oppose the concept of 

and one governmental. Although most federal- and state-­
barriers are preserved in perpetuity as parks I seashores, and 

refuges, tax monies can still be squandered on ill~concieved projects 
that would other,,'ise be prohibited if those barriers were in the CBRS. he believe 
that federal and state governments have a responsibili ty to abide by the same 
rules and regulations that prohibit development on private property at taxpayers' 
expense. Structures on those othewise protected barriers should not be recon­
structed after hurricane or storm-related losses. 

\'.'c reaffirm our support for and strongly recommend to the Department of the 
Interior and Congress that all undeveloped coastal barriers or parts thereof ir. 
~ational Seashores and ?\ational \,!'Udlife Refuges in our southeastern region 
(South Carolina to Texas) be added to the CBRS as soon as possible. Only thOH 
specific areas that are required for adminsitrative, regulatory, and/or public 
access purposes should be excluded proYided that tax monies are not used thereon to 
construct or reconstruct facilities on the shifting sands. 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
June 19, 1987 
Page 2 of 2 

The GCRCC believes that the Study Group was remiss in not recommendint the 
inclusion of coastal barriers along the Pacific Coast and the Great Lakes. 
the Department' 5 attitude appears to be that what is good for the Atlantic 
Gulf coasts is not good for other coasts of the United States. Such a pnllc.so·pny 
is not only ridiculOUS. but tmfair to private property owners as well. re~ 
spectively and strongly urge that you reconsider that position. If the CBRS 
good for environmental and economic reasons along our Atlantic and Gulf coasts, 
it will surely be good for our "other coasts." We shall urge Congress to pro­
tect all of our coastal barrier resources regardless of their locations. 

The GCnCC concurs with the Study Group's proposed recommendation that a 
joint study be conducted by the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
Defense. the Federal Emergency Management Agency. and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration to develop alternative guidelines on which to base 
decisions concerning redevelopment of coastal barriers when those barrier~ are 
devistated by maj or st orms or hurricanes. We agree that the policy of rep1 acing 
damaged or destroyed structures on coastal barriers fails to consider fU'::cre 
public risks. The Sierra Club also supports the call for public education l>;ith 
regard to coastal barrier problems as "ell as those associated h'ith th(' effects 
of rising sealevel on coastal barriers. 

h'c thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft 
Congress. \lie trust that you will accept these suggestions, OOIl1,eiidaitTO:n5, 
etc .• in the in which they are intended; that is, to promote the pro~ 
teeti on of a1 of OUT coastal barrier resources regardless of where they aTe 
located (all U.S. coastlines) and/or who controls or Ohl"lS them. If J<;e :t::a:-' be 
of addjtional se::nice to you and the Stud), Group. please do not 
canmunicate \tdth this office. Until then, the coments. suggestions, 
are ... 

Eh'C:ewc 

Attachment: GCRCC Resolution 

Respectfully submitted. 

~I..A.. 
Ed\\in h'. Cake. Jr., 
GCnCC Vice~Chair and 
Member. National Coastal Comm.ittct-

XC: Senator John Chafe. (Mr. Christopher Ford) 
Representative Gerry Studds (Mr. Jeff Pike) 
Julie Morris, GeRCe Chair 
Vivian Newman. National Coastal Committee Chair 
Sharon Newsom. t\ational Wildlife Federation 



I ERR A C L U B 
CBRS RESOWTION 
GCRCC; May 1987 
Page 2 of 3 

2. (continued) Virgin Islands; associated aquatic habitats in all states; 

RESOLUTION secondary barriers in large eoastal embayment.; all privately o''I1ed 

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of the Interior has issued its draft REPORT TO 

CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM dated March 1987 that includes 

recommendations for the protection of the following: 

1. The undeveloped coastal baniers in the Florida Keys, Puerto 

Rico, and the Virgin ISlands; 

2. The associated aquatic habitats (adjacent wetl,ands, JUarshes J 

estuaries, inlets, and nearshore waters) on or adjacent to units 

within the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS); 

3. Secondary barriers (within large, well-defined embayments such 

as Tampa Bay. FL. and Mississippi Sound, MS); 

4. All privately owned propert), (inholdings) \>."ithin conservation 

or recreation areas established by federal, state, or local 

lalhs on undeveloped coastal barriers; and 

All privately owned, undeveloped coastal barriers that are held 

conservation purposes; and 

influence of the Gulf Coast Regional Conservation 

Club includes the Florida Keys, Puerto Rico. and the 

seven southeastern Atlantic and Gulf Coast States 

significant nutn(leT of the proposed additions to the CBRS; and 

Gulf Coast Regional Conservation Committee has as one of its 

conservation goals the- protection of coastal barriers ane adjacent 

wetla:1::is its region" 

~O~, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, 

That the Gulf Coast Regional Conservation Committee of the Sierra 

Club hereby comends the U. S. Department of the Interior and the 

members and staff of its Coastal Barriers Study Group and especially 

Mr. Fra.nk McGilvrey for their foresight and continued efforts to 

protect and expand the Coastal BaTrier Resources System; 

2. That the GCRCC affirms and supports the recommendations of the 

Department of the Interior and its Study Group (as outlined in the 

Executive Summary of the draft REPORT TO CONGRESS) with regard to 

the inclusion of new units in the Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, and the 

property within "otherwise protected coastal barriersH
; and all 

privately owned and undeveloped coastal barriers that are hel! for 

consensti on purposes; 

3. Tha.t the GeRCe strongly 'Opposes the Department I s rcc01lImendation that 

"otherwise protected coastal barriers" such as National Seashores anc 

National Wildlife Refuges be excluded from the CBas because such an 

action wi 11 establish a defacto system that is exempt from the 

congressionally mandated environmental and economic regulations that 

were designed to prevent unwise coastal barrier developments; 

4. That the GCRCe reaffirms its support for and strongly recommends to 

the Department of the Interior and to Congress that all undeveloped 

barriers OT parts thereof in l\ational Seashores and Wildlife Refuges 

within the GCRCC region (South Carolina to Texas, Puerto Rico 1 and 

the Virgin Islands) be added to the CeRS as soon as possible with 

the exceptlon of those specified areas that are required fOT limited 

administrative, regulatory, or public access purposes; 

5. That the GeRCe strongly opposes the Department IS recol!lllendation that 

undeveloped coastal barriers along the Pacific Coast J in Hawaii, and 

in the Great Lakes be excluded from the CBRS because such action 

would negate the environmental and economic beneH ts to the nation; 

6. That the GCRCC supports most of the proposed "Conservatic Reco:nmenda­

tions" contained in the Executive St.mmlary of the draft ~ 

~ that strengthen the Coastal Barrier Resources Act inc luding 

a. The proposal to inClude all qualifying government properties that 

are determined to be surplus (e.g., military or Coast Guard 

properties) in the CBRS prior to their disposal unless they are 

otherwise exempted under the 1a","; and 

b. The proposed joint study by the Departments of' the Interior and 

Defense I the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the Kational 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to develop alternative 

guidelines on which to base decisions concerning redevelopment of 

coastal barriers follo"dng major stOTmS or hurricanes; 
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1987 

AND. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. 

7. That the GCRCC hereby urges all other entities within the Sierra Clut 

including Chapters. the Regional Vice-President I 5 Fol"lJ7r., the !\ational 

Coastal Committee, and the National Conservation Department to taxe 

all necessary steps and actions to communicate their support of the 

proposed improvements to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act and System 

to Congress and to the Coastal Barriers Study Group of the Departmer:: 

of the Interior, National Park Service-49B. P. O. Box 37127, ~ashingtor:, 

D.C. 20013-7127. 

Duly presented and adopted this 10th day of May, 1987. in l\ashington, D.C. 

sl Julie Morris, GenCe Chair. and Ed Cake, GenCe Yice-Chair 

ST. LAWRENCE·EASTERN ONTARIO COMMISSION 
317 WASHINGTON ST .• WATERTOWN. N. Y. 13601-3700 

I'MONE 13151_ 

FRANCIS G. ~£A'-£V, C".,ff'll4" o.ANIE!.. J, 1>A .. M. ItlifeG:ult'l'll O"'f<tIQ< 

Coastal 
U.S. Dept 
National 
P.O. Box 
Washington. DC 20013-7127 

Dear Sirs: 

June 23, 19S' 

Re: Coastal Barriers Resources 
System 

Greitt Lakes 
Eastern Basin of Lake Ontario 

The Commission notes, with 
dations bv the Department of the 
from the Coastal Barriers Resourse 
of June 10, 1985 to the SYS Department 
Administrator clearl\' stated this Coromiss 
sion of area coastal'barrier formations with 

We urge inelu5 on of the Great Lakes Basin in the CIRS. 
Please contact CamID ssian offices should you have an), questions 
about our position n this matter. 

ec: George Stafford, DOS 
DJP: Ib 
Enclosure 

R(J;Last 
Daniel J. Palm, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 



STAFF 

Gfcn,j,1Dan,el 
E"'ttJulo'cO"llctOf 

M.l'yO",km 
ArJ",.n.st,alr" .. Ass.stan! 

Cimw,on OM'~ 

BOARD MEMBERS 

Uke Michipi'l f<edera .. ol'l 
8 South MIChigan Atenue Suile 2010 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 (312) 263·5550 

June 19, 1987 

coastal Barriers 
Department 

Service-49B 

D. C. 20013-7127 

Dear Sirs: 

to the Department 
report to Congress 

Barriers Res 
the Lake 

potential 
the System. 

of the Interior's final 
proposed additions to 

System (CBRS), please 
Federation strongly 
the Great Lakes be 

These units are vital to the health of the Great Lakes 
and must not be excluded from Congressional 

to the CBRS. Many of these uni ts are 
grounds for a variety of Great Lakes wildlife. 

and species are already threatened 
heavy metals, excessive nutrient 

other pollutants that can endanger heal thy 
generations. To surrender these invaluable 

and shorelines is shortsighted and could very 
irreversible mistake; the environmental and 

of exluding these units from the System 
d",as,tr,ous Effects on the $4 million Great Lakes 

industry, particularly on efforts to 
reproduction, would be especially damaging. 

