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. The Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission was created by the Act of June 28,
1958 (Public Law 85470, 72 Stat. 238). The task assigned to the Commission was to seek

answers to the following basic questions:

What are the recreation wants and needs of the American people now and wixat will
they be in the years 1976 and 2000?

What are the recreation resources of the Nation available to fill those peeds?

. What policies and programs should be recommended to insure that the needs of the
present and future are adequately and efficiently met?

. The Commission’s report, Qutdoor Recreation for America, which was presented to the
President and to the Congress on January 31, 1962, contains the findings of the Commission
and its recommendations for action required tc meet the Nation’s outdoor recreation nct:ds in
1976 and 2000.

In the course of its work, the Commission obtained many special reports from its own staff,
public agencies, universities, nonprofit research organizations, and individual authorities. It is
publishing these reports because of their potential interest to officials at all levels of Government
and to others who may wish to pursue the subject further. A descriptive list of the study reports
appears at the end of this volume. ,

In the development of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations presented to the
President and to the Congress in January 1962, the Commission considered this report and other
study reports, but its conclusions were based on the entire study and on its own judgment. ~ Pub-
lication of the study reports does not necessarily imply endorsement of them in whole or in part.
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PREFACE

This report is addressed tothe Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission, a body charged with
the responsibility of seeking answers to three ques-
tions:

1. What are the recreation wantg and needs of
the American people now and what will they be in
the years 1976 and 20007

2., What are the recreation resources of the
Nation available to {il! those needs now and in the

yearsa 1976 and 20007

3. What policies and programs should be recom-
mended to ensure that the needs of the present and
future are adequately and efficiently met?

What the authors have discovered about shoreline
recreation in the United States will be presented as
answers to those questions. Some of these statements

will be obvicus—yet important. Some are firmly .

backed by fact; others represent what might be termed
‘‘enlightened opinion’’--enlightened by a year ofinves-
tigation. The statements are fully, but it is hoped
not burdensomely, explained. The bulk of the factual
information on which this report is based will be
found in the appendix. .

A word about the appendix is in order, since this_

appendage constitutes the bulk of the report. During
the process.of bringing together as much knowledge
as possible about the recreation use and qualities
of the American shoreline within the time and fund

rimits imposed, the authors collected considerable

factual information which had ot been previously
coliected. Much of this information was collected
by surveys of the warious State and local agencies.
Coverage was not complete and much of the infor-
mation, particularly on organization and management,
i{s of a subjective nature, ‘Put together in a State-by-
State summaryform, these data constitute an important
Informational background for an understanding of the

status of shoreline recreation today.. More important,

perhaps, is the significance of such information to
intelligent, coordinated planning for-future recreation

. use of the ‘American shore, Categoriesof information

in the appendix are as follows:

. Physical inventory,
2, Administration of shoreline recreation.
3. Water pollution control. ’
4, Beach erosion control.
5. Tidelands: ownership and access,
€. Status of recreation pianning,

Much of the material contained in these various
gections is summarized for the entire United States
in the text of the report,

The inventory- of shoreline plans included in the
teport is based on the third chapter of a master’s.
thesis in the Department of Geography of the George
Washington University, in the course of which the
author explored the status of State and municipal
planning for provision of recreation shoreline in
all of the shoreline States, 1/

Because such terms as “‘recreation shoreline,’’
“heach’’ and “bluff shore” may have different mean-
ings for different people, a glossary of terms appears
in appendix A,

The report was edited by the Outdoor Recreation

[

" Resources Review Commission staff,

Robert D. Campbell, Ph. D.
Professor of Geography

Hugh L. LeBlanc, Ph, D.
Associate Professor of Folitical Science

Martin A, Masbn, Ing-Dr
Professor of Civil Engineering
Dean, School of Engineering

YAdam Bilecky, ““Planning the Recreational Use of the
American Shoreline, '’ the George ¥Woshington University,
Washington, D.C., unpublished, 1961,
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INTRODUCTION -

This report {3 about apriceless national resource—

the American shoreline, over 20,000 miles of unique .

and beautiful landscape. So far the natural state of
this shoreline has been altered very little. Thus, it
remains one of the most signiflcant outdoor recrea-
tion resources this country possesses,

Americans are fortunate to have so much shoreline.
In gross terms, there is certainly “‘enough forevery-
body’’ to enjoy—enough, that is, if itisboth accessible
and available to the public, These particular conditions
constitute a major problem, as all those familiar with
the needs of outdoor recreation are acutely aware.

Three difficulties now confront us, First, a good
deal of the shoreline is not close enough to where
people live to be widely useful for recreation. Second,
some of it i3 so close to large metropolitan centers as
to be already overwhelmed by people.

A third complicaling factor is that most of the

shoreline, especially that near metropolitan centers,

{s privately owned and therefore not available for
public use. t

On the basis of current trends for outdoor recrea~
tion, and recognizing the longstanding popularity of
shoreline recreation, there is little doubt that the
demand for recreaticn shoreline will be many times

- greater by 1976 and 2000 than at the present. It is

obvious that long before the end of this century the

recreation shoreline within the radius of use of large

urban populations will have to be managed with an

efficiency unknown today. Outside of these areas of

major impact, some changes in the balance of public

and private ownership will have to be made to ac-

commodate public demands for the recreation use of .
these shorelines. )

The purpose of this report is to discuss the prob-
lems of the recreation shoreline--present and future-—
and suggest national policies and prograrmas to deal
effectively with the problems.’
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CHAPTER ONE

WHAT ARE THE SHORELINE RECREATION WANTS AND NEEDS :
OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE NOW, AND WHAT WILL THEY BE

IN THE YEARS 1976 AND 2000?

Answers to the questions of present and future
needs will be discussed separately. It is first nec«
essary to understand what measures of present needs

- can logically be made before it is possible to project

these into the future. In general no real distinction
will be made between 1976 and 2000, except to point
out that some situations have greater immediacy than
others,

Present Shoreline Recroation Needs

Behind the ‘‘wants’’.and ‘“needs’’ of people for -

phoreline recreation, or any type of outdoor recrea-
tion, is the contemporary public attitude toward rec-
rection itself as a legitimate activity. Americans
believe now, as they always have, that ‘‘the devil
gui‘*e.; idle hands.” The growing fund of leisure

time in this country has made Americans keenly’

aware of the problems leisure can present. We need
to be kept busy, Americans are basically “‘doers;”’
they are action-minded; they will not be satisfied with
petivities which place them in observer roles.

S«‘gmﬁcance of ou!d’oor recreo_tion

The very traits which have given our society much
of its dynamism and spirit are those which can, un~

- harnessed, produce increased crime rates, social

delinquency, higher rates of insanity, and suicide,
{o mention but a few sccial evils, There is a direct
relationship between the increase in leisure time in
the last decade and the increase in the need for
fegubstitute’” activities which will keep Americans

" busy and occupied. Perhaps Americans need to be

even more active “‘off the job’* than ‘‘on the job.”
7t is fust as important to plan for full ermployment of
Jeisure energies as ii is to plan for full employment
of ecoucmically productive energies, and the primary

putlet for these inherent American energms should

be some form of outdoor recreation,

fndicators of outdoor fecreoh'on demand

Youth Survey.—In & study to determine what young
people in the Natioral Capital Areadowiththeir spare
time, the answers of over 60,000 young people in the
9th through 12th grades suggest that a *‘large and
unfulfitled demand®’ exists ‘‘for most of the cutdoor
sports..”.1/ The study revealed comparatively little
difterence Detween neighborhocds in tne expressed
desire for sports, but very great differences in the

VEdward B. Olds, *What Young People Do and Want To Do in
Their Spare Time,"” Health and Welfore Council of the Natienal

Capital Area, Washington, D.C., 1940.

extent to which young people actually participate. The
greatest need for recreation opportunities ig among
the lower income urbanites.

Delaware Basin Study.—A study of the Delaware
River Basin, prepared for the National Park Service
by the Gallup organization, indicates that all classes |
of people share the desire for a great participation in
outdoor recreation, Sixtypercentofthe people queried
preferred a rural setting for day outings, and 42 per-
cent preferred the outdocrs for weekend vacations. _2_/

Water and outdoor recreo':on

" A Naticnal Park Service report pubhshed in 1960
states, in part, that ‘... probably the major portion
of outdoor recreation {8 associated with water
areas...”3/ The sales of outboard mctors, over
half a millicn anpually for the past several years,
are testimony to the great number of persons-who
participate in recreational boating, estimated 0 be
as many as 40 million.4/ In any survey of cutdcor
sports, swimming is sure to be one of the most
popular, and water skiing is rapidly gaining in
popularity, All ‘such evidence emphasizes the im-
portance of water features in American forms of
outdoor recreation.

Popularity of shoreline recreation

Of the many outdoor recreation “environments,””
tnountains, seacoasts, deserts, and woodla.nds, the
shoreline appears to have an unusually strong appeal
for Americans. In the Gallup study mentioned above,
a marked preference was shown for the seashore.
The New Jersey seashors was the Iirst choice for
48 percent of the respondents, and second choice for
21 percent when asked about their preferred area for
a day outing, In contrast, the Pocono Mouniains were
the first choice of 23 percent and the second choice of
24 percent, For weekend outings, the fipures were
43 and 21 percent for thé seashore and 30 and 23
percent for the Poconos. Seventy-seven percent of
the people questioned had been to the Mew Jersey
seashore at some time, while 35 percent had been to

-2/“Summcry of Qutdoor Recreation Activities in Preference of
the Populmioﬂ Living in the Region of the Deloware River
Basin,' prepared by the Nutional Park Service from a repert
prepared by Audience Reseorch, Inc., Princston, N.J., Jonuazy
1958. -

YWater Recreation Needs in the United Stotes, 1960-2000,"
U.5. Sencte Select Committes on National Water Resources,
May 1960,

4'Booting,”* National Association of Engins and Boat Manu-
facturers, New York, N.Y., 1960. '
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the Poceno Mountains, 5/ These two recreation sites
were the two most popular discovered by the survey.

_They are equally accessible to the people living in

the Delaware River Basin,

«.In the year preceding the interviews upon which
the Gallup study was based, 24 percent of the nopula~
tion of the area, constituting 45 percent of the vaca-
tioners, spent at least.some of their time at the New
Jersey shore.