Stress on Great 
exacerbated 
these lands 

wetlands is also currently 
lake levels; preservation of 

long-term low-cost efforts 
erosion damage. to prevent 

Thank you into Please 
can be of 

16951 
Il 

3776 Wales Ave. f NW Massillon. Ohio 44646 

Coas\..a1 Barriers Study Group 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service - 498 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

To Whom It May Concern, 

June 4, 1987 

It has come to our attention that the Department of the Interior has 
reversea ~':.s p:revious position by decidlng that the coastal barriers 
of the Great Lakes don't deserve protection under the Coastal Barriers 
Resources Act. This Act was designed to protect islands. beaches, 
marshes ana estuaries from unwise development. Excluding the Great. 
Lakes from the Coastal Resources Barrier System is unacceptable both 
from an environmental and an economic perspective. 

The coastal areas of the Great Lakes suffer extensively every year 
as unwise developmer;ts continUE: to destroy valuable wetlands. Wetlands 
pro\·lde important habitat for breeding birds, fish and mammal.s ana arE: 

birds. In addition, wetlands 

often 
inev;. tabl:-
end up paying 
d~saster reliEf. The problems 0: unwise development are very serlO'.lS 
along the coast in t.he Grt?at Lakes reqion. 

We kno .... all toe well that there are serious flooding and erosior: 
prOblems on Lake Erie and we are rapidly losing the rem.aining wetland 
areas along the lake. The coastlines of Lake Erie and all 0: the 
Great Lakes, as well as the coastline along the Pacific Ocear., 
deserve to be included ~n the Coastal Reso:.1rces Barrier System. We 

support the pror.>osed addit~or; 0: 1.010,646 ne .... · acres to the system, 
but we also feel very strongly that deleting the Great Lakes from 
this system ~s inappropriate and counterproductive. 

Sincerely, 

, ~ 

(L£ZtcJd&4j 
Alan R. Dolan 
President 



1890 Churchwood Drive 
Cincinnati, OR 45238 
June 15, 1987 

Coastal Barriers 
u.s. of 
p. o. 

<Iliminnati Q). 

National Park Service 

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The Audubon Society of Ohio protests the decision of the 
Department of Interior to remove the coastal barriers of the 
Great Lakes and the Pacific coast from the protection afforded 
by the Coastal Barriers Resources Act. 

We don't understand why such a decision was made. 

of Interior is aware of the serious 
that Lake Erie and the other 

the Department of the Interior 
o the wetlands in the areas of the 

the' Department of the Interior must 
problems exist on the Pacific Coast. 

We need to protec~ our natural resources, and most needing of 
care are ~he coastal islands, the beaches and the 
of the nation. In the we have treated them 

but nm". must be dedicated to protecting 

hope ~hat the Department of the Interior will see 
irm i~s original position that the coastal barriers 

of the Great Lakes and the Pacific coast indeed do need the 
protection of the Coastal Barriers Resources Ac~. 

Sincerely yours, 

&~.i._' ~ /,' 

William H. Bocklage 
Conservation Chai=man 
THE AUDUBON SOCIETY OF OHIO 

-

June 22, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
rtment of the Interior 
Park Service - 498 

Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Dear Reader: 
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~~-

OHIO 
ENVIRONM.£N'n\L 
COUNCIL 

The following are comments and concerns of the Ohio Environmental 
Council (DEC) regarding proposed additions to the Coastal 
Barriers Resources System (CBRS). 

- The OEC generally supports the inclusion of the five Ohio sites 
listed in the inventory: Middle Bas. Island (OR-OS), North Bass 
rsland (OH-06), Bay Point Shoal (DB-OS), South of Sandusky 
(OH-09), and Mentor-on-the-Lake (OH-IO). 

- The fact that only five sites in Ohio are found 
inventory is itself evidence of the need to 
(remaining) coastal barrier sites. Re 
share a concern of the Ohio Department 
regarding the potential 10 •• of federal funds 
state owned land in two of the areas (8 state 
the area of South of Sandusky and a state park in the area of 
Mentor-on-the-Lake). There should be some provision in the CBRS 
~esignations to allow continued use of federal monies for 
environmentally-sound projects on such units. 

- With no assurance that Ohio will have coastal zone management 
legislation in the forseeable future, we have no choice but to 
rely on the albeit limited protection which would be provided to 
the five Ohio sites via their inclusion in the CBRS. 

- According to rough calculations, only a miniscul@ portion of 
United States Great Lakes shoreline i. included in the inventory: 
approximately 3\ of the total U.S. Great Lake. shoreline and 
approximately 2.5\ of Ohio'. Lake Erie ahoreline. The 
recommendations, even if accepted in entirety would not 
a significant amount of land from the market, and, by 
would not withdraw any developable land. 

155 NORTH HIGH STREET, COLUMBUS, OHIO 43215·3094 614·224-4900 -'-



Sincerely, 

fl. Sed"'" 
Executive Director 

CC! Governor Richard Celeste 
Richard Bartz ThPnArtm~nt of Natural Resources 
Elise Jones, Federation 

18621 
REA:..TOR· 

the Ohi 
Association of 

REALTORS' 
ADM,,,, GUGGfll! __ _ 

June 9. 1987 

DepartI'rlient of Interior 
Coastal Barrier Study Group 
Nat ional Park Sen.·ice 
P.O. Box 3i127 
Washmgton, D.C. 20012-7127 

Dear Sirft..1adame: 

__tW'I'lV(IItCII>9'"N'" 

am writing to you in my capacity of President of the Chio Association of 
REALTCRS to voice my support for your draft report concerning the Coa5tal 
Barrier Zone Plan. 

The Olio Associatio:-: of REALTCRS fully supports the draft ane is 
see that G-lio's Great Lakes coastline has been rerroved frar: the 
Barrier Zone plarl. The econcrnic developnent of the Great Lake!:! 
"itil) consideration. bo!h at the federal and state level. The 
redta] iz;;tion of econcmically depressec areas along Lake Erie 
the abil,ty for de'\'elopnent to take place along the coast: 

\\hile Q;R is sensitive to the erosion problems aiong our 
Congressiona; inter;t h the Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
to include the Great Lakes area. The Great Lakes region is not 
the same type of hea'l.;; water damage, such as hurricanes. as those areas 
which were originally intended to be a part of the Coastal Barrier 
Resources System. To include this area in a plan which deals with coastal 
barrier zones of a different type is not 'What was expected or needed. 

The Chio Association of REAL1ffi5 continues to work at a state level to 
determine feasible solut ions to the erosion problen-" Whi Ie a real problem 
does exist. the solution does not lie in legislation which cuts off 
financial aid to an area which was untargeteci in the initial study plan. 

Again 1 offer my support for the 1987 draft plan of the Coastal Barrier 
Study Group. 

;;:~:~~ 
Armi n Guggenhe im 
President 

AG/mas 



I THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MICHIGAN 
:lOC MUSEUM DRIVE SUITE 202 LANSING MICHIGAN48933-1997 151714845383 

June 16 1987 

The Honorable Donald Hodel 
of the Interior 

D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr~ Hodel: 

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act is making a significant 
contribution to the protection of Qwc,t,.f\ation's if ile coastal 
environment, and its impact could be even gre.:lter f the Creat 
Lakes, the cauntt 5 fourth and only freshwater coast, wefe 
included in its ion~ 

The Great Lakes coast has much in common with its marine counter­
r i just as vulnerable to erosion, flooding and otrer 
of increased water levels. Its dunes and other natural 

feature5 1 inclucllng its fisheries and wildlife, are equally sen­
SItive to the e fects of development. It is as expensive, If not 
more so, to protect and maintain infrastructure and other 

ilities located on this coast as any other because of th~ 
extended wlnter season and ice buildup on the shoreline. 

League of \';omen voters of Hichigan urges you to reconsidpr 
this issue and include the Great Lakes in the department1s final 
report to on the implementation of this act. rver. those 
Creat Lakes which opposed this designation in your 
draft repor ve come to recognize the wisdom of this action and 
now support the inclusion of the c,reat Lakes. 

)'lease give this your most serious consideration as you develop 
the final report. 

Sincerely, 

Jun@ 20 9 1987 

Audubon 
Conservation Committee 

of lnt .. rior 
Park Seorvice-498 

P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Coestal Berriers Study Group: 

th. final draft report for mxpanding the Coastal 
Barriers Resource. System, the D.troit Audubon Con ... rvatlon 
Committ •• offers the following eo •• ents: 

We ~ully support the proposed addition o~ 1.010#646 new acres to 
the System. 

We strongly urge you to includ~ the Great Lake. 
Symtem. We understand that the Greet Lekes yer. 2",eJ_UCi~C 
initial draft r@port but vere later dropped. 

Great Lake. coastal barr1.ra are irreplac.abl. 
deserve prot@ction 1rom ~utur. Th ••• 
protect vital habitat gor birds. and othor wildlife vh1l. 
providing excellent undevelop.d recr.ational 
They almo serve a. a bux!er against £~ooding 
major problem in Michigan. 

In addition, w@ urge you to include the Pacific coast as port of 
the and W@ oppose removing military and Coast Guard 
land. th. System. 