Popularity of the shoreline I8 noaccident. Coastal
areas provide opportunity for a wide variety of active

_Or pagsive pleasures such as:

Activities exclusively ‘‘coastal’’—
Surf-riding.
Skindiving (spearfishing, underwater explora-
tion).
.. Beachcombing.
Coastal hunting and fishing.
Activities associated with water bodies—
Swimming, ’
"Boating (motorboating, sailing, canoeing).
Water skiing.
Fishing, : -
Activities not limited to coasts or water bodies—
Hiking and walking,
Sunning,
. Bird watching.
Horseback riding.
Picnicking.
Camping.
FPhotographing, sketchirg, painting,
Sightseeing (scenic, scientific, historicall,
Nature study (biological, geologic, botanical).

- Shorelines afford easy, active formsofrecreation.
Going into the surf is fun whether one swims or not.
It isn’t necessary to be a mountain climber.to take
walks along the beach, and beachcombing is an ac-
tivity that appeals to everyone from toddler to
octogenarian,

.While all of the shoreline has some recreation
value, and the entire shoreline constitutes a rec-

.reation resource, not all of the shoreline is equally

sought out for outdoor recreziion. Of the three
categories of shoreline—marsh, bluff, and beach—
the latter is by far the most popular kind of shore-
line in present patterns of outdoor recreation
activities. .

Here, land and water are easily accessible; the
violence of breaking surf and the warm safety of
relaxing sands are but a step apart; the stimulation

. of the foreign environment of the water and the

relaxation of sunbathing are nowhere else so easy
of choice, Physical sport and mental relaxation are

-equally available.

Shoreline recreation target creas

- Some shorelines are almost never used, either
for recreation or for any other activity, Others are
8o overused that their recreation values are greatly
reduced. The important shoreline recreation targets
are those which have the characteristics of (1) ac-
cessibility and (2) availability., Accessible shore-

”"Summmy of Outdoor Recraation Activities—of the Deloware
River Basin,” op. cit.

lines are those which are close enough to large using
populations for day and/or overnight use. Available
sghorelines are thoge whose use {8 not restricted by
the nature of ownership, high fees, or some other
inhibiting factor.

Both characteristics are essential in any assess-
ments of the wants and needs of the American people

" for recreation shorelines and in any evaluation of the

ability of our resourccsto fill those neceds. In some
large metropolitan areas the per capita amount of
accessible and available shoreline is extremely
limited. Shorelines accessible to less densely settled
parts of the country may be usedbyonly a {ew people,
Thus, shoreline recreation demands are highly con-
centrated, geographically.

Accessibility.—People who seek outdoor recrea~
tion do so within very definite time paiterns; these
are usually desceribed as day outings, weekend or
overnight trips, and vacations, The most important
of these, in terms of its impact upon outdoor recrea~
tion resources, is the day outing. The Gallup study
cited earlijer indicated thaf, of the 71 percent of the
people questioned who had been on any day outing
during the past 12-month period, one-half had been
on at least 10 day outings during that period. Of the
47 percent who had been on overnight or weekend
trips, half had been on at least three such trips.

Fifty-four percent of the people guestioned had
been away from home on a vacation during the pre-

" ceding 12 months.

The day outing is the basic unit ¢f outdoor rec-
reation at present. The Delaware Basinpeople queried
drove a median one-way distance of 63 miles on day
outings, or a driving time of about 2 hours, This is
not necessarily the pattern everywhere. Data pub- |
lished by the National Park Service in 1941 showed -
considerable differences in average day outing dis-
tances from one part of the country to another. This
is borne out by the recently published California
Public Outdoor -Recreation Plan6/ which reported an
average one-way distance of 35 miles for day outings
and an average distance of 75 miles for overnight
trips. The authors of this report are inclined to
beligve that at the present time people will drive
one way about 2 hours, a distance that may vary from
30 miles to as much as 90 miles, for such outstanding
recreation sites as ocean beaches provide, -

Of course, when beaches are closer than this,
they will be used more heavily., About three-quarters
of the pecple in California live within an hour’s drive
of a beach, accounting in part for beach popularity

in that State, The following table shows how long’

people spent en route to three public beaches in the
metropolitan New York area on a summer Sunday in
1959, )

New York City's beaches are so accessible that
eight beaches had an estimated total attendance in
1959 of 65,595,204, according to that city’'s reply
to the municipal facilities questionnaire. Unquestion-
ably accessibility is a key factor inuse~—and in planning
for the future., The Massachusetts report, ‘‘Public

£Port 1, Mar. 25, 1960, Sccramente, Calif., p. 26.
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Toble 1. Estimated ronge ond average traveltime of
users of three beaches in the metropaliton New York
region, summer 19591/ ¥/

Ono]way Jones Beach [Orchard Beach Graa! K':"’
frove h.mu {percent of (percent of eac ¢
(m'ngo n - travelers) travelers) - (percent o
minutes) travelers)
0-15......... 17.0 69.2 . 46.8
630......... u.7 75.2 65.3
045......... 7.2 100.0 84.8
Less than 1 hour 83.9 100.0 94.7
Over 1 hour, .. 16.1 N ' 53
Average one-way
. troveltime in
minutes,.... 40.2 23.5 27.5

yAdoplcd from “The Roce for Open Space,’’ final report of the

. Park, Recreation ond Open Space Froject of the Tri-State New
York Metropoliton Region, Regional Plon Association, Inc.,
New York, September 1940, table 17, p. 34,

raveltime is a weighted average based.on the distance from
.each county’s population center to each pnrk _via major roods
ot normal speeds.

Outdoor Recreation,’” had this to say about pubhc
beaches:

Massachusetts is fortunate in having a sys-
tem of public beaches the estimated peak ca~
pacity of which is 385,000 people—~8.5 percent
of the population.

Bowever, 80 percent of the ocean beach
capacity lies within the Mletropolitan Parks
District, where 2 million people, more than
40 percent of the State’s population live, With-
in this district, where the beaches can ac-
commodate 15 percent of the resident popu-
lation, use on peak days taxes their capacity
heavily. 7/

' Availabmty.-ln general, the only beaches widely

. available 'to the public are public beaches, and even

some of these are restricted. For example, some
municipal beaches admit only bona fide citizens of
the municipality. Others practice some form of
segregation or other restriction. The use of private
beaches is normally under the control of the owners,
althouph in some States access may be gained to the
foreshore—the area bclow high tide—through public
thoroughfares. Because of time and fund limitations,
it was impossible to make an inventory of restrictive
policies of either private or public beaches. The
authors have assumed that public beaches are usually
available to anyone. However, it may be that the

- extent of adjacent parking areas is the greatest single

factor restricting the availability of accessible public
beaches.

Z/+Pyblic Outdoor Recraation,’” Deportment of National Re-
sources, The Commonwealth of Mozsachusetts, 1954,

and weekend users,

Summary of Shoreline Recrection Neods

" There seems to be little question that the role’
of the American shoreline in satisfying outdoor
recreation needs i3 becoming more important every
year. However, the usefuiness of shoreline to satisfy
recreation needs varies with the:

1. Type of shoreline,

2. Accessibility of the shoreline.

3. Availability of the accessible shoreline,

Accessible and available beaches

The greatest recreational ugse pressure is on
public beaches not more than 60-90 miles away,
depending upon the highways, or about 2-hours auto-
mobile traveltime, from metropolitan areas of a half
million or moré¢ people. Withinthis range the heaviest

demands are normally placed on beaches within 30 - :

miles or less than 1-hour traveltime of metropolitan
areas, The 19 metropolitan areas which presently
have more than 500,000 people are shown on figure 1.
Circles of 30 and 90 miles radius respectively, have
been drawn around these metropolitan areas. These
are the crucial beach recreation targets, The inner
circles are the *bull’s-eyes,’”” Where the impact
areas of 2 number of metropolitar areas overlap,
uge pressure is extremely high,

Inaccessible nonbeach shoreline

The other side of the coin is extreme nonuse,
The least use pressure on recreational shoreline
is on marsh or bluff coast with no beach areas and
distant from metropelitan centers. While recreation
use of these areas is slight at present, they are often
important as superlative examples of bluff or marsh
shoreline, as unique natural phenomenaz or as wildlife
habitat,

Inteemediafe shoreline

In between these two extremes of use and non-
Use are intermediate pressuresonrecreational shore-

_line, depending upon such matters as extent of -

overnight and vacation demand for shoreline, relative
qualities of the available shoreline, and the effects
of land management decisions on availability for
recreation.

The authors of both the California plan and the
Gallup study agree that the median distance traveled
to an outdoor recreation site for overnight or week-
end vacations is about 90 to 125 miles. This does
not really produce any great rhange in beach recreation
targets except to widen them a bit in some cases
and to increase the potential use in many others,
That is to say, people in the Delaware Basin who go
to the New Jersey shore for day outings may also
go there for weekends and for their vacations,

Vacation users may travel farther than day outing
thus considerably extending tne
area from which use pressure originates, :

While shoreline probably serves a much-smaller
proportion of the public for leng vacations than it
does for day and weekend outings, vacation use is
important because of the amount of the regource
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necded to support vacation use, Vacation uscrs,
slong with weekend outing users, require housing
and assoclated services thal are not required by
day outing users. In this case, the nature of the
uge tends to epread people more thinly over the
resource than does day outing use.

Demands on the resource: kinds and location

Demands on the shoreline resource differ in
intensity and in kind depending upon the location
of the resource - with respect to population
concentrations,

With minor exceptions, these demands are more
intense and more diverse in direct proportion to the

- concentration and density of population.

In metrogpolitan areas, the demands for publicrec~

~ reation, private recreation, housing, commercial de-

velopment, industrial development, and transportation
are all heavy, Historically, those uses of shoreline
that could pay the highest prices for land have pre-
empted most of the shoreline, These are uses which
¢all for Bighly capital-intensive development. Cur-
rently, those uses are exerting pressure onremaining
areas of low capital intensity that are immediate to the
¢ity and also on low-intensity use areas at greater and
greater distances from the keart of the city.