Thank you, 

~~~, ir:!:~ RY~UnglOr F /" 
Che1r.mn# CAS Conservation Committee 
14960 Fairmount 
D@troit. "I 48205 



Bn 5th Siree! SE Mmneapo!h. Mmnewld 5~IJ·l~2': 11>;2 .~ 

J""" 16, 1987 

To whom it _y ~m: 

The MinnesotA­
Lakes hBvi.rlS 

of The Nature Conservancy is concerned about tile Great 
from the Coasw llarrier Resource Act. 

unique a.reas along tile GJ"'e8.t Lakes which harbOr ecologicall~' 
,cs. For example, Minnesota Point in Duluth is an outstanding 

which provides habitat for several state endange.r"ed planll$ and 

If you need dat.a l the Minnesota. Natu.ral Herit.as~ Program. housed in the 
Minnesota of Nalu.ral Resources, can pro\'idt: it for you. Barbara 
Coffin. the Program coordinator can be reached either by calling 
(612) 29~-4264 or writin!! ~ Natural Herit.age Program, Box 7, 500 Lafa~'ette 
!low:! , St. 

Sincerely, 

IW\:.r 

decision to drop the Great Lakes from 
Barrier Resource Act. 

~ ..... \"·n .. : {III.,. 11111(· ~"rth "'t!'~ !t!:f" 4.~!1!lf1<\~' ~1'EIn1~':::(", 

'~~~~: 

rS .... vt' t4e fj:) ....... UIf:; C.e> .... ~t:d 
I 

ORGANIZro IN "52 

P.O. BOX 114 " UMRl Y SHORES, INDIANA 46lO1 " Ttl(PHON[ 219f819..:tD37 OR 92fr..2.224 

June 23, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service - 498 
P.o. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

~'" , Dear Coutsl Bsrriers Study Group Members: 

I \ .!il, I The Save the Dunes Council urges the Study Group to seriously reconsider 
\,. , it.G' exclusion of the Great Lakes shoreline from its recommendations for 

additions to the coastal barriers system. Recent high lake levels have 
underscored the need for treating the undeveloped shorelines of the Great 
Lakes as a zone where change is the norm and unpredictability the constant. 

More specifically. the Save the Dunes Council recommends that the Study 
Group include the undeveloped portions of Indiana's Lake Michigan shoreline 
in recommendations for additions to the coastal barriers system. 

The enclosed up, a map of the boundaries of the Indiana Dunes Natwnal 
Lakeshore and its environs, contains virtually all of the undevel:oped 
of Indiana t s eligible shoreline. Rising lake levels, as noted 
produced demands f~r federal assistance in protecting shoreline 
without producing demands for a halt to development along or near 
shoreline. Preserving the undeveloped shoreline, whether public or private, 
as the lakeshore equivalent of 8; floodplain could prevent large infrastructure 
investments that could attract new development, which in combination would 
in the future be used to justify requests for federal help to protect them 
from erosion. 

Indiana has a total of 45 miles of shoreline along Lake Michigan. Approximately 
half is "hardened, II generally supporting industrial uses on riparian £11l. 
Of the remaining shoreline, approximately.:i" .Ues, 13 are included in the 
boundaries of the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore. However. not all are 
in federal ownership, and even some of the federally owned shoreline has been 
hardened as a protection against erosion. The hardening of the shoreline in 
the public and residentially used portions has been the result of man-made 
interruptions. of the shoreline, which cause. accretion on the updrift side 
(areas 1, 6 and a.2 on the enclosed map) and severe erosion on the downdrift 
side (areas 4, 5, and 11). 



on the enclosed map are in large e1 igible for 
in the Coune 11 f $ opinion. green corner on 

beac:hfront included in the Lakeshore boundaries 
c:n.med by the city of Gary. All 
westernmost being the balance of 

ustertwOst c:ity-ovned shoreline in front of 
asident1al area. Area Lakeshore's West Beach Area. 

al§.O within Lakeshore boundaries. but 1m: the town beach for the 
town of Ogden and is no'" experiencing a hardening by individual 
homeowners because being in the erosion zone caused by the Port of 
Indiana structures to the east. Area 5 is Lakeshore property, but is also 
Buffering erosion from the Port of Indiana, Area 6 is within Lakeshore 
boundaries. while areas 7 and a are shorelines belonging to the adjacent 
towns of Dune Acres and Porter, a~re included within the Lakeshore 
boundaries as well. In the case of Area 8. the National Bark Service has 
acquired a easement across the shoreline, Area 9. also vi thin 
Lakeshore ovned by and ms.naged by the State of Indiana (as 
the Indiana Dunes State . Areas 10 and 11, the lakefront of Beverly 
Shores, is all within the boundaries, is owned mostly by the 
federal but includes several toYn beaches. It ,also contains 
a stone revetment in 1973 to protect the dunes(~) and the town 
road from the high lake" levels experienced then. The erosion problems hert; 
which are~not so slowly, moving westward are the direct result of the harbor 
structures at Michigan City which constitute a total barrier to the littors! 
drift. Area 12. a zone of accretion, includes the Michigan City lakefro:1t 
park. Washington Park, and a small section of undeveloped shoreline frontage 
east of the park. 

recommend that thE' entire stretch be evaluated and hopefully include<:! 
addition to the coastal barriers system_ 

Sincerely. 

J. 
Executh-e Director 
SAVE THE DUNES COUNCIL 

enel: Indiana Dunes Na tional Lakeshore boundary map, Dec ember 1986 

.• • 15821 
~NaturlSt SocietY -

P.O. BOX WI 

Co".'al So •• 
US Dept. 
Not ianol 
PCB 32127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

Regarding Ihe Drofl Report on Ihe Coostal Sorrier Resources Act 

Comment Period Closing June 23 

Comment by the Advisory Boord of The Noturist Soeiety is os 
follows: 

- We support the oddilion to Ihe CBRS which has been pro­
posed - 1,010,646 acres. 

- We furlher urge Ihot the Great Lakes and 
included in Ihe pion. We con tell you, 
perch here in Wisconsin, thot the WQves 
batter the coast as fiercely at ti~s os 
lillorol i. 

- We additionally oppose deletion of Ihe military and 
guard lands and federal roods from the system. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

SZIY 
~~f71."! Society Lee Boxe The Not I Pres i dent, 

Mey 22 1987 . 

711/;",'.,: 15 " '(>'.1~'f,,~,O.', O'!HI"",!e t~ t!'i/", ":t' ~'l" rv (lfO"lor!' (ic'rf;I'A 0, .:.!' .... 
"feS~"t·~ ~'IU 't'.:rf,,·,. I,., JlIII: ;',,11' S"t<; 



The Honorable Donald P. Hodel 
Secretary of the Interior 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service-49B 
P.O. Box 37127 
Wash ington I DC 20013-1127 

Dear Sir: 

.AlldUb",n. 
p. O.l1<>xI1IlS 
lim,k 1651Yl 

June 19. 1987 

The Presque Isle Audubon Society as an individual organization and as a 
representative of the Erie County Environmental Coalition wishes to address 
you on the expansion of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 

We support your recommendations to expand the definition of a "coastal 
barrier" and to include h,sbitats within the barrier system. How-
ever, we believe that of military and Coast: Guard'lands from ttie 

is counter-productive to the intent of the Coastal Barrier Resources 

your efforts to clarify the federal funding guidelines and 
and we ask for a continuing program of certification of federal 

agencies but under the aegis of the General Accounting Office. 

We ask that in the Interior Department! s recommendations to Congress be 
included the Great Lakes and the Pacific coasts as originally proposed as well 

the "otherwise protectedll areas such as federal, state 9 and local parks and 
refuges. Inclusion of the Great Lakes shoreline in the system is essential. 
The current water levels are causing serious er"sion and flooding problems 
which have in millions of dollars of damages to shoreline residents 
and taxpayers. Further development of these coastal areas will only increase 
the extent of the problem. 

Our irtmlediate location on Lake Erie includes a large sandspit barrier 
(Presque Isle) and the resultant bay •. This area provides important habitat 
for a diversity of the fish and wildlife including federal and state listed 
endangered species. We urge you to include the PA-OJ unit of the Great Lakes 
Basin in the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 

We would appreciate your comments on this proposal. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

RAS:rmm 

Sincerely. 

~4..~f:~"('-'1~ 
Ruth E. Swaney 11 
230 Lincoln Avenue 
Erie~ PA 16505 

LEAGUE OF' WOMEN VOTERS OF LARCHMONT 

LARCHMONT. NEW YORK 10538 

Coaotal Barriere Study Group 
U.S. Dept. or the lnterior 
.ational park Service - 4913 
P. O. BOll: 3'7127 
Waehington, D.C. 20013.7127 

;rune 15,19137 

Dear Sire, 
Ve are writing on Dehalf of tho nearly 300 

BeaD.r. of the Larchmont Leasue of Women Votera. W. h 
with submit ~r comments on the euggeated enlargement 
the Ceaetal Barrier aesource. Act and the BUgge. ted 
tiona from the existing S1etoa. 