Public recreation is relatively low on the capital-
intensity scale. It probably ranks with wildlife
preserves in this respect. In ascending order might
be placed private recreation and housing, commercial
development, and industrial development. Public
transportation is not in the same scale, while private
transportation is so often invested with a public
interest as to make its ranking variable fror situation
to situation,

At greater distances from the metropolitan centers,
the pressures of commerce and industry decrease,
On these shorelines, the competition is more likely
to be between public and private development for
recreation, and within the public sector among kinds
of development.

This competition is greatest at those places where
physical accessibility is greatest, This includes
location near towns and close to roads.

Other institutional characteristics being equal, the
competition for shoreline is most intense for areas
which can be used for the most kinds of activities
with the least cost of development. Both recreational

“and nonrecreational uses may be said to conform to

this pattern.

In most cases, beach shoreline offers thecheapest
and most enjoyable recreation uses for large numbers
of people., These areas are also most generally
useful for commercial, mdustna.l, and transportation
activities,

Marsh shorelines become more important asbeach
ehorelines become scarcer. Development costs for
marsh shorcline are greater, but the factor of acces-

- sibility terds to counterbalance these costs at inter-

mediate points away from the metropolitan cores.

Bluff chorelines have in general the hxghes't“-

developrent costs of the major types of shorelines.
For most uses they may well be the least sought
after, slthough for certain types of recreation and

travel they may have high utility for limited numbers
of people, Scenically, they may be the most interesting
type of shoreline, The compctition that exists for
most bluff shoreline is prob;xbly between public and
private recreation.

All demands on a resource which require physical
use of the resource are prcemptive. This is as
true in a multiple-use situation a3 in a single-use

© situation, Multiple~use management of a resource is

possible when the varjous uses do not deny each
other absolutely,

It is almost universally the case that recreation
uses deny nonrecreation uges absolutely, Recrcation
and commerce, recreation and housing, recreation
and industry, recreation and transportation, recreation
and wildlife proteclion—in most cases cannot be
carried on at the. same place. The practical and
esthetic requirements of clean water, adequate land
area, safety and pleasant surroundings, and necessary
recreation developments can rarely be assured in
conjunction with commerce, industry, housing, and |
transportation. [n turn, most recreation activities
become nonconforming uses when considered in con-
junction with wildlife presérvation or the preservation
of biotic communities,

Allof thisreemphasizes that the greatest unmediate
expression of wants and needs for recreation shore-
line is very close tc great urban concenirations of
people. These needs are quantitative and impressive,
but it is the nature of outdoor recreation that many
needs are also qualitative, and these latter needs -
cannot be ignored.

This concept of a. shoreline, portions of which

can serve various recreafion purposes according to

their pbysical and locational characteristics, in
response to differential expressions of wants and
needs, suggests an integrated pattern of policies and
programs that depend in part upon the ways in which
the shoreline is presently being used to meet recrea-
tional needs. This will be considered in a later
chapter. Before this is done, an attempt willbe made
to project wants and needs for recreatxon shoreline
to the year 2000.

Needs for Recreation Shorefinc in the Year 2000

Projection of the recreational element in American
life over a 40-year period is subject {o many soris
of errors of judgment.
used here are of two different kirds: (1) projection
of actual demand faciors, and (2) projection of those
factors which directly affect the trends in outdoor
recreation demand—population, income, leisure time,
and mobility, -

The ropid increase of outdoor recrection demand |

A recent Resources for the Future study has
plotted the average annual percentage increase in
use of various categories of recreation sites in
the post-World War Il years. 8/ :

BMarion Clowson, R. B. Held, ond C. H. Stoddord, **Lond for
the Future,” Resources for the Future, inc., Johns Hapkins
Press, Baltimare, 1960.

The factors. which will' be.
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Toble 2. Avercge annucl increase in atténdance for major
types of recreation oreas, post-World War Il years

Average onnual
. . Kind of oreas increase in
Major 'ype‘ of outdoor rcpfoseniotivo attendanca in
fecrection area . of each type post-war yeors
' (percent)
User-criented . ........ .. {Municipal parks .. 4
Resowurce-bosed ......... National porks ... : 8
National forest, .. - 10
Wildlife refuges .. 12
{ntermediate ... ......... Stote parks ...... 10
TVA reservoirs. .. 15
Corps of Engineers ‘
FEServoirs, ., ... 28
. Hunting ... ..... . 3
Fishing......... ) 4

Source: Marion Clawson, R. B. Held, and C. H. Stoddard, “*Land
" for-the Future,"" Resources for the Future, Inc., Johns Hopkinsg
" Press, Baltimore, 1960.

It is significant that the largest increases in
attendance were at resource-based and intermediate
types of recreation areas, and that the largest
increases were associated with reservoirs: user-
oriented-accessibility and availability characterize
these in- or near-cily playgrounds, swimming pools,
parks, etc.; resource-based—the inherent natural
qualities of the area constitute the basic recreation
factor; intermediate—as the term implies, these areas
are usually within 2 hours driving time of the user
and represent the best natural qualities available in
this area of day-use accessibility. These figures
point up the fact that outdoor recreation sites with
significant -natural advantages or which are water-
Aassociated are becoming increasingly important to
Americans in the postwar world.

. Recreational Boaling.—~One often-stated but none-
theless valuable indication of this trendis the remark-
able increase in recreational boating. Table 3 shows
the increase in outboard motors in use by 2-year
periods since 1948 as reported by the National
Asgsociation of Engine and Boat Manufacturers:

Table 3. Number of eutboard motors in use, by 2-year

periods 1/
Outbaard
Year motors in vse
(theusends)
) L7 . 2,3
) [ BSOS 2,81
| 17 PR 2 : 3,219
19540t e eeiiaenaeaaennns Ceeeeenaans 3,740
B LT T fieereaianes 4,740
19580t eeveceeneseneneeennnaeaes 5,485
1960 . v e i e a e i e s 6,050

INational Association of Engine ond Boat Monufacturers, New

York, N.Y., 1960.

wuvnual vurs in use, 01 course, 1irom  <£,910,0040 10
1947, to 8,025,000 in 1360, as reported by the same
organization, ) :

The upword trend of shoreline-pressure foctors

In an article entitled “The Crisis in Outdoor
Recreation,” 3/ Dr. Clawson projects the recreation-
promoting factors to the year 2000 from the year
1950 in- these terms: there will be twice s many
people, with twice 23 much income per person, with
1 1/2 times as much leisure, who will travel twice
a8 much, All of this, he beiieves, will add up to
about =a tenfold increase in the demand for outdoor
recreation, .

Dr. Clawson does not interpret this as a tenfold.
increase ‘‘across the board” for all kinds of outdoor
recreation. Rather, he believes that in terms of the
three kinds of outdoor recreation areas referred to

 in the previous section, the increase factors will be

as follows:

User-oriented. .. ... Fourfold increase

Intermediate. . .. ... Sixtcenfold increase

Resource-based . ... Fortyfold increase

These predictions can be interpreted in a variety

of ways, For example, a fortyfold increase indemand
for resource-based recreation shoreline—essentially
national seashore areas—might be taken to mean
that there should be 40 such areas, because there
is now only one, Whether or not this is used *“to
capacity” is another guestion. The Hatleras beaches
never experience the use impact horne by the Long .

- Island and New Jersey public beaches, but perhaps

if they did they would not represent the same sort
of recreational *‘quality’’ that we like to associate
with our more valuable national recreation sites,

A tenfold increase in use of .intermediate areas,
such as the Long Island and New Jersey beaches,
would almost literally mean either providing 16times
as much beach or finding some efficient way of
increasing the person per beach unit ratic; Socreline
within the heavy impzct range of metropolitan areas
not now used for public recreation will receive
increasing pressure for conversion to public recrea-
tion use, To the extent that new public ghoreline
cannot meet all of the recreation demand, areas
already in use will have to be managed to provide
more recreation. Since the future will see increasing
pressure for nonrecreation uses of shoreline as well,
it is likely that management innovations will play
an extremely important part in meeting future recrez-.
tional demand. ‘

The trends in today’s recreation patierns point
without question to an increasingly larger role for
the shoreline, When one adds to this the factors
of the public preference for beach shoreline, the
increasing nonrecreation demands for shoreline, and
the limitations on the use of relatively inaccessible
beach shorelines, it becomes apparent that solutions
other than the direct one of devoting more of the
shoreline to recreational use will have lo be sought.

Merion Clawsen, “‘The Crisis in Outdoor Recreation, "
Americon Forests, March and April 1959,
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Sugpestions for increasing besch capacitles and

* diverting fnterests in beach recreation will therefore

be alludedto in the sectionof this report recommending
policies and programs,

Summary of Forecast

The year 2000 will probably see a major increase
JAn demand for recreational shoreline of all types to
guch an extent that in areas of metropolitan impact,
most of the shoreline will be needed to satisfy
the recreational demand, and some of it will have

Hnaod-u-.1

present, . :

Shoreline which {8 farther from metropolitan
centers will receive increasing pressure. for recrea-
tion use, although this. pressure will not likely be
ag ‘intense as that on -close-in ghoreline. Some
of this .shoreline has great value as superior natural
environment or wildlife habitat. Other portions of it
are wvaluable for superior recreation areas. All
of these values need to bc considered on their
varicus merits, in the light of the necessity to
assure shoreline use that returns the greatest public
benefits,



CHAPTER TV/O

WHAT ARE THE SHORELINE RECREATION RESOURCES AVAILABLE
TO FILL RECREATION WANTS AND NEEDS NOW -
AND WHAT WILL THEY BE IN THE YEAR 20007

The American shoreline is a geographical feature
of the Nation in the same gense ag its area, its rivers,
its mountains, and its deserts. While in some in-
stances its nature can be modified, its exient cannot
be appreciably changed. In thiscontext,itis a limited
resource and a scarce commodity, It differs from
gome natural resources, such as minerals and oil, in

that its location and physical structure are aninherent .

part of its usefulness, while the usefulness of the

former lies in their capacity for being transformed
and transported. . .

The shoreline is a resource requiring no manu~
facture or modification of form for manyofits recre-
atioral uses, although it is capable of being modified,
for some purposes.

The aspects of the shoreline in which change is
possible are the control and management of the

" shore, the exploitation and modification of its inherent

qualities for the purposes of recreation or other
uses, and the modification of the pattern of accessi-
bility to the public that needs or desires the recre-
ational and other values of the shoreline. These are

the aspects on which attention needs to be focused to -

" obtain some appraisal of the shoreline recreation re-

source of the future,

Historically, the shoreline is a resource com~ -

paratively neglected by the Nation as a national
recreation resource, It has largely been left for
acquisition and exploitation by whatever public or
private agencies desired to undertake its ownership,
confrol, and management. From time to time in the
past the Federal Government has taken certainlimited

.areas under its control for purposes of coastal de-

fense, national parks and recreation areas, or con-
trol of enfrance to and exit from the country. In
relatively recent years all levels of government, in
response to increasing pressures and demands from
the public, have acquired ownership, control, and

- management of small portions of the resource for

other purposes, Yet today it is estimated that some

" 90 percent of this limited, highly desirable recreation

resource is. in private control, about 5 to 7 percent

is in public recreation areas, and about 3 percent is

in restricted military areas, 1/ ’
This predominance of private control of the

 shoreline raises some important questions about the

availability of the shoreline for recreation use by the
public. Should the national shoreline now. held by
private owners be considered available for acquisition,
development, and use by the public? What is the
right of the public in this limited resource, and is it
superior ‘to that of the private owner who has held
domain for scores of years while public agencies

" See footnote at end of chopter.
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‘public development and use,

ignored the resource? This. report is based on the
assumption that the total physical shoreline of the
Nation can and should be considered available for
No attempt has been
made to evaluate the legal, political, financial, and
policy difficulties that would accompany attempts
to place more of the national shoreline under public
control and management. The report does not imply
that it is feasible cr desirable to espouse public
ownership of the entire shoreline. However, it does
recognize the public interest in the shoreline as a
national boundary, and the necessity to consider the
entire shoreline when policies of shoreline recre~
ation are being formulated.

This chapter discusses the present physical status
of the shoreline, Following this is a section which
briefly indicates the physical conditions that may
reasonably be expected to exist over the next40 years,

- The present and predicted future conditions are

_evidence of the nature and size of the task ahead of

providing adequate shoreline recreationopportunities.

The Present Status of the Recrection Shoreline | - -

A little recognized fact is thatthe entire shoreline,

" whatever its nature or type, has some inherent rec-

reational potential and value simply because it is
shoreline. The atiraction of the shore and the
recreational values may vary widely with the type
of shore, but even the least attractive shoreline area
has some recreational value, The wild and isclated
rocky cliff of the Maine shore, {he steamy wilderness
marsh shore of the Everglades, and the sunny beaches
of Florida and southern California have the common
element of possessing some features that attract—or
can be modified to attract—those seeking recreatjon.

Recreafion shoreline defined

The technical definition of shoreline is precise
and nonambiguous, The shoreline is the line of inter-
section of a stated water surface withthe land. There
are many such shorelines, each precise and clearly
understood; e.g., the mean sea level shoreline, the
mean high water shoreline, the tidal shoreline, and
the mean lake level shoreline, among others. None
of these delineate the recreational pertinence of a
shoreline. In fact, the terms are confusing, mislead-
ing, and of little value in a study of shorelines as a
recreation resource.  They offer no clue to the
meaning to people of ‘‘going to the beach,’”” or of
similar terms commonly employed by those speaking
of the recreation aspects of the shoreline, In com-
mon parlance in the United States ‘‘the shore' or
‘‘the beach’ is as diffuse and varied in mcaning as
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“the mountainsg,”” ‘lThese terms and what they connote
bave ‘many e¢xpressions to many people, and when
used in reference to recreationoftenhave connotations
that have little or no relation to the actual physical
shoreline.

The question to be resolved is what to consxder
as the recreation shoreline of the United States, There
geems to be little doubt that all of the exposed coast
fronting the oceans or the Great Lakes may be
thought of as recrcation shoreline. There is doubt
that all of the shores of Puget Sound, San Francisco
Bay, Chesapeake Bay, or the almost totally enclosed
Pamlico Sound, or Matagorda Bay, are recreation
shoreline. Some criterion, or setofcriteria, cnabling
the definition of a place as being recognized by the
public a8 a recreation shore location is necessary and
desirable,

The qualities that make feasible and attractive the

" recreation -activities of boating, fishing, swimming,

bathing, amusement, or cottage living unfortunately are
not discriminative; they attach to many locations and
may be found at the seashore, the lakeshore, the
river, the country club, andperhaps the farmer’s stock
pond.

A feature that does seem to discriminate ‘‘the
ghore’ from other areas, in the public mind, ig the
coupling of expanse of view with proximity to the sea
or other large body of water. The broad sweep of
water extending to or near the borizon is invariably
associated with “the shore’’ uniquely. Another dis~
criminating quality is the existence of a marine
climate and enviroanment, identified by such weather
phenomena as the occurrence of wind from off the
water, the temperature influence of the water, waves,
and cther weather features associated with large
water masses. Arguwments may be found for other
features of a more detailed nature. In keeping with
the belief that gross terms will serve best the pur-
poses of this study, these will not be introduced,

For purposes of this study the following criteria -

have been established to discriminate the recreation
shoreline and "its extent. The shoreline identified
herein is considered {0 meet in some substantial
degree all these criteria:
1. The existence of a marine ¢limate and en-
vironment.

2, The existence of an expange of view of at least
S miles over water to the horizon from some~
where on the shore.

3. Location on some water boundary of the Umted
States (water bodies lying entirely within the
U.S. boundaries are not included).

Extém of tha recreation shorelina

In determining the extent of recreation shoreline
meeting these criteria, it has been necessary to ex~
ercise subjective judgment. For example, the lower
tip of Manhattan satisfies the criteria, yct there is
substantial doubt that all would consider its shore
as a recreation shoreline; similarly there are many
locations completely devoted to special uscs (e.g.,
ports, harbors, etc.) that are excluded. Conversely,
some locations have been included that do not satisfy
completely all the criteria, yet are usually con-

-sidered -as recreation locations (e.g., some parts of
~ Casco Bay, Maine, and of Puget Sound).

The value of the figures on extent of recrecation
shoreline so defined and reported herein rests in the
gross rather than the detail. While the precision of
any single figure may be relatively low, the com-
parative orders of magnitude are mgmﬁcmt and
representative,

Table 4 summarizes the detailed tidal shoreline
(as reported by the U.S. Coast and Geodeti¢ Survey
or the U.S, Lake Survey), the gross extent of the
recreation shoreline and the detailed shoreline now
devoted to public recreation or restricted military
use for each of the waler masses bounding the
Nation. 2/

Nature of thé shore

Mere knowledge of the extent of shorelinc having
some degree of recreation possibility is not sufficient
to permit adequate. assessmentof recreation potential.
For this purpose additional information is needed on
the physical status and nature of the shore, the im-
portance and effects of natural phenomena (e.g., waves,
tides, erosion, climate, and weather), the kinds and
extent of development, and the suitability of the shore

See footnote ot end of chapter. o

Table 4. Hileage of detailed shoreline, recreation shareline, public recreation: shoreline, and restricted
shoreline, by major coastlines.

Shereline location

Detailed
shoreline’
(stotute miles)

Recreation
shoreline
(stotute miles)

Public recre-
otion shoreline
{statute miles)

Restricted
shoreline
(stotute miles)

Atlantic Oceon...... B P 28,377 9,961 3% 263
Gulf of Mexico .ovrniaannnn.. reiesacectecsnraaions eiapen 17,437 4,319 121 134
Pocific 0ceam vuuuerereeeneseceanananasnesnnnssnesnnns 7,853 3,178 /3 127
Greot Lakes........ PO O, M ivevacen 5,480 4,269 456 57

DS totol o it it ireaee 59,157 21,724 1,209 581

MRecrcation shoreline is measured by the same methods used by the Coast and Geodetic Survey. The totuls in this table and the Stote
totals found elsewhere in the study are the result of including oll such measured shoreline that meets the criteria for recreation shoreline

es noted above. These figures will undoubtediy be different than data published by many States.

While some difference in the 1otals

may be atiributed to the inability of this study to identify oll public shoreline areas, o major reason for the difference is in the different
aiteria used by this study ond by the vorious States in their reports. :

11



tor recreatlon activity, The extent of the shore {a
categorized a3 beach, bluff, or marsh shore. These
are arbitrary catepories defined as follows.

Beach.—A beach indicates a wide expanse of gsand
or other beach material lying at the waterline and of
sufficient extent to permit its development as a
recreation facility without important encroachment
on the upland. :

The beach {s the Image of the recreation shore-
line, “Beach’’ and *‘shore’ scem to be synonymous
In the public’s mind. This is unquestionably because
the beach is the ultimate marine-land environment,
with an ever-changing and uninhibited view, support-
ing almost every type of recreation activity one.can
imagine, - o

Bluff.~A bluff shore indicates the existence of a -
bank, bluff, or cliff immediately landward of a
relatively narrow beach, and varying in height from a
minimum of several feet up to mountairous elevations.

The bluff shore provides a marine environment,
gcenic values of a high order, and freguently the
igolation many outdoor recreation seekers prize so
bigbly, The possibilities of management of biluff

shores for recreation have hardly becn reallzed; the
use of thelr scenlc qualitics alone only Ixgins to
exploit their recreational vatue.

Margh.~A marsh shore indicates the existence of
tidal or nontidal marsh as the principal shore feature,

The roarsh shore may be both the most ipnored and
the most promising type of shoreline for future
recreation use. The developments at Newport Bay
and Mission Bay, in southern California, show how
much can be done with marsh shores for recreational
purposes. In fact, these developmentz tempt one to
suggest that the marsh shore can be managed easily
to provide a recreation complex unmatched by almost
any natural shoreline area,

- Table 5 indicates the estimated mileage of these

* three types of shore, and in addition, indicates the
_amounts in public recreation areas, public restricted

areas, private ownership, and development status.