We 8upport the proposed expansion of the System, 
including 

.addition to existing units, 
• new areas such aa the Florida Key", Puerto Rioo, 

the U.S. Virgin lslaods, HAryland, Bew Jeraey, eecondary 
barriers in embayment., private inholding. in already 
protected areae, and all as.oelated aquatic habitat., 

a the clarification and strengthening of federal 
funding guidelines and restrictions. 

We aleo support the inclusion of the Great 
L&kes and the Pacific Coast in the System. 

System, 

federal 

Alabama. 

We strongly oppose any deletions from the 
especially 

_ deletion of military ADd Coast 
a deletion of the OHM certification 

spending, 

lllll'lds, 
no 

- and deletion o~ the Kobile Point unit in 

This 18 a valuable opportunity to help lower 
the federal deficit by epending fewer taxpayer dollar. 
subsidizing unsound coastal development, and at the same 
time protecting more of oUr important ooaetal ro.ouree •• 

Sincerely yours, 

~~_'U-\ J~~ 
Be~8y ;racobson, President 
,..;./... _ C·~ 

{. (~ 'Cf'-' t.::'1 .....;-:.. UiA...:;CJ.a 
Margare~ Straus., Batural Resources Chair 

19051 

c , c , qn. Iq(S.ir'~ C,·c.,,,,-." ( J' 
<0>"\;:1" ~1""-H=o'-d.) u,"!T ... 1 1\-'! f.i<aIA"::!.""r h 'f DRf! . _'i.~ ~ 
£~. ?1f<'\"S~ I ")7'h,w:r:: 
s.e,,,. :J/.:LLue/ 1", I\'IC;-YI'IIU"-"-' 
~t' .::rcq.k :T, '»,"C~L"rJJ 



May 25, 1987 

20013-7127 

Dear Study Group: 

The final draft of the Coastal Barrier Resources ACT (CBRA) has omitted 
any coverage of Pacific coast resources. Our \t'hidbey Audubon Society chapter 
wants to on record that such omission is denial of equal benefit of fed-
eral and is failure to provide timely protection in avoiding future 

lems. True, development on the Pacific coast does not match that occurr-
10 the East and has not reached a supercritical need for action. but that 

means that no"; is the time to plan and to protect against supercritical problerr: 
occurrence. 

on Whidbey Island were listed and charted in 
the 198.5 Coastal Barrier lnventof\' draft. Those 

35, 36, 39, 40, 41, 4:: and 43. Brie-fly. 
25% concern at or adjacent 
and 35% are undevelopec. 

reservation should 
hOIT. protection such land can very readily be returned to state, municipal-
ity or privatE- ownership. There is no assurance as to what the future holds. 

cc: U.S. Senator Daniel Evans 
U.S. Senator Brock Adams 
V.S. Rep. Al Swift 
Governor Booth Gardner 

Sincerely I 

I)y; ~ 
A.M. Arnold 
Chapter President 

Rod Mack I J,.'ashington State Dept. of Ecology 
Elise ~ational J,.'ildlife Federation 
Pam Director Washington Office. 

l\ational Audubon Society, Olympia, WA 

~ Willapa 

~oasta~ Barrl~r8 3~ucy ~r0~l 

of :n~er~0r 

~agh~ngton. D.C. 20~:3"7~27 

Jear !,!em.~)ers: 

113091 
Hills Audubon Society 

P. O. Bo. 93 - longview. WA 911632 

If':"l[\7 

Our chap~er was d1Sap?C1nted to _earn that sensitive Pacif1c 
coast ·",reas have been ,.:.Il::cpped :from the March drli£t. report sent by 
the :nter 101" :)epat" tm€::nt. t.o Cotlgreee. even t.hoU9h t.hey were included 
;..n ":he :96'.:, 1rlV""n:.ory i0r protect.J.on undet" the Coast.al Barrier 
Resources Act. 

Among ~he 73 ~ashlngton areas which had been deSignated. the 
o~e Gi par~lcu:ar inter~st to our group ~B the North B&ach 
?en2nsu:a Ln ~acl£~c County. Bounded by t.he Pacific Ocean and 
Wll:apa Bay, ~hlS unlt LB par~lcu:arly rlch in wilctll£e. Our annual 
Chrlstmas Blrd Count 20 0ecemoer tallied 109 dlf£erent species in 
thiS bl~ of southwest Washlng~on. The which ls open to 
storms sweepl.ng 1n .:from the Pacl£ic. serves as protection 
Wl.:apa Bay. wlth l~S famous oyster industry. 

~~e 1985 lDcluded many other West 
dUnes, .Ild rlver equally DE 
.:federally supported development. Owing to prev 
severe wlnter storms arrlve from the west g and theae proposed 
coastal oarriers ta~e ~he Xlrst force, contributing to erosion and 
ma~lng deveiopment expena;..ve bath ~n initial coat and 1n later 
c.la~me lor Federal dlsaater assistance. 

Our members hope that you w~ll reconslder this act~on and will 
restore to the ~aci£ic Coast the same protection enjoyed by the 
A~~antlc COaB~. 

Yours trulY9 

J}~,'~- -,,-12 ___ 
Mar, Holiman-Nelson. Presldent p 

Wil~apa Hilla Audubon SOCiety 

AMERICANS COMMITTED TO CONSERVATION 

Recycled Paper 



--~ ., 
1000 um'~DS 01 ()RI(,O~ 

June 23 I l..9G"l 

Mr. Don Hodel, 
t of 
Park - 498 

Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

subject: 001 Recommendation to Congress for Expansion of the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System 

Dear Mr. Hodel, 

1000 Friends of Oregon supports the inclusion of certain 
coastal barriers in the national Coastal Barrier Resources 

ntment, DOl does not recommend the 
Oregon to the Coastal Barrier Resources 

Report to Congress). 

the designation of Oregon coastal 
rrier Act is described in our 

letter to your agency (letter attached). 
ieve that the coastal barriers program can reinforce 
IS efforts to control development in hazardous areas and to 

significant wildlife habitat. 

the same time, we see no reason why properly designa~ed 
coastal barriers in Oregon will conflict with economic 

and recovery plans for coastal communities. Of 
sites included in DOl's 1985 inventory of Oregon coastal 

barriers
j 

only a small number include land designated for 
development local comprehensive plans. We recommended 

to exclude from coastal barrier status those 
for development (portions of Nehalem Spit anc 

Chapman Beach t Siletz spit). Further ref inemer.".:s 
ensure that coastal barrier designation do not 

conflict state-approved development actions, but we belie\'€' 
these refinements are well within grasp. 

300 WILLAME1TE BUILDING 534 SW. THIRD AVENUE PORTLAND. OREGON 97204 

In summary, we urge DO! to include Oregon coastal barriers 
in its recommendations to Congress for an expanded Coastal 
Barrier Resources System. 

Cq~ 
Paul Ketcha .. 
senior Planner 

cc: Governor Neil Goldschmidt 



Deor Friend" 

\'Ie 
Coastal 

May 5, 1987 

drAft "Report to Congress, 

to soo thet the !loport i(lnore" the 
many of us regarding tho DOI'" own reoommendation 

undoveloped beeohes and spits in Ilorthern 
1 Barriers Resouroes System. Indeed, 
Report responding to the many oomments 

nOI's own racommon,lations for od,litions to the CBRS 
entire Pacific COAst, Alaska, tho Great Lakes end the 

tho sprin(l end summer of 1985, 
from many Sierra Club 

Generally, the Sierra Club 
, California and! t ions and 
eoosystem approsoh to the 

noted September 12, 1985, I called attention 
56 units proposod for nor for addition along 
35 oro 1000te,1 in tho nOY'thern and oentrol 

Rumbo].,;t, Mendocino, Sonoma, Marin, San 
Mont.rey, These units would embraoe more 

milos of the 95 mile total proposed for the 
ann their acreage would total 36,046 

stata, 

supported the adnition of ell 35 units in 
California, listing them by nama and submitting 

maps to make sure the identification was olear ann aoourate, We 
proposod a nnmber of ednltionnl units in the northern half of the 
state with SUpportil'll! 9vi<'lence And maps, Vie oalled attention to 
the that these units fall wI thin the First, Sixth, Eleventh 
end Sixteenth Congressional nlstricts of California. 

the ,;eflnition of 
the GreRt LAkes, 
aMAS thnt ArB f11ronrly 

stato bench 
existing 

urgecl nor and the Congress to broaden 
borY'iers" l to inelurle the coasta of 

stnten nnn territorios; to inolude 
p~otoctoo, auch nn the national a09shores 
an'l to oppose ileletion of any orees from 

Page 2, 

Vie note that your nraft fails to respond to most of t he.e 
oomments. Vie surely support your recommennstion to all 
aquatio habitats assooiated with ooastal barriers nOW CBRS, 
as well ss those along the Gulf of Mexioo and Atlantic ooasts 
that are proposed for addition to CBRS, 

Vie expect that members of OUr Club's National Coastal 
Committee who live in Atlantio and Gulf Coast states, as well 
as the Great Lakes area, will oommant in detail on your draft 
reoommendations, including those regarding adjustments to 
boundaries and deletions of areas now inoluded in the CBRS. 

We are still in strong support of CBRA's prohibition 
against Federal subsidies of development on barriers in the 
Syst~m. We are. of COUrse, strongly against texpayer aubsidies 
that result in damage to marshes, fisheries Or wil,;11f" habitat. 
Vie need not remind you that beCAu se t he barrier islands are 
extremely unstable, they arC unsuUable for development. 

00: T{ep. DOllglns Bosco 
Rep. Berbers Box6r 
Rep. Tom Lenton 
Rep. Leon Panetta 
Frank MoGilvray 
Vi vian Newman 
Miohele Perrault 
Gil Davis 
Bob Hattoy 
Ron Guenther 
Jane Presklenis 
Tim Duff 
Hal Levin 
Janie Flgen 

11' 

Committ .. " 



CALIFORNIA 
".O.IBClX 35413, LOll ANGELES, CA _35' TiELIEPMClNE 2131559·9180 