- These estimates are hased on- a classification of

available data according to the criteria and definitions
outlined in this. study. The mileage figures for owner-
ship are approximate and represent a probable mid-
point of a range within rather narrow limits,

Toble 5. Estimated mileoge, by State, of the U5, recreation shoreline, by type, ownership, and development status

Type Ownership
Total Public _— Devel-
State - {miles) Bf“h B','"ﬁ M?'SH Recreation | Restricted P:::l;ly opment
{miles) {miles) (mﬁles) creas areas (miles) status
(miles) {miles)

Alobame . ...cen.,... 204 115 e 89 - 3 1 2007 ow.
Californio...ccu...... 1,272 - 283 882 106 149 - 100} - 1,023 [Hoderate.

Connecticut suusvunnes 162 B ¥ - 61 29 ‘ -8 vees 153 |High.
Deloware ... ... . 97 41 .. 56 9 79 IModerate.

Flotida vvnvuuns e reens 2,655 1,078 406 1,7 181 122 2,372 |Low-

. i moderate.
Georgig.vveeaeinanes . 385 92 cees 293 5 cees 380 IModerote.
Winois ..ooouenn... 45 13 32 24 4 17 |High.
{ndiona ..... verceneas 337 3 ceee reas 3 Ceers 30 Ce.
Lovisiana............ 1,076 257 819 2 aers 1,074 |Low.
Maine ....co.iaiiia. 2612 23 2,520 69 M can 2,578| Do.
Morylond . ovvvinnnnsn : 1,368 40 932 416 -3 1K) 1,252 Do
Mossochusetrs........ 649 240 288 121} 12 6 631 High.
Michigan ....... e 2,489 .92 1,959 278 357 - 2,112 |Low.
Minnesoto . ..oooeuuus. 264 2 175 67 19 cees -+ 245] Doe.
Mississippiviireiin... . 203 134 e b 69 cees 25 178 [High.
New Hampshire ....... 25 7 9 9 3 I 22 [Yery high.
New Jersey.....u..... ) 386 - 101 33 232 18 151 3331 Do.
New York cocinnennns . 1,071 231 590 250 47 PN 1,024 {Moderate.
North Carelina vuayuy. 1.326 285 260 781 139 - 42 1,145 {Low.
Ohio..vueeneancnannn. 275 20 195 60 ' 9 5 261 jHigh. )

. Oregon, ..., rreraaas 332 133§ 181 18 101 vees 231 |Moderote.
Pennsylvania...u..... 57 9 44 4 19 aeend 38| Do
Rhode Islond ...... vee . 188 » 145 4 8 10 170 [High.
Sovth Corolina...,.... 522 162 vias 30 9 10 503 {Moderate,
Tex0S. e cvnenennnnnnan 1,081 301 AN 359 5 18 1,058 [Very low.
Vieginia.coieeeannanas 692 160 118 414 2 2% 464 |Low.
Washington covevnsannn 1.571 121 1.4 156 46 27 1,498 [Moderate.
Wisconsin ............ 724 4 634 4z 13 Vg 663]. Co.

Totad.oooon it 21,724 4,350 11,160 6,214 1,209 581 19,9341...... veenae
Mncludes some Indicn lands held in fryst.
12
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Tho tupply of recraation shorekine

The U.S, recreation shorelines of the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Great Lakes
total 21,724 miles. Some 4,350 miles are beach,
11,160 miles are characterized as bluff shore (of
which perhaps half has usable beach), and 6,214 miles
are marsh shoreline.

Beaches.—If one assumes an average beach width
above the water of 50 feet, and applies the criterion
of a2 minimum of 150 square feet space per person, g/
each mile of heach could accommodate 1,760 persons,
On this basig the existing beach extent of 4,350 miles
could accommodate 7 656 000 persons. U we as-

"sume further that 10 percent of the population will

uge the beach at a given time, the existing beach
shoreline of the United States could accommodate a
population of close to 77 million persons,

Bluff Shore.—-Adding to this the comparably de-
rived figure applicable to the 11,160 miles of bluff
shoreline, half of which has beach areas, an ad-
ditional 112 million persons could be served, making

a total of some 200 million, or more than the entire .

population of the United States in 1960.

Marsh Shore,—The 6,214 miles of marshshoreline
are an untapped recreation shoreline resource with
tremendous potential, as are the roughly 6,000 miles
of bluff shoreline without associated beach, .

There is no shortage of shoreline for recreation
purposes if only gross area is concerned. The prob-
lem, however, is one of imbalance between the lo-
cations of centers of population and accessibility to
adequately developed shoreline open to the use of the
general public,

The major recreation fargels

The summary of the recreational shorelme of
the United States shows only a small part developed
2s public recreation areas, and most of these areas
are beaches easily accessible o large population
concentrations,

On the other hand, there are extensive beachareas
of excellent quality that until recently have been
ignored almost completely by any public recreation
agency, Outstanding examples of such areas are the
extensive privately owned beaches of the Texas Gull
coast. These beaches are far from the great centers
of population and therefore receive little or no use
pressure.

Although comparative figures are not available,
it 1s a valid generalization that certain easily ae-
cessible beaches are the more popular and well
attended, while others less accessible but equally
well endowed are less popular. Classic examples
are the beaches arcund Los Angeles (Santa Manica

is the most accessible and is also the best attended)
~ and the Long Island beaches (Jones Beach is highly

popular, while equally good or better beaches farther
from New York on the island's south shore receive
much less use),

Although those beaches which are avqllable for
public recreation tend to be accessible to population

Sac footmote ot end of chapter.
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concentratfons, the current predominant pattern of
shoreline development and use of accessible shore-
line is one of private cwnership and restrictive
usage

The quality of facillties and the degree of crowd-
ing obviously are factors in the desirability of ac-
cessible and available beaches. However, some of
the beaches reported (e.g., Boston and New York) are
attractive to large numbers of inhabitants of ‘the
metropolitan centers, even though they are crowded.
People will use crowded, inadequate beaches if
nothing else i3 available, But these conditions should
not define the desirable minimum beach area per
person.

It seems clear that the current pattern of pre-
dominanily private ownership and restricted usage
of beach property near metropolitan areas must be
modified to ore of greater public use ofthe accessible
beaches, if the current and foresceable beach recre-
ation needs of metropolitan areas are tobe satxafxed--
even in part.

The Futine Status of the Recrealion Shoreline

The extent of the American shoreline of 1960 will
be almost precisely the extent of the shoreline in the
year 2000. Nor will the essential natural qualities
of the shoreline be appreciably modified. There will
be in the year 2000, as there are now, about 22,000
miles of shoreline, one-fifth of which will be natural
beach; another fifth of whick will be marsh {(unless

‘programs of modification are instigated on a large

scale, whichk is unlikely), and the remaining three-
fifths of which will be bluff shore, half of it with
beach, : .

The recreational value of this resource in the
year 2000 will be determined in part by the nature
and extent of its exploitation. At the present time,
this has largely meant providing access tc a shore-
line area and developing service facilities near it
(comfort stations, bathhouses, parking lots, life-
guards), Tke kind of management which would extend
and improve beaches, rehabilitate destroyed beaches,
or creale mew shoreline environmenis with higher
recreation walue (for example, developing marsh
shorelines) has as yet! been instituted only in scattered
instances. Where well planned restoration has taken
place, it bas been highly successful, as at Presque
Isle State Park in Erie, Pa. The Mission Bay,
Calif., type of marsh shore development can be
duplicated at many places on all of the coastlines.
It is exactly this kind of management which would do
much to medify the statement that the extent and

quality of the shoreline will not be greatly changed.

For example, the extensive marshland lying immedi-
ately behind the New Jersey barrier beach is acces-
sible to what will be an even greater metropolitan
complex in the year 2000, If it were developed to its
full recreational potential, it could unquestionably do
much to meet the shoreline recreation demands that
are to be expected. Such development is a complex
technical preblem and is undoubtedly expensive, but
it appears to be technically and economically feasible
even now, and this would be even more true in 40
years,



.

recreation development I8 aiready raiging a contlict
between developers and groups who are interested in
conscrving such lands for wildlife habitat. This con=-

SR

YSince a field inventory of shareline ownership wos not avail-
oble for this study, precise owncrship data could not be ob-
toined for all shoreline creas. The estimates may understate

the emount of public shoreline and as a result overestimate the .

omount of private recreation shoreline, The uncertainty with
respact fo precise percentages of shoreline in public ownes-
ship opplies mostly to local, county, and to a lesser extent,
State ownership.: The estimate in the mileage of public recre-
ation shoreline for o porticular State moy be as much as 25
pereent too low. However, because the estimates for many
States were based on nearly complete map identification of
public recreation oreos, the estimates for the Nation os o
whole are probably within 15 percent of the actuel omount.
The amount of private shoreline is the emount left when public
recreational shereline and public restricted shoreline ore sub-
trocted from total recreational shoreline.

2This study did not include detailed analysis of shoreline of
Alaska ond Hawaii. o
{n Alaske, the shoreline is not now end will not in the fore-
seeable future be subject to the kind of pressures that'are
discussed in this study. Both distance from centers of popy-
lotion and length of usable season are severely limiting
foctors in the use of Alaska shorelines for recreation.

gituation points Lo & need tor the coordinited planning
and management which is more likely to occur with
integrated State departments of natural resources.

The two major recreational vses of Alaska shorelines are for
local activities and for sightseeing from boots. The Forest
Service currently has a policy of protecting the sightseeing
values of its shoreline property where this shoreline is along
commercial ship rouvtes.

The Coast ond Geodetic Survey figure for the detailed coost-
line of Alaska is 33,904 miles. Thus, the detailed coastline -
of Alaska is a little less. than three-fifths as long as that of
the rest of the continental United States, ’

. The Howaiian shoreline hos a detailad mileage of 1,092.
The Stote is composed of six mojor and two minor islands.
Distonce, transportation facilities, ond population location
are three of the mojor foctors limiting widespread use of
Hawaii's shorelines. The beaches of Oahu, especiolly near
Honelulu, are heovily used, both by the local population and
by tourists. For the rest of the Stote, lock of large scale-
inter island transport ond smell locel populations combine to
exert only slight recreation pressures on shoreline.

A number of city and ¢ounty planning commissions have stond-

ards which call for between 75 and 150 square feet of beach
per person.