May 23, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
U.S. Department of Interior 
National Park Service-498 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C., 20013-7127 

Dear Study Group Members, 

The state.'ide members of the Ecology Center of Southern California applaud }'<.1Ur-

efforts to save our BnG we urge you to support the proposed additlOfi 0: 
1,010,646 ne\"o acres in the Barrier Resources System. 

This includes areas in the Florida Keys, the U.S. Virgin 
Maryland. Jers€)', ernbayments. and adjacent aquatic 
urge the inclusior. of the Lakes and the Pacific coast in 

*€ are 
Barrier Sy sterr .. 

of military and Coast Guard lands from the Coasta: 

Thank you your efforts to preserve the shores of the American public. 

vv.r"",~~ 
Anna Harloh·e 
Issues coordinator 
Ecology Center of Southern California 

CLUB - RED'WOOD CHAPTER 
1'. O. IIIn 466. Sulll Ito .... CII. !!HEll 

SIERAA CLUe· REDWOOD CHAPTER 
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE 

Coastal Barriers 
U.S. DepArtment of 
Notional Pork Servic<l 
P. O. Box 37127 

Group 
Interior 

-496 

lIaohington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Oentlel'lllBn: 

Ron Cuenther 
29900 Hichway :Ml 

~rt Brau. california 954)7 

April 23, 1967 

we "'" .. disoppo:!.r.ted to :u..rn th»t the Interior DepArt .. mt h»s decided thAt toe co.stel 

barriers of the FBcific Coast do not varnlut protection fron: development. We strvngly 

disagree. 

Cur coastal barriers on the Pacific Coast buffer the mAinhnd frer.: storr:, W'Bve~ find era'" 

sion, and in so doing, protect !ome ot our most productive ecosysterr.s such a5 mArshes, 

estWlries J and other aqUf!ltic habitats" OuT fiBhing and tourist industries, especially, 

are heavily dependent on such protection. Development of OUT' cOiIstal terrier'S 

nearb~· wetlands will. am hOB CAused serious errviroTU'tlSntal h1lIrn<~ 

We hnve these recof1'lr.'lendations: 
~"',.,..,.. 

1) ThAt the l'iIciiic Coast be included in the eo •• t..1.llResou.re •• Ilystelt (Cl!IIS); 

2) Th.t the (lreot Lsl<i!. be included in the Cl!IIS; 

3l Th,t the 1,010,6h6.00"" Interior propos.l for no" inclusions in the Cl!IIS be Adopted 

in its ontu..ty; 

4) That militery ond eosst Clusrd ilmds snd rede,..l roods be included in the Cl!IIS. 

Plense keep us inforn'!8dg ~ 
Ron Ouenther 
Conserv~tion eMir 
For the SiOT'" Club • Reduood Chapter 

. To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, waters. wildlife, iBnd wildttrneSi .. 



June ), 1987 

Dear Dear Sirs; 

The Sierra 
areas be 

738 Higuera St., Suite H, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

20013-7127 

santa Lucia Chapter. recommends that the West Ccast 
in the final report to Congress on the Coastal 

)" These unIts have the same protectIve 
fragile natural resources as those al~~g 

the Coasts. Also, these West Coast areas faCE 
potentIal for development pressures where underwriting prcjects ~1 
federal tax dollars would be unsound. 

units CA-36 (San Simeon), CA-37 (Morro ), and CA-3E 
ThE be lneluded in the CBRS 

stream/ocean lagoon, wlth a 
anadramous fish runs. The Merr: 

on the West Coast betwee~ 
Bay is a majcr reSOurCE f:r 

, al.y several endangered speCIes. T~e 
an undeveloped beach protectl~9 the ffiC~:~ 

and its assoclated wetlands. It IS part ~: the 
Natural Landmark. 

It should be noted that unIts CA-36 and CA-37 are incorrectly Ilste~ as 
D1strIct '20. Actually, they are 1n :ongres51onal 
Panetta. 

Sincerely. 

C: Governor 

waste of federal tax dollars 
such as the three unIts 

cy to include these u 
, Into the CBRS prograw, 

club 

CalIfornia Coastal Commission 
Congressman Panetta 
Congressman Thomas 
Senator Wilson 
Senator Cranston 

J 0 esp/fi'li', Ii'l'IlIn" omi prfil#'n Ih ... /JillIOn", Jc .. ntr ~"OlJ'C>l"l 

that support prcject 
fical1y clte~ abcv 

, along with t~E res 

fHl CALIFORNIA NATIYI MANT SOCIITY 
DEDICATED TO THE PRESERVATION OF CALIFORNIA NATIVE FLORA 

Coastal 1e.n1er 
Depe.rtlDtln t of the 
P. O. Box )7127 
lIuhlogton, D. C. 20013 

Gentlemen: 

....... 15. 1987 

The Monterey Ba.,y C.hm~ter of the California Native Plaut SoeieV We 'Very 
disappointed to learn that the Interior Departaellt tUlle deeided not to ask 
CongrellS to protect any are.6 of tbe ".at CO.lft under the Co&eta.l Barrier 
It.esourcee System. It ft. our tmderstaDd.1n.g that illlClu8ion in th1B Bystem 
would not stop development. but wo~ld ..,1"Oh1 b1 t Federal oul\s1d1ea of tulv1se 
develo-Pl'DE!llt. 

OUr organ1ue.tion has been working foY' IIAllY YUTS to pre ..... nt ovel"'develop.ment 
of the fragile coastal areas a1"03d Monterey J!aq. particularly the bMehes 
anc! mand. d·.lneu that function meh Uke arrier hlandtl in abilorbin« the in ... 
tenal ty of vlnte~ storz. and "p'Ave!'l:tin.g d.ll.llillgG to inl"ne agneul tural IUld 
developed aress. aeeer.t studies show that eonlJtl"'llotion in the dunes IU1~ 

near the beaen intensifies erosion ane. aceelerates the destruction of one 
of our .t&te'. Dost fra"il. and threatened natU!'111 eo1lllMU'rlt1ea. In 
tiD'll. studios releaeed. on1;.v tn1. yu.r project ,"caue. 
o! the risin.g Ilea level.Under tnea. circumstance. ft l"eeOlil'liNM 
tbllt dne dune8 Db-auld be cODeidered to bJu'Thr in 
wing protection frolt 'edenl pollete. develop1D'$Dt. 

We would like to e%pretul support for the pod Uve !'ecODendaUoH itl the 
current 1'1'01'08.1. including eXJ)llntion of the definit10n to include other 
landforma that function 88 coaetal barrier. ud the addition to th'! .,.atem 
of Duch areas in Flonda, Puerto Rico and the U.S. 'Virgin Islands, *r:ran:5.. 
low Jeree,.. ane other areas. 'de allo would lite to urge that the deleted. 
1ll"'8i1S in 8:s:.ietltl1:!; un.1tu and on military lane be reinstated; tax dollars are 
being wsted in theee areaa .. e well. For example. Dot long ,,«0 Fort Or:! 
spent 0'9'(1:11' $500.000 on riTJri\"j) to prott!lct the Sold.'e!'t. Club; but Hcently 
the Al'II\Y """.""".d that it 10 glvll1jl up t~. effort ",,1 "Ill .. ban<!on the 
building to the foreeD of el"oa1oD.§ 

life urge you to .,.eeonBider your propoeal to eUmiDllte the ~el:f'le Coast and 
Great Lakes areas from an erpande1. Coaata! Dar!""1e!' 'Re8cr.lTCtHiII S;ratem. A 
rational .,.st~m would. includ. &11 tnoe. areas vnere tu :lollar. IU·. t:':.'1T­

Tantly fiIIubsi1.iBin&: destruction of priceless lIIeoe.tal har1"iere.· 

ec Senator Alan Cnnston 
Senator Pete Wil80n 
Rep:,. Loon Panetta 

~,Beer.~v .~?,flJn~ _ V 

/ A~/~//f4Wtuut'G 
II.,.,. ""Uile". 
Con nation C~iran 
lIonte ... ,. !!III,. Coaptor C!!:'S 



CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION 01': REALTORS' 

E1E::]",>,:: • S2:' t..,'C: 1".Jt . :..CS 14'~::;E ... :::::' Ct..._ ~=,,:;)'~:. 

J't:tne 16, 1987 

20013~7127 

To Whcxn It May Cbnoern: 

to formally state oor support for the 
iErl draft to o:.n:p:ess on the expansion 
~ Mardl 23, 1987. 

ree:Cmrer<llatian car. 

did not address the P"';S1.0111ty 
en than the Atlantic of 

1982. H coastal. lards on the west coast are, for the most part, 
tiEd to the """'" of envircrlmental assaults as experienced 

al""" the Atlantic and coasts, for """"Ple, hurricanes, tidal 
other ""latiEd pherICm1ena. To include Pacific coast areas 
~ syst;em loIOUl.d inapprcpriately extend the 

having fewer envircrlmentally sensitive 
CXl!'ltel<t, the potential squandering of scarce 

as flood insurance, disaster relief, federal loan 
grants and highWay coostruction fun::\s) which 

original legislation, is not at issue here. 

in california, we already have two 
p"'OCEICt:lO!1 _::hani!;ms in place. Devel~ of the coast 

the State coastal. a:mnission. Goals and 
deveJL""IleJ1t are further regulated by locally 

El::nrlcmic deval~ al""" the coast is already signiiicant.ly c:ontrollsd and 
oc:n;ressional efforts to further haIlper private investment by withdrawing 
all fonns of federal support loIOUl.d represent an ovex:Id.ll stratE>;Jy and 
jeq;>ardize the ec:onom.ic ...ul-being of many ccmwnities. 

To this end, given the distinct difference between Pacific coastal areas and 
the areas bol:derinr;J the south and southeast coast of the tlnitiEd States we 
support your eoo::lusion of california lan::ls from the coastal 
~ Systan and will lIICI'litor o:.n:p:essional dalil::>eratiC<lS 
this year to """""" that california lan::ls remain ~. 

Sinoe:rely, 

~0~~ 7' Jack Paulson~ 
(/ california l\SSOCistion of ~ 

ce: Moo"", President 
l\SSOCiation of ~ 

William O. North, Exec:utive Vioe President 
National l\SSOCiation of ~ 

David Weiss, Director I 
Energy, Envirc:nnent & Deval~, N.A.R. 



June 26, 1987 

Park 
P. O. Box 37127 
W"shington, D.C. 
20013-7127 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The 
the 
the 
23, 

purpose or this is ~o formally state our support for 
Department of revised draft report to Congress on 

expansion of the Coastal Barrier Resources System issued March 
1987. 

it was recommended that the coastal 
of California not be 

"Congress did not address the 
includina barriers on coastlines other than the 

1982". Coastal lands on the 
t subjected to the same types 

experienced along the Atlantic and 
hurricanes, tidal waves and 

include Pacific Coast areas 
in the Coastal Barrier Resources System would inappropriately 
"xtend the 1982 legislation to a region having fewer 
environmentally sensitive characteristics. In this context, the 
potential squandering of scarce federal resource" (such as flood 
insurance, disaster relief, federal loan guarantees, sewage 
treatment grants and highway construction funds) which gave rise 
to the original legislation, is not at issue here. 

most important, in California, we already 
coastal protection mechanisms in place. 

coast is significantly controlled by the state 
n. Goals and policies governing coastal 

are further regulated by locally adopted local coastal 

SANTA BARBARA 
ilWARO OF REAL TORS 
1415 Chapala SU!!!!I 
P.O. 80)1 90359 
Santa Barbata, California 93190-0359 
1805) 963·3787 

Page Two 
June 26, 1987 

Economic development along the coast is already significantly 
controlled and congressional efforts to further hamper private 
investment by withdrawing all forms of federal support would 
represent an overkill strategy and jeopardize the economic well­
being of many communities. 

To this end, given the distinct difference between Pacific Coastal 
areas and the areas bordering the south and southeast coast of the 
united states, we support your exclusion of California lands from 
the Coastal Barriers Resources System and will monitor 
Congressional deliberations in the fall of this year to ensure 
that California lands remain exempted. 

Sincerely, 

SANTA BARBARA BOARD OF REALTORS 

I ;.;/. . /, 
Patricia J. Tumnicl~~, President 

/! 
JLE 
017 

SANTA BARBARA 
BOARD OF REAL TORS 
1415 Chapa!' Sireet 
P.O. BOIl 90359 
Sante Barbara, Cahfornia 931go.o359 
lBOSJ 963·3787 



CALif NIA 

ad 
June 2, 1987 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
National Park Service 
U.S. of the Interior 
P.O. Box 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Gent.lemen: 

The California Marine Affairs and Navigation Conference, is 
reoresentinQ California's DOrts and h~rbors 

This organization, the Governor 
local jurisdictions in California have 
the Coastal Barriers Act to the Pacific 

We are to see the Secretary of the Interior's 
do not include expanding the act to the Pacific 

Coast. We fully endorse and support the Secretary's recommendation. 

review. 

cc: 

()HICllII$A.NOOlIII£C10A't. 

federal and state acts provide sufficient control 
of valuable natural resources along the 

Your recommendation to not extend the 
Act to the Pacific Coast will assure that we 

with another layer of unnecessary bureaucratic 

w~ " ~, 

/'~ 

Eric Bourdon, Chairman 
Leqislative Committee 

1)'- ~', ' " ... . 
:.:-..... ' 
o~ 

Gf. 

", 

:" .. ~.: . ., 



~rtmen! 01 e,:, ~md RI<J!lHt.II.: Ptal'U'l11l$ 

Aprl.l 22, 1987 

THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AT 

CHAPEL HILL 

The Coastal BaTr2ers Study Group 
t oi thE" ir,ter l.OT 

Park SE'TVl.Ce 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, DC 20013-7127 

DE>er Sl.:rs: 

Thl.e let. t.eT 

Summary ot the 

Re-! "arch 1987 Dra:!t. 

to request ior comments on the orait Ex&cut~V& 
to Coast.al BaTTl.er RtUl:oureee Systerr., 

The drsf~ R.port Tal-G.. number 01 1mportant 1Bsues and oi1erE vor:tDUE 
est.l.tnatE"£ iHJpport. 0:1 It-IS 3.nt.erpretat.l.orl of problems: ar"d proposeo 

3Ct:LOYlS. 

iar short l.n one lmportent reepect, however. It 
document the actual status 01 coastal barr1er development. that 

place tnnCf? enactme-nt. 0:1 the or:1.910&l CBf(A restl";u:tl.ons. Sucr) 
documefltetl.Or, would not. be e-xc •• uEl.vely dl.:t:Cl.cult t.o compl.le. Aerl.s,J. 

compar1son£ could pTov~de data on the number ana exte~~ 01 
changee. Follovup requests to local tax assessors cou~o 

Ci.$ta Ofl thf? assessed valuatl.on 01 t.hl.S post-CBftA de-veJ.opme-rlt.. 
rsstructurf? change£ anD permIt l.niormatl.on elso could be complleo 1roIT 

government sources. The result would b. SOlld eVldence as to tne sctual. 
versus the SUpp08~O, l.mpacts 01 CBftA. 

Wlthout sucn eVldence-. the proposals 01 the drait Report TeEt laroply 
op1nl0ns. Wlth such eVldence, th. proposals coula enJoy muc~ greetf?T 
credl.bl11ty. 

CBRA vae Q bold E1'xperl.m&nt.. Ll.ke iBny such venturE', ltS 
or1Ql.nel study 1n 1984 ( t.pe 
OAA, We.shl.ngton, DC) waa b~c~use 

ver. too r.c.nt to have had much demonstr&bl~ 
Now that f~ve y.ers heve .laps~d Sl.oce CB~A pnectment, the p2ctuTe 

be 

that. 001 hl'ilJS 
auch documentat2on vere 
Dra1t actl.ons would not be so 12m2 teo. 

k. 
Proteaso)'" 

[;RG/blc 

. :The 
of~'1sity 

tnpam:nml of Grolo&')' 
Akron. OH 44315 

June 4, 1987 

(2l613n.763\) 

Coastal Barriers Study Group 
U$S~ Department of the Interior 
National Park Service - 498 
P. O. Sox 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Coastal Barriers Study Group: 

I am a coastal geologist who is deeply concerned 
about the destruction of coastal barriers because 
of their importance to the biological and ~ 

and settings in the coastal zone. 
that any policy that leads to the 

development/destruction of 
reduced barrier systems is 
ecologically unsound. ! 
legislation to protect t 
coasts including those of the 

Sincerely yours, 

H 
Charles H~ Carter 
Associate Professor 

CHC:cgh 

CC~ Representative Tom Sawyer 
Governor Richard Celeste 

n..~ttlA.o,..,. .. V'La ... ·b>t<#""'8O>d""P'<>fI"""·IM<"~''''' 



Dear Friends: 

June 20, 1987 

20013-7127 

comments and reconnnendations in response 
submitted to Congress pursuant to the 

Resources Act. Please consider my input and 
in the appropriate public record. 

~,~~~~~~~~, .. the recommendations to expa¥d 
(CBRS). In particular, 

CBRS unitsj inclusion of neW 
, Puerto Rico, the U. S. Virgin 

secondary barriers in embayments, 
; and the 

CBRS units. 
of the federal 

may be organizing opposition 
and the Keys in Florida, and Boca 
Texas. I BuppoEr the inclusion of 

they are reasona e and necessary. 
will uphold its commendable recom-

several of the final draft report's 
those to delete existing CBRS lands. 

the recommendations to delete mili-
, and to delete the Mobile Point unit 
that the military deletion recommenda­

funding for an officers' club on 
Carolina. The Defense Department 

is Ilessential to national 
eh clubhouses. I disagree. 
stop foolish development on 

, whether through private 
recommend that all military and 

within the CBRS, because these 
inclusion. and because taxpayers will 

Point unit in Alabama would 
and could reward those attempt­

intent. The U.S. Capitol Gulf 

2. 

Shores develoeed this unit after its October 1982 designation 
within the eBRS. Through t~evelopment and associated politi­
cal pressure, U.S. Capitol Gulf Shores hopes to delete this 
unwise development. Congress and the Interior Department should 
not accede to this ridiculous strategy. If developing a CBRS 
unIt leads to its deletion from the System, then there is no 
realistic incentive to leave fragile coastal lands undeveloped. 
This strategy could "erode" the basic integrity of the Act and 
spark renewed development on coastal barriers, despite the public 
safety risks, serious environmental impacts, and taxpayer subsidies. 

I am most disappointed with the final draft report's failure to 
include the inventoried Pacific Coast and Great Lakes units 
within the CBRS. This failure is the single greatest flaw in the 
report. Coastal barriers and associated aquatic habitats along 
the Pacific and Great Lakes coasts serve the same protective 
functions for the mainland; are equally vulneraoTe to storms 
and erosion damage; and are subject to similar development 
pressures as those CBRS units along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. 
I do not follow the report's logic in attempting to distinguish between 
these comparable units. For example, here in California seVere 
winter storms batter the Pacific coastline and often cause 
serious property damage, and occasional human injury or death. 
There is also wave damage and related erosion along 
portions of coastline. The Act's purposes of 

important environmental 
could all be served by 

1"Ol'n1~ CBRS I 

support and uphold 
the draft final report, 

inc luding the P 
the military, 

units). 

Thank you very much for considering my views. 

SinceFely, 
.( c .77"'_ 

Richard Spotts 

5604 Rosedale Way 
Sacramento, CA 95822 

cc: The Honorable Donald Hodel 
Senator Alan Cranston 
Senator Pete Wilson 
Congressman Robert Matsui 
Governor George Deukmejian 