CHAPTER THREE

THE PRESENT AND FUTURE STATUS OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL

lNSTiTUTlONAL ARRANGEMENTS

The institutional arrangements by . which public
agencies order their affairs have a. distinct bearing
on the amount and kind of services that are or can be
offered, This is nowhere more true than in the
provision of shoreline recreationopportunities. These
arrangements, applied to the pbysical and current
use situdtion previously described, delimit the recre~

. ation potential of shorelins,

The structure of government agencies, their statu~

tory powers, the status of shoreline planning, and .

the adequacy of current public policy are all discussed
in this chapter,

State and Local Recrection Crganization
and Statutory Powers

State organization

On occasion the role of coastal recreation isgiven
explicit recognition within a State administrative de-
partment, such as the Division of Beaches and Parks
in the California Department of Natural Resources.
Since this scarcely amounts to administrative innova-
tion, the comments which follow apply equally to all
outdoor recreation.

“Two facts stand out in regard to organizational
problems. The first is the widespread use. of the
board or commission form as the administrative
head of the agency which houses coastal recreation
functions, The second organizational problem noted

" concerns the fragmentation not only of the recreation
- function but of those functions related to theutilization

of land and water resources,

The Board or Commission Form of Directicn.—
This is the pattern found in 20 of the 28 States con-
sidered (table 6). The argument over plural versus
single exccutives is one which seldom escapes at-
tention in the standard public administration texts,
3 »m which universally valid prescriptions
fail to =merge. Nevertheless, most students of
adminisiration will agree with the late Prof. LeonardD.

. White that:

... {n general, the burden of proof is on the
advocates of a board in preference to an ad-
ministrator, although in some cases a lay
board may give results apparently superior
to those attainable by a full-time (but under-
paid) executive. Exigent demands for unity of
purpose, for energy in execution, for well-
defined responsibility, and for easy coordina-
tion press strongly in favor of one official
rather than for a conjoint authority. 1/

M ednard D. ¥hite, “Introduction to the Study of Public Adminis.
tration,’* Maemillon Co., New York, 1955, 4th edition, p. 191.
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" general welfare.

The problem posed by the type of agency head 13-
one which raises issues beyond strictly managerial
considerations. In many instances, the board form
was adopted and combined with staggered terms of
office for the express purpose of insulating the agency
from the normal political and administrative controls,
particularly. those of the Governor. For example,.
Wisgconsin has both a Department of Conservation,
headed by a Commission serving 6-year staggered -
terms, and a Department of Resource Development,

headed by a Director appointed by and responsible . -

to the Governor. The latter agency was established
in part in order to give greater emphasis to recre-
ation, rather than considering it a byproduct of
conservation, The concern over relations with
gubernatorial leadership is a practical problem, not
a formal one, The day is rapidly approaching when
the legitimacy of recreation as a governmental function
will become widely accepted and its promotionunder-
taken without misgiving, Provision of public recre-
ation i8 becoming a vital part of providing for the
It verywell might be a mistake, then,
to continue to argue for independent status for recre-
ational activities. On the contrary, a close relation-
ship with the chief executive might soon be desirable

.in order that a proper share of funds and land and

water be allotted for recreational purposes, When
the promotion of recreation is undertaken by political
leaders with the understanding that such 2 program
‘has public appeal, the day of recreation has arrived,

Fragmentation of the Recreation Function.—Only

13 of the coastal States provide for an integrated -

department of conservation or natural resources to
*house parks administration, wildlife management, and
resource management (table 6). Objections to such a
department stem from the fear of recreation en-
thusiasts that the department would be dominated by
conservationists concerned with physical resources
rather than with huraan needs. Meyer and Brightbill,
among the leading students of recreation adminis-
tration, appear suspicious even of parks departments
and cvidently prefer a recreation commission to ad-
minister recreational programs. 2/

Supporters of an integrated department a.rgue that
intelligent planning and The development of a unified
policy are handicapped by the splintering of activities
arising out of the use or management of natural
resources, The matter is further complicated where
the several agency heads enjoy some degree of
independence from gubernatorial controls. Where
this is the case, there is no focul point for an active

2Harold D. Meyer and Charles K. Brighthill, *'State Recreation:
Organization ond Administration,”" A. 5. Barnes, New York,

1950, <h. 5.



leadership, Fromn an organizational point of view a
plan suggested by the National Park Service appears
highly satisfactory.3/ Functions of this plan are
grouped as follows:

Natural Resources

areas conunue to sprawl across municipal and State
lines.

Public Access to the Foreshore, 4/-—Those States
bordering on waters which ebb and flow with the tide,

GOVETTIOL orem mt s o vmim o o o

Department of Advisory

Commission on

Powers of Acquisition.~Statutory powers of park
agencies to acquire land are generally adequate. In
at least four States, however, the agency does not
possess the power of eminent domain, and in two
others the power is limited either to acquisition of
areas bordering on public parks or to acquisitions of
under 200 acres (table 6). In the past, the authority

- to condeman land for park purposes was perhaps not
of critical importance. Today and in the future the
acquikition of coastal areas for recreational purposes
may not be satisfactorily handled by a dependericy on
gifts, devises, or voluntary purchases. A coordinated
system of recreation cannot be developed if the
location of recreational areas depends upon the
willingness of public-spirited citizens to contribute
or sell suitable sites to the recreation agency, On
the conirary, a recreation system must be planoed
to meet the needs of heavy population concentrations,
and, where necessary, the recreation agency must
‘have -the authority and be willing to use the power of
leminent domain to develop a balanced program.

v
'

Powers of Cooperation.—~Only. slightly more than
~one-half of the States under consideration specifically
authorize the park agency to cooperate with other
‘PEovernmental units in promoting parks and recrea-
Eonal work. Cooperation with the Federal Govern-
ment, other State governments, and with political
. 8ubdivisions is authorized with approximately the same
: ount of frequency. Cooperation with private in-
' E:iduals and corporations is permitted in only four
Miates (table 6). The explicit legislative recognition
" of the need for cooperation arnong governmental levels
ffers encouragement to those who feel that recrea-
‘on and related problems should not be divided artifi-
ally along lines of political jurisdictions. The need

for cooperation will likely increase as metropolitan

l"Recreaﬁon Today end Tomorrow: A Survey of the Recreation
Resources of the Missouri River Basin,'* Notional Park

Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, in cooperation with
the Misseuri Basin Interagency Committee, no date, p. 43.

-

Director Natural Resources
Forestry Game Fish Parks Lands ~ Water
Chief Chief Chief Chief Chief Chief

and which own such tidelands to high watermarks,
have interesting possibilities of providing additional
shoreline recreationfor their citizens. Theforeshore,
that portion of the tidelands hefween high and low
tides, can be and is used for recreational purposes
even where the uplands are in private ownership, For
example, in reply to aquestionnaire onthe subject, the
State of Oregon stated that extensive use is made of
the foreshore and that the State highway cemmission
can acquire property, by condemnation if necessary,
to construct public pedestrian trails and bridle paths
to connect streets, roads, and public parks with the
Pacific Ocean. Ten other States also indicate ex-
tensive or moderate use of the foreshore for bathing,
fishing, erabhing, and similar activities (table 7).

Fourteen States own tidelands up tothe highwater-
mark (table 7). The rights of upland owners in most
of these States would not conflict with public use of
the foreshore, although in five States the uplandowner
may petition the State to acquire tidelands adjoining
his property. State governments might well explore
the practicality of opening the foreshore to more ex-
tensive use even where the uplands are pnvately
owned.

- local orgonization”

Local agencies are more often than not directed

. by a board or commission serving overlapping terms
of office, Although this is subject to the same

criticisms directed at the board form at State level, -

in cities of less than metropolitan complexity there

may even be some advantage in a board made up of

outstanding civic leaders who can lend the agency the

weight of their prestige. However, in meiropolitan

areas the recreation function is so vitally important

AThe authors of this report are indebted to Col. Herbert C. Gee,
whose study, *'Stote Reguletion of Coastel Structuras,* pro-
vided the basis of parts AondB of section 5 of each ef the
Stata reports in the oppendix.
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that the protection and encouragement of political
leadership are essential, A mayor or other chief
executive of a large city nceds clear lines of authority
over the recreation agency If he i3 to meet his
responsibilities,

local powars

Almost without exception, the coastal States grant
to political subdivisions powers of sulficient breadth
to enable them to undertake recreational projects
elong thelr coastline. Twenty-six of the 28 States
considered specifically authorized municipal corpora-
tions or towns to build and establish parks, beaches,
or other recreational projects; 19 authorize counties
to undertake recreational programs; 10 enable special
districts or authorities to be created; and1 authorizes
the creation of regional districts to build and manage
recreational facilities, In addition, 10 States au-
thorize 2 or more political subdivisions joinily to
establish and manage recreational projects (table 8).

Attendance figures based on replies received from
259 local units of government indicate attendance in
excess of 181 million at local beaches, marinas,
launching ramps, fishing piers, and parks in 1959.5/
Undoubtedly, the responsibility of lecal governments
for coastline recreation is & considerable one.

Municipal corporations and urban counties are
more active. than either rural counties or special
districts in providing coastline recreation, This is
what one might suspect. Rural populations have the
advantages of open spaces and the possibility of hunting,
fishing, or other recreational activities not soreadily
available to the city dweller. It is upon the governing

-unit of dense populations, then, that the responsibility
for providing recreation has fallen, and it ishere that

the major problem is faced. It is well to inguire

whether State governments, whose legislatures fre-.

quently overrepresent rural population, and the Fed-

eral Government, whose major criterion for de--

veloping parks is the uniqueness of the area rather
than its active use, have met their responsibilities to
the urban citizen,

Powers of Acquisition.—Local authonty to acquire
coastal sites for recreational purposes is also quite
similar to the pattern found at the State level. In
addition to authority to accept gifts, bequests, and
devises of real estate, many local recreational agen-
cies are authorized to purchase lands for park pur-
poses and to institute condemnation proceedings when
necessary. Voluntary ‘purchase is the most fre-

‘quently used method of land acquisition by all types

of local governmental agencies and for all types of
recreational facilities. Gifts run a strong second in
importance, while the use of eminent domain is in-
frequently resorted to. As indicated earlier, eminent

domain, although seldom required, is necessary on -

occasion for a balanced recreation program,

¥ About one-third of the shoreling countics answered the
questionnaire. About one-third of the municipalities queried
teplied. A number of major ¢ities ond surrounding counties
are not included in the responses. Mony of these local
governments are known to provide public shoreline recreation.
Thus, the figures far understate the actual amount of octivity
of locol governmaats.

17

Methods of Financing.—Although agencies respon~
sible for coastline recreation have broad authority in
financing projects, frequently including special tax
levies, general fund appropriations are by far the most
important source of income. This holds true for both
municipal and county recreation agencies and for all
types of projects. Pcrhapgthe mostinteresting pattern
which emerges i3 the frequency of fees or charges
involving marinas and launching ramps as compared
with' other types of recreational activities. Quite
possibly park agencies might explore further the use
of fees or charges involving recreational activities
or sports where the feeg chargcd are only asmall
portion of the total cost of enjoying the recrmtlonal
activity.

‘Associated Shoreline Control
Agencios and Programs

Both water pollution control and beach erosion
conirol are public programs which are highly per-
tinent to shoreline recreation opportunities, If they
are coordinated with shoreline recreation planning,
these programs can be effective in establishing and
maintaining the health, safety, and physical conditions |
which can support a successful recreation program.
At the present time, however, neither State water
pollution control nor beach erosion control programs

" are tied closely enough to shoreline recreation pro-

grams to assure this success.

Wa!er po"u‘&on comro!

Federal Programs,=The Public Health Service of
the Department of Health, Education; and Welfare is.-
responsible for administering the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1956, The act contains the *
following provisions:. ;

- {a) Authorizes the Surgeon General, in co-
operation with Federal, State, and local
agencies, to prepare a comprehensive pro-
gram for eliminating the pollution of inter-
state waters. ’

-(b) Encourages cooperative action by States and
gives consent of the Congress to interstate
compacts and agreements designed to con-
trol or alleviate pollution.

(c} Authorizes the Surgeon General to encour=
age, cooperate with, lend technical assist-
ance fo, and make grants to public and .
private sgencies in studies related to the .
causes, control and prevention of \vatcr
poliution,

(d) Authorizes the-Surgecon General to make
grants to States to assist them in financing
the establishment and maintenance of ade-
quate programs for the prevention and con-
trol of water pollution, the Federal share
equaling from one-third to two- thll‘dS of the

_costs involved.

(e} Authorizes the Surgeon General to make
grants to States and municipalitics for the
construction of treatment works of up to
30 percent of the cost, or $250,000, which-
ever is the smaller.



Table 6. Location and selected pawers of Stage agency

Agency head &/ Location
State L integroted Parks ond | Independent
Plural Single depariment ¥ | forestry porks Other

Alaboma. ... ..iuiennn.n. e . X X ees
California . ,ouvrvvaesersescesssrcrnnrrasars veer X X veo cees
Connecticul .uvusivrnerenearuennnsnonsanns X cens ceen X cees cves
"Delowars, .ot reeeenan X eees cene X v
T X cees cees cene X cee
Georgio . . uviusrrrrecensrorcsaraiesaorass &x X vese . X Arx
Iinois .......  rearasaans P S X X ciee fees vers
Indigne ...oiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiiiiienans, veenne 3y el X e vene
Louisiona ... .ivivassnerneorsntsenonnanones X vass cees vens X ceve
Maine....... et rereeaaeaes X cees wees Ceens X vens
Maryland . ... i v iiiei i iiisineeaas X viae X veis ees
Mossochusetts ., .vuenneveienrsercionionans ‘ X e . X Ceeas ) ceus ens
Michigon .....,.0veues theesericniesnsnacans X Ceeee ) X ceee
Minnesoto .. .. .eersiiasinairisannanaas X X-
Mississippi........ fevecesnctaessasnaerenan ' X - cees X
New Hompshire o uvevecicieersriorsancansens X ivee eene | X cven
New Jersey, oveieveeeinsareraiavsassaass C X P X vees
New York. ... ....coune. e reeaaanearann X X . .. e
North Carolina...... X X
Ohio.c.oveirieeeanannns X X
Oregon. ..ot vviirctsananiaisasasnsanan X Y B LY
Pennsylvenio ...ocovveviiiinniinnniinns, X . . Ly
R L X 155
South Carolind . ..oeovvevereneesseciasansaas X vees cees X cone
- Texas...... etasnaanaes B AN X Xt s
Virginia............ teeeseisinane ererenves cees X X vees vene .
Washington . vessneerssanrsoecrcnnssosinass X cene cene PN X ceee
L LYo N ‘ - X aran X cees ree veen.
Total ... ......... e eeeeieaeeeaas ’ 20 9 13 : 4 8 4

-/Refers to the department having responsibility, not the administrative subdivision.
“YAn integrated department is one which combines porks and wildiife manogement and the udmmlsirmmn of land and water resources

geaerally.

-»/Requlres legislative uppmwl unless condemned land is contiguous 10 o park area..

-/Jz:xy" Island State Park Authority.

—/Although hecded by o commissicn, the Governor appoints the Director of the Depanmem who serves at his plcnsure
1 imited to acquisitions of 200 acres or less, ond lond not used for lndusmul purposes. :

2The Gavernor accepts upen recommendation of the Department.

State Organization.—The most common agency ad-

" ministering water pollution control laws in coastal

States is a commission composed partly of ex officio
officers and partly of members appointed by the
Governor to represent industry, agriculture, recrea-
tion, or other interests, . The State health officer
is ordinarily among the ex officio members of such
a special commission, and the State health depart-
ment is the second most common agency responsible
for water pollution control programs. Itisapparently
the practice at the State level to creale a new or~

. ganization, and an ex officio and part time lay board

is simple to create, as new problems appear on the
horizon. Such a practice merely {fragmentizes the
governmental process and creates a problem for
gubernatorial control and leadership. The problem
fs further intensified where representation is given
to those industries or governments which are respon-
sible for polluted conditions,
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Statutory Powers.—Powers afforded water pollu-
tion control agencies vary from State-to-State. Among
the most important are authorization of research and
investigation to determine practical and economical
methods of pollution - abatement; authorization to
classify the waters of the State in terms of purity
standards: power to issue permits for construction:
or alteration of sewerage and waste disposal'systems;
and power to issue orders to polluters to cease their

_operations or take corrective action,. The success of

water pollution control legislationdepends on the funds
available to finance the agency responsible for ad-
ministering the laws, the vigor with which the agency
proceeds againstviolators, and the advancements made
in solving pollution problems where corrective action

- now entails considerable costs.

Impact Upon Recreation.—Based on replies re-
celved from 24 of the 28 coastal States, pollution of
coastal waters constitutes a serious problem in at



having primary responsibility for coastline recreation, 1960

o Powers of acquisition Powers of cooperotion with—

- . . Other Privote
Voluntary Gift Deviso, Emmo‘nt Lease  Federal State Loc?l persons and
purchase damain Govemment agencies agencies agencies

— -

X X X X - X X X X X
X X - X X X X X .
X X "X X X cese X . .
X X X X vess vese
X X X Ix X .
X . vese X aeea X X X X
X X X X cens X X . .
X X X X
X X . X X X X X .
X X ¥x be Xy . X cees
X X Ux X X .
X .- X cees cees . . vee
. 4 X X .e veas .
X X eeva |- eee X X avee
x Yx ¥x X X X
X X X X e ) Caees
X X veee ‘X X ceae
X Yx Iy ers
X . Ly X X X X .
X X X X T ene N X .
X caes X .- cena . eee
X X X X —ers . ves
X X . X .
X X . X . O . . cens
X X 4 X X X .
X X X X X X )
26 2 11 24 12 1y 10 1 : 4

-utility, especially for swimming,

MThe Department of Highways operates 4 beaches the Metropolitan District Commlsswn, fhrough its Parks Division, provides beo:hes '
in Metropoliton Boston.” The Metropolitan District can acquire land by purchase, gift, ond eminent domain.

——/Subled to approval of the Governor.
--/thn authorized by the Governor.
—/Deporfmen! of Highwaoys.

—/Smle Park and Horbor Commission of Enc under the Department of Forests and Waters.

-—/Deporimem of Public Works.
/May recommend the purchose of land to the legislature.

least some sreas of 12 States, and a moderate prob-
lem in areas of 10 States {table 9). "As one might
suspect, the major problems appear near coastal
cities and areas around a polluted stream which

‘empties into the ocean,

Coastal and lake shore areas near large urban

~ centers are subjected to intense recreational usage,

but require the presence of ¢lean water for maximum
Yet, in a number
of instances, improperly or inadequately treated
sewage and industrial or ship wastes discharged in

the waters near these beach areas have made 1it-

necessary, because of the resulting dangers to health,
as well as for esthetic reasons, to close the areas to
all uses involving human contact with the water,
These -situations are particularly serious because
of the large populations involved, and the consequent
need to utilize every possible mile of beach front for

.19

‘reopening. of the beaches in 1951.

Tecreation to the maximum extent possible, if the
people of these areas are to be provided with ade-
quate recreational opportunities under suitable condi-
tions of esthetic acceptability and minimum crowding.