California Coastal Commission 
Interested parties 

the 
with 



Att4ll1liloo CoIBIIIIIII liIamllrll Siudy Gmup: 

a member of Ihe National Wildlife federation, I am 
lind current events concerning our environment, and II has been brought to my 
attention thai the Department of Interior has released II final draft report as of 
March 23, 1987 which excludes the Great Lakes and the Pacific coastal regions 
from the Coastal Barrier Resources System. 

lam In support of the proposed addition of 1,010,646 new acres to this Sys· 
tem and wish to urge the Interior to rethink the decision. 

The Great Lakes, Pacific region, Florida Keys, as well as many other habitats 
are vital to the balance of our environment, just as those regions which have been 
included in the Coastal Barrier Resources System. 

The loss military and Coast Guard lands from this same system would 
also be disappointing, as these lands are important in maintaining an ecological 
balance. 

Please reconsider these proposals. Each and every one of them play II key 
role in the environmental balance we seem to be losing day by day for the sake 
of "progress". 

Sincerely. 

C' (;/ '~/ , 
,~~ Vv4,'.t..L 

sf!lfl 
/0 Lj I 13 (11 t?c::. ,tV) 012 It ~ 

<;,1/J '/~ , 

/V7sY 

/424/ 

DEBBACALJAND ~ 1(',I'I/'? 
,(1.. / IIILLO.~ (!II"; 

IJiC,aI ~W -~~ r )1:::;# t? 
~f!#d~~~~ tJ:~ /,aJk;'-' /if<,) ,2t'-1P" X-
Jlk ~/;3a~ ;j~44~~~/B 
jl tiff? d~?;if<1:/;#v/.uU/ /~/ 
YJ'C/ttYuJ'.Z pY/.&..t/ PAP 
~ ;2,tl:l# ftag ~~J 
ffi ;3:1/'; t1i!AN/~ , ~ ti,if./~ 
fi#ff' ~~t7f,?t( ~~t2#/', . ~ 
/#A~(tU P ~/1_~/ ~ iJ.diP ,k.l;;(l,d tiff fcd..!t-/M; 
lit&! ;1t<k.!!Iu;.Jit~ 4Aca// P 
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~~ ./f I~t'/~~' 

~t~zft'< 
/k///yd4RiIi 
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Apri 1 27 ~ 1987 

Mr. Frank McGilvrey 
Coastal Barriers Study Group 
U.S. D~pMrtm@nt of Interlor 
National Park Service - 498 
P. O. Bo>: 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

De~r Mr. McGilvrey: 

?' "l!.n H .. O.f-ford 
506 Uluoa Street 
Kailua, HI 96734 

SUBJ: ChangEs Proposed to the Coastal Barrler Resources. 
System. as announced on Wednesday. March 25. 1967, 
the Federal Reglster~ Vol. 52, No. 57, pp. 9618 9cj~ 

The subject actIvIty was dlscussed in a recent issue of 
(Volume 18. Number 12. NautIlus Press. 

n the proposed deletIon of F'e.clflC i\no 
Great La~e COBsts from the Coastal Barrler Resources (CBRE 
was reportedl defended bv the Department of Irlterlor I on the 

ds that regions have geoioglc structures, storms. and 
opment pressures which are different from those of the Ei?<5t 

and Gulf Coast st ... tes. Assuming thIS report of JUstl lcatlon to 
be true and complete. r stand opposed to the actIon no ... 
recommended by the 001 . 

purpose IS to mlnlffil:e the loss of human 
ture of Federal revenue, and 

1. 

to the Natl S 
wi)dl1fe. and other natural resources~ It was 
belleve, to InItially focus the CBRS Program on 
Coast states Inasmuch as the greater populatIon denSIty in thesE' 
areas has created a hlgher potentliill for- damagE' .from storms. I 
support the DOl's recommendatIon to strengthen the CBRS 1n these 
areas. 

However. as to the 001"5 reasons for recommending areel 
deletlons 1n the West and on the Great Laves. 1 do not bel1eve It 
wos the lntent of Congress to adopt the East and Gulf Coast 
sltuatlon as a defacto standard against whIch to assess future 



amenoment§ the CBRS. The §torm and r@lated dam~ges on the 
Pacific, Great &nd natIon's insular coasts are also 

flc&nt and fies the can51deratlon of these areas for 
in CBRS. 

A .. that the DOl 
I .. m 

Prooram, and HAwaii's coa~tal 
tIcn as a planner for the Haw411 
ram. It is my professIonal oplnlon 

c !!Structures in the Sta.te are "coast .. .,} 
and should be included in the CBRS to barrIers" under 

4urther the purpose of tho> CBRA. 

type of 

rul 

1 Y simi 1 to storms 
same 

1n Hawaii. : 
the 001 for lncluSlon IG 

Thard you for thlS opportunlty to comment on thE proposec 

Brian O.fford 

Ja.ninE> Schae44er 

39 La.wrlt"'. Av •• 

W.$! Orango,N.J.07052 

Co&§tal Sarriltr$ Study Group 

U.S.OE>partmiPnt cf IntiProir, 

N&tion~l P&r~s S.rvuc@-49S, 

P.O.llox 37127 

W&shington D.C.20013-7127 

Dtar Study Gr"oup. 

Am iF, ~,avor of thE> proposed a.ddi tlcr, of 1,010,646 (Hi' 1.<.1 ~cr.~ 1ft 

thE> COil tal Barr,.r Resource. $Ystfl'm, including ar.a~ In th. Flor Id~ 

KE>YS, thE' U.S. virgin Imlandt, F'U4H"tO RICO, Maf'yla.nd, N@>w J(H$E'" 

laf'9€' fl'mb.YITJE>rdt and ad .. lacE>rd aquat:ic ha.blta.t$.. However 1 4 •• 1 H,aoJ: 

thE' Grel.ld LakE's and th. P.cific CO&l.'$.t §hould &1§.0 b. protc-ct.d "roo, 

dev€>lopl1?merd arid therE-fore If'lcludE-d in thE' Act* Also 1 am Ir'9 

d€-lf'tlor. of mIlitary &Fld Coast Gua.rd lands .from th. 

RE'§.ourc& Syst.m. 

Z~lY~~ 
s .~.II . 



------~- ~ ---- -------~---

R.D. 1, Box 309A2 
Altamont, NY 12009 

June 23, 1987 

National Park Service 
V, S. Depart.ment of the Int.erior 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington. DC 20013-7127 

Dear Mr. McGilvrey: 

The 

1. 

comments are submitted for your consideration in review of 
to Congress: Coastal Barrier Resources System (CDRS). 
m comments are presented, as a thorough review of the 

CDRS units was not made. 

Scope - Although Congress did not address the 
s on coastlines other than the Atlantic: Ocean and Gulf 

still be to recommend study and consideration of 
the functional si.milaritie~ that DOl must be 

of coastal barriers on the Great Lakes is 
and ecological reasons that apply to 
at the very least. you ident ify and 

to include barriers on other 

only l1undeveloped" segments and 
• then development pressures may 

into valuable coastal habi tats which happen to be located behind 
"developed" barriers. For this reason, 1 urge DOl to consider inclusion of 

coastal barriers (as discussed in Comment [" below). and include only those 
ward aquatic habitats that have been identified by New York State as 

I1 s ignificant coastal fish and wildlife habitat". 

3. "Othef'Yise Protected" Coastal Barriers - I this 
recommendation. acknowledging the revision since 1985 only privatelv 
ovned property considered to be "otherwise protected" be included. Inclusion 
of public lands would not result in significant additional protection of fish 
and wi ldlife resources. 

4. Proposed Conservation Recommendations - The final recommendation on 
p. 23 requires substantially mOre discussion and emphasis. DOlls proposal for 

nes concerning redevelopment of coastal 
or hurricanes is strongly supported for the 

reasons stated. However, it points out a major failing of t.he CaRS program as 
currently proposed. i.e. ~ the requirement that CDRS units be essentially 
l1undeveloped". Use of this criterion excludes many coastal barriers that are 
critical for protection of fish and wildlife resources, but are most 
vulnerable to development. Delineating only undeveloped coastal barriers 
'Would affect very few areas in New York that are not already 1I0therwise 
protected" . 

The purpose of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) is clearly stated 
in P.L. 97~348 (i.e. " •.• to minimize the loss of human life. wasteful 
expenditure of Federal revenues, and the damage to fish, wildlife, and other 
natural resources ••. ") and in the draft report to Congress (L e. J " ••• to put 
the burden of financial risk ... on those who choose to live on coastal 
barriers .. ," m p. 6), and makes no distinction between developed and 
undeveloped coastal barriers. Federal assistance for new or expanded 
development on any coastal barriers~ whether developed or not, is inconsistent 
with the purposes of CBRA. Therefore, I strongly recommend that all coastal 
barriers in the Atlantic Coast and Great Lakes be. delineated and included in 
the system. regardless of development status. This is the only way to provide 
a comprehensive and effective barrier resource conservation program. and 
should be thoroughly discussed in the report to Congress. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report. Although 
there are several significant issues that need further discussion? 1 believe 
that establishment of the CBRS is a substantial and constructive program for 
habitat protection. 1 wish you success in completing the report, and hope 
that future efforts can be directed toward appropriate expansion of the system 
as outlined above. Please feel free to contact me at (518)439~7486 or at the 
above address if I can be of any assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

BLS: lmd 
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Study G p. U.S. Dep:lrtment of the Int€ r 
Service--498, P • .). Box 37127, Washington, DC 20;:._J 

Coastal Barrier· Resources Acta Section 10 Report to Conr;ress: Fed. R.!E..1..:<;~t!!f flar. 25, 19$7 

I support the prlncil'}le~ of the ·Coastal Barrier ReR(lUrCeS Act of 19f!2 to dlscourRp,e':de'lal­
opment of these coastal areas by restricting feneT'Sl funding for roadf;, brit!ges, seuers, 
water Hnps, or hous\l"!p,". I urRe \OC1'1510n of the GrPat lakeR 1n tr.e Coastnl Rarrier Re­
source ~ystem (C"~8S). flhlle the only blr!"le: islanrl. as IJsually r3efined. aloop' the southeri'! 
!'lhotv' of l.;lke I?rle may be Presque Isl~, renna., all the1;6 shorel1nf>S 8:-€. v·.~nerahlf! ,to 
storm anr! crosion dftlMfe. The record high lake level!'. :P' c0nt'.nu'l.r,p, to CilllRP. dafl".ar;e to 
hOMes and shoreline pro:mrtles (Cllwf'land J.>1air. l)r>lller. t'~ay 15. 19R7) an'! to fish and wild­
life habit ... 1t and other natt:.ml t'''.:1OU!'Ct'B of the coast,'1:l acp.a in chio anr! the Gre:1~ I.;tkel'l. 

I also Slln!'lOrt the oro!,osf!d ~ of one Million aCN!t:> to e'ms, 
Flori1l'l }(r:!Ys. n.s. Virgin Islands, Puerto ]ico, Marylano, New Je!'F>EY, 
anr! adjacent atjuatic habitats. Thio' Pacific coasts ShOl,ld ahe be added. 

8't"t'8r; in the 
emooYJI'Ients, 

Associaten aouatic habitatsl I suprort the !X;! recollllllen(!nticn to a.dtl all of the 80!,l;1t1C 
~ts~d w1th ex\dine; C:"GS untts to the C3HS. Tbi::; WGIl;d protect the 
wildlife, anc other natural rE'!,f)urces c~ cCns~al mrrier!'. The:'!" an l!1st'-kltab]e 
of the cOAr:tal blrrle:r ec()~ys~el'1, incl'Jdlr:g the Grr:a~ l...:!kes. 

"Othe!'Wise F~ctected" coastal blrrie!~1 DeVf:'lo:lMent pres.su'"t!S A'!"e 1r.crcasinr 1n the .... hin 
~y a!-eafOrm1den:~}al-a:n(f recreational use, at the exrense of' coastal wetlands and 
fish anti wildlife har-itlltS. I ap"ree with ~J-.e Dr! recoMr:endation U',at all privntely owned 
oro'tP.rty within a conscrvaticn or recr<>a+.ion ar~a e~t.:1.l::Ushed by federal, state or local 
lall on an undeveloped coo!:'ltAl Ill.~f!a he ir,cluded by reference in the C9RS. Also t.hat 
p:rivately nwned coastal tarrie:-'" held for- con!Sf>!"VI''1tion ::llrp0ser be HUtOf'tat.iClll1" inc!lIded 
In t~e CBq~ if the not-for-prnfit o~n€'r ('ver ?rof!osc!' to "ell tb'! rrope'!"ty for 
th:"lt 1s lnconr;istent with the lonf'-tern c"rlse,;vfltion (,~ the oor"der. 

Com;crvationt I sur"lort the recQr.r:er.'!<l':ion fo'" cor.t:nued acouisiti0n of CTIS 
Tnc~inp' U~f'r fee~ as ar:proprhte. I op'msa dE:letlrm of f"ilitary IH)'C Coo(';t GW!'I; 
nOll fenE'~l ro.1rif; from the C!lRS. ftHlttary coa~tal bacr1er lanr.f'. ;;rt' 8!" vulnpra.ble 
to Mtllr-'\l ?t'OCflS!';€S ar.1 neflr. r.rotecti0o from unnflcessary 8" much a~, barriers 
on 'lrivA<;'<> 

The fede-rnl pf!rml:!' fo!' nct1vH~flf' (m to cotlRtal 
s .. m;1tive anas--such as pernHn for of l:x:lat docks 

fill, and hrirlre c0n!;;truction. I recomMend ad:Htion 0:: a n"1Uire­
permits for activitlec wit' in or adjacent to CBBS units be c('nsister.t 

with the p!.:rroses of C~RA. For e·x8fllple, di~r<Os<ll of drcdeed material 1s a concern for 
Ohio's !,orts and Mrbor~. Dredf,ed I"IIlterial from un,JOlluted harbor~ may be di£;posed in 
the open Lake. However, 1redged material from the Maumee, Black, CuyahOt:'a and Ashtabula 
harbor!'; conta ins toxic contaminants and sr.ould be placed in carefully constructed confined 
disposal or upland sites. The Corps of l!:ngineers and the Fish and WlldU fe :-::ervlce and 
state agencies involved should agree on disposal of th~se materials "in a mannc!' consistent 
with the purpose of th1s Act." 

Recreational projects I To provide public access to coastal areas for recrcntior. and enjoy­
ment, the Ohio and local governmp.nts have expended considerable effort for parks, public 
beaches and natural areas. Such places may need aSflistance of federal funds toward these 
objectives, such as roads providinp; access. Flease ~ cure that the prop,raM would not 
hinde'!' such affonse 

Certification that each federal agency involved ha~ COMplied with CBRA 
fiscal y~art I urge that the General Accounting Office replace ctf9 as the 
agency since the GAO has access to the necess.ary information. 

Next step! I support the recommendations for public education and for a joint study to 
develof' alternative guidelines on which to b!.se decisions concerning redevelopment 
coastal b!.rriers fol101ting major storms. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views. 

Ed1th Chas. . &J L i..<: ~ 20 1987 
5'731 Caranor Drive, Kent, OM 44240 ~~ ""~ June • 
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Date. 22 Al'rU 1987 

BaSil P TangredI. DY.'vI 

ToJ Coe.stal Barrier Resources Study 3-roup 

Ret Recommended changes .. Ceratrtal Barrier Resources Act 

: ~ l:l r "<iC ~\ ,I' 

tJreenJ;;\'\fl. '\ \ ll-Jt, 

the acceptable from an envi:;onme~e.l ;:;oint 
comments. First and forem;,si, the inclusion 

Vithin the DystOOl lrOuld 00 8. _jor i.ltpTcrvemer.t 

it has eerious drawbaeklh 
"ate of Conneeticut fo!" dNa 
Wh!le it doe. not. a.esess the 

%:Ieverlbele811 takes mON! variables imo aeeowt 
Yhile the Army of Engineers murl 

finally, J 'Would like to eOUIDerrt on the proposed study group to set guidelines 
for "construction folloW'iJlg eto!"ms.. This, like dredging, 18 e. ehron:'e envir­
ol'lI'!l6ntal hsue on Lont: Island. From this perspective, this wbjeet has 

been studied to death.. What wtI need now is definite action t':) halt 
_ste of' vart Dume of money the. t occurs after oach storm .. 

Signed, ~;""''''--4v------''-7 . iP~ 
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To whom it may concerns 

System. 

Sune 1987 

proposed addition 
Barrier Resources 

the U oS. Virgin 
embayments t 

of the ureat Lakes and 
I oppose the 

the Coastal 

Sincerely, 

~ ___________________ -,,2,-,O,,3~C,,-,-r-""e.n_b!:.~~"'-'" I;lr, 

Coraopolis~~i?1C 

.June 1~_i96? __ 

Dear Sirs: __ ._,, __ 

I em writing to comment on the initial draFt report 

concerning the Coastal Berrier Resources Syste~~_~ 

strongly support your proposed additio~~t~ of 

the Florida Keys, Puerto Aiec cOlllstal areas L..J_~r:ge 

IEIrel!lS such BS Chesapeake Bay, etc. de feet..L_t:}.Q..!!!'!ve 

that the Great Lakes end Pacific coast shoultL'!;?~ .~.1sc: 

included. There have been so many problems wi t_~ __ ~h"e 

high water levels on the lakes and the tr.~men~_C2'ys 

amount of damage caused, that this area sho.~_!.~_I?_~ 3:'1 

top priority 01' your... The .... me helds tr,,..~J'Cl.r:_..:tJ:1" 

Pacific coasts, where we als_o_!:1ee~~~Lm_~"~"_"~h~rf!!]ine 

construction Elnd encoura~ land ..E.!':~tec~"~E~~_. ___ _ 

Please do not remove mi 1 i t~nd CE_~~.E __ ?_~a,:",_~ __ lanc 

From the system ei ther, as w~_!J_~~ __ .~_'?~_~~_I:-1!:'~ _ the carE 

given these areas. 

Thank you for your time_;-. ________ _ 

_____________________ Sinc: .. r:eL~, 

sJi;.i;Ji.) 
------"--=----------

S"tH:tro~_~."i.~.~_s~_~ 




	1988 Report to Congress.pdf
	pg79.pdf
	pg80.pdf
	pg81.pdf
	pg82.pdf
	pg83.pdf
	pg84.pdf
	pg85.pdf
	pg86.pdf
	pg87.pdf
	pg88.pdf
	pg89.pdf
	pg90.pdf
	pg91.pdf
	pg92.pdf
	pg93.pdf
	pg94.pdf
	pg95.pdf
	pg96.pdf
	pg97.pdf
	pg98.pdf
	Chapter_5.pdf
	pg99.pdf
	pg100.pdf
	pg101.pdf
	pg102.pdf
	pg103.pdf
	pg104.pdf
	pg105.pdf
	pg106.pdf
	pg107.pdf
	pg108.pdf
	pg109.pdf
	pg110.pdf
	pg111.pdf
	pg112.pdf
	pg113.pdf
	pg114.pdf
	pg115.pdf
	pg116.pdf
	pg117.pdf
	pg118.pdf
	pg119.pdf
	pg120.pdf
	pg121.pdf
	pg122.pdf
	pg123.pdf
	pg124.pdf
	pg125.pdf

	pg126.pdf
	pg127.pdf
	pg128.pdf
	pg129.pdf
	pg130.pdf
	pg131.pdf
	pg132.pdf
	pg133.pdf
	pg134.pdf
	pg135.pdf
	pg136.pdf
	pg137.pdf
	pg138.pdf
	pg139.pdf
	pg140.pdf
	pg141.pdf
	pg142.pdf
	pg143.pdf
	pg144.pdf
	pg145.pdf
	pg146.pdf
	pg147.pdf
	pg148.pdf
	pg149.pdf
	pg150.pdf
	pg151.pdf
	pg152.pdf
	pg153.pdf
	pg154.pdf
	pg155.pdf
	pg156.pdf
	pg157.pdf
	pg158.pdf
	pg159.pdf
	pg160.pdf
	pg161.pdf
	pg162.pdf
	pg163.pdf
	pg164.pdf
	pg165.pdf
	pg166.pdf
	pg167.pdf
	pg168.pdf
	pg169.pdf
	pg170.pdf
	pg171.pdf
	pg172.pdf
	pg173.pdf
	pg174.pdf
	pg175.pdf
	pg176.pdf
	pg177.pdf
	pg178.pdf
	pg179.pdf
	pg180.pdf
	pg181.pdf
	pg182.pdf
	pg183.pdf
	pg184.pdf
	pg185.pdf
	pg186.pdf
	pg187.pdf
	pg188.pdf
	pg189.pdf
	pg190.pdf
	pg191.pdf
	pg192.pdf
	pg193.pdf
	pg194.pdf
	pg195.pdf
	pg196.pdf
	pg197.pdf
	pg198.pdf
	pg199.pdf
	pg200.pdf
	pg201.pdf
	pg202.pdf
	pg203.pdf
	pg204.pdf
	pg205.pdf
	pg206.pdf
	pg207.pdf
	pg208.pdf
	pg209.pdf
	pg210.pdf
	pg211.pdf
	pg212.pdf
	pg213.pdf
	pg214.pdf
	pg215.pdf
	pg216.pdf
	pg217.pdf
	pg218.pdf
	pg219.pdf
	pg220.pdf
	pg221.pdf
	pg222.pdf
	pg223.pdf
	pg224.pdf
	pg225.pdf
	pg226.pdf
	pg227.pdf
	pg228.pdf
	pg229.pdf
	pg230.pdf
	pg231.pdf
	pg232.pdf
	pg233.pdf
	pg234.pdf
	pg235.pdf
	pg236.pdf
	pg237.pdf
	pg238.pdf
	pg239.pdf
	pg240.pdf
	pg241.pdf
	pg242.pdf
	pg243.pdf
	pg244.pdf
	pg245.pdf
	pg246.pdf
	pg247.pdf
	pg248.pdf
	pg249.pdf
	pg250.pdf
	pg251.pdf
	pg252.pdf
	pg253.pdf
	pg254.pdf
	pg255.pdf
	pg256.pdf
	pg257.pdf
	pg258.pdf
	pg259.pdf
	pg260.pdf
	pg261.pdf
	pg262.pdf
	pg263.pdf
	pg264.pdf
	pg265.pdf