Several situations well illustrate the predicament
presented by failure fo give adequate atiention to the
effects of pollution on beach areas. In 1942, the State-
of California found if necessary to close the extensive
beaches of Santa Monica Bay, adjacent to the Los
Angeles metropolitan area, to public swimming be-
cause of pollution resulting from discharge. into the
Bay of sewage from the Los Angeles sewerage system.
Construction of a modern i2-foot diameter outfall
sewer which delivered the treated sewage effluent 1
mile offshore corrected this situation and permitted
Continued growth
of the area has been so great, however, that it was
deemed necessary to construct expensive additional
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Uplond boundor.y of Stote Extont of use Rights of uplqnd owner "
State ownership Prioe cloim. | Accretion ond
' High water Low water Extensive Moderate Slight or none | of purchase raclomation
Aloboma ......... .. X &%) (41 X e
Colifornia svueuess X cere cree vers X . vees
Comecticut. ,..... ] X ves (-1 49 veee P X
Deloware...veens X vens X . . X
Florida.. ver X ceee X . eros . .
Georgm .......... vees X X . wer . .
Louisiona . var X vere . X .
Mume............ vors X X . .
Marylond ......... vess X A cons X ‘oo ceee
Mossachusetts . vens X X] . .
MISSISSIpPI....... X cere &%) Wl - e oo cens
New Hampshire. .. ) Ve X X eees . X
Now Jersey....... X X R aes X .
New York......... X ceee veee X X vees
North Corolina,. ., X ves X . ves .
Oregon. .u.vue... -X ees X cane I - X Cvane
Rhede Island ., ... X .. X N
South Carolina ... X wens cees caes X hee .
Texos covveneeian X X ceans cees cene
Yirginia.cooeuenns : vees X . X ver .
Woshmgfon.... X X X
Total...... 14 7 8 3 7 5 3
Mot available.

pipelines to discharge treated sewage 5 miles off-

- shore, and treated sewage sludge 7 miles offshore,

These new facilities have been operating satisfac-

_torily since March 1960, but 2 continuous water-

~ sampling program is nevertheless carried on by both
- the State and the city to ensure that the waters ad-
jacent to the beach of this splendid Bayare maintained
in satisfactory condition for all recreational purposes,

In the Lake Michigan area, a number of beaches
near - Milwaukee were closed during the summer of
1960 and again in 1961 because of pollution of the
adjacent lake, and beaches near Chicago were threat-
ened with closure. A comprehensive study of the
water pollution problems of this whole area is now
being conducted by the Public Health Service, with

the objective of determining the best course topursué

in correcting the water pollution difficulties of the
region. Recreation will be ngen full consideration
in this study.

At Cleveland, Ohio, beaches have been closed
evci'y summer for several years because of pollu-
"tion in Lake Erie, Beaches néar Dch-mt were closed
in 1961 for the same reason.

In the New York metropolitan area, pollution in
‘the adjacent tidal waters has resulted not only in the
recent closing of some beaches, but also in the pro-
hibition of dredging and sale of clams from some parts
of the area because of hepatitis contamination in the
clams caused by sewage. The situation in this region
has reached such a critical stage, and beach front
recreation is of such importance, that public hearings
under the enforcement section of the Federal Water
Pollution ‘Control Act were recently held, and local
officials of the area have requested the Public Health

20

Sérvice to undertake a comprehensive survey of the
water pollution problems of the whole region, '

Another serious source of. beach pollution, es-
pecially near important harbors, results from oil
tank sludges and bilge wastes discharged from ships.
Such pollution, carried onto the béaches by the wind,
can ruin beaches for long periods of time., Dis-
charging of oil wastes into coastal waters is pro-,
hibited by Federal iaw.

The foregoing situations are illustrative of con-
ditions that can occur adjacent to any urban area, and
which can destroy the recreational values of their
beaches. Other similar situations exist throughout
the country, and still others may occur in the future
unless timely measures are taken to prevent them,

Beach erosion control

Federal programs.—The Beach Erogion Board of
the Army Corps of Engineers is charged by law ta |
undertake general studies into the causes of shore

" erosion and the methods by which the shoreline can

be protected or restored. These studies are designed,
to develop technical knowledge or ‘know how” to
combat beach erosion, but do not result in gpecific
plans for a given locality., Such studies are fm:mced
entirely by Federal moncys. :

A second program undertaken by the Federal Gov-
ernment calls for a coopcrative effort with State
governments or their political subdivisions andresults
in specilic recommendations to protect a particular
beach, 7The initiative must come from an authorized
State agency, although- it might be on behalf of local
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Table 8. Stote legislation enabling the estallishment of lacal parks of recreation agencies

' ' Special districts Cooperative action
State County Municipal =~/ Regional districts wnhmc? ;?ol.mcal among local units
subdivision
Alabama ovviiviisrianes : X X ees e
Coliforia.....o.oune PR X X X X caee
ConnecticUl vuuserrasanaas ceus X vene x X
Dolawor®. oot ciananenan caes ene e caae
Flofida, casecsnresnenaans X X ver vens X
Ceorgit.aeeceinnrannannes X X .o veee X
MlINGIS wavenreneenenaanns X - X
Indiana ....... Cerretenees X . e 0 ceee
Louisiond . vveeeueennnann X X . cees
MOinNG.ceaesnvnsunaanenas vens X PP vees ‘ vee
Morylond .o.eiiviiaeaan, : _ veee Xi N .
Massachusetts ............ X X veas . ves
Michigan .covearovsanns vee ‘ X b4\ . X X
Minnesotd .ouyeeiirconanas : vies X cens iree vese
 MiSSISSIPPI . e iieennas X X . .-
New Hampshire . .......... X X . . vere
New Jerseyu i vereonanses X - X aeve vee X
New York.oooioiiiaanann. . X X . X X
North Cearoling . ..... Neveen X b 4 veen coes X
Ohio.eaeeeenieiannoncnans X X wees X voen
Oregon. s versisvarennnnans X X vaee X cees
Pennsylvanio . ....ooeeao.. X X . . X
Rhode jclend ... ....... eee ceee X eee . eas
Sovth Carolina..... cerran. veee X oes eee Civs
Texas .......... Ceereanan X X . wes X
Virginio.ou e ieiinennranan X X ¥y X
Washington . ...... PR care] X X
Wisconsin, vuvvesuneraasa Xt X ves Pare
Total . oieeiennnnnnn 191 26 1 10 10

Ylncludes the New England town government.
YFire districts.

. ¥Senitary districts.

property owners and arise from their demands, The
agency will work through the District Engineer in
preparing a preliminary analysis of the problem, the

" project ultimately approved by the Beach Erosion-

Board. The studies are financed jointly by the Federal
Government and the State involved, with the Federal
Government contributing no more than one-half of the
costs, The costs to the State can be met by a con=
tribution of services or.by an actual transfer of funds.

A third program calls for Federal participation in
construction (but ordinarily not the maintenance) of

* works designed to control erosiononproperties owned

by the States or their political subdivisions. However,
where 'a seawall or structure has been erected to
control erosion, and where the structure protects a
highway considered by the Chief of Enginecrs to be
sufficiently important to justifyprotection, the Federal
Government will also supply funds for maintenance,

In either case of construction or repair, the Federal.

share cannot exceed one-third of the costs, Before

TFederal funds can ke appropriated, the plan of pro-

tection must have beeri approved by the Beach Erosion
.Board and authorized by the Congress, -

State Organization.—Responsibility for-the control

of shore erosion at the State level is found most com-

monly in departments of public works, departments of

natural resources or c¢onservation, departments of
highways, and special waler resources or similar
commissions. Since the problem varies considerably
among the coastal States, it might be expecied that
this would be reflected in its organizational status.
Where shore erosion is serious, it often calls for a
Division of Shore Erosion, such as that of the Chio
Department of Natural Resources, or a Water Re-
sources Commission, such as that in Conneclicut, '
From the standpoint of recreation it would seem
preferable to locatc crosion control activities inan
integrated department of natural resources which in-

- cluded the recreation function, .

21

Statutory Powers.—All of the coastal States but
onc - have desigmated a shore erosion agency to co-
operate with the Beach Erosion Board of the Army
Corps of Engin¢ers, The exception is Texas, where -
erosion control is entirely a local responsibility,
However, in only 10 States is the erosion control
agency specifically empowered to study erosionproh-
lems, and in onfy 8 Statesisitspecifically empowered
to undertake erosion prevention works (table 10). Un-
doubtedly, other States have such powers which are
not spelled cut in State codes, '

Only seven States provide a statutory formula
for financially ziding local governmental units in
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fable'9. Pollution control:

Orqanizetional characteristics, statutory powers, and impact on shoreline recreation

Y/Commissioner of Health.
“Noinformation.

HWater Resouwrces Commission.
YComnissioner of Health,

18/Si0te Game and Fish Commission.

Agency ) . Has at lcast one urcq~>
head v Location Powers in which the pollution
effect iz
State . . Special Research A | lssuance S N
Plural [Single pecmy Health {Other and Ppmwg of UTMArY Serious [Moderate [Shi he
agency . .. {ofplons~ 2, |powers &/ %
Jinvestigotion orders &/
Alaboma. .......... X Xt .... X X X . RO
. California........... X - X X X Xl X X X
Connecticut ......... x| fx X X e X X NP I X
Deloware. ., . X{ .. .4 TP . X . X X . X cees .
Florida ............. , Xt . X X X X . X i
Georgin . ....o....... X X X X X X n )
Blinois .e.vvveensn.. Xl ... Xl s X X X1 X X
Indigna ............. x| ... x| .. el ox] X N ..
Louvisiono ........... X X X cee X X . (2 vee
Maine......cioauen.s X Xt .... X X X ..
Morylond ............ x| .. x| X X X x| . N ...
Massachusetts . ...... X| ... X X X X I R !
Michigan ............ x| ¥x X X X X X X X X
Minnesota , .ovvvannn. Xt ... ? 4 R X X X X X X X
Mississippi.......... x| . ves x|, L X .. . ceen
New Hampshire. ... ... X X X{ ... X X X
New Jersey......ooo. | VX . x| . X X Xt .o ... .- X
New York............ X X . cess X X X X ..
North Cerolina....... Xi{ .. X X X Xl X X X
Ohio....c.oeiann... X X b ¢ X X X X . .
Oregon...cveeevveins X ) 4 X X X X| ...
Pennsylvonia........ X| ... X X X X X vees .
Rhode island . ... ... . X X .. X X X -
South Carolina . ..... B X X erae b4 N X ) . .. X e
Texas..cveviennnaans X .es X . . .
Virginin. ............ X b 4 I X X X X
Washington .vuieiena. Xl . X1 oXt.. X X . X X X
Wisconsin .ooeesees ‘ X| ... X| ool X X X Jd o X X| X
Total ..., .. . 7{ 3 a2 1] 1 21 24 6. 7] 12 W 110
~VRefers to department which houses the pollution control functions, not the administrative subdw:sron
—%/An ogency established specifically for pellition control or related functions.
~YFor sewerage systems ond refuse disposal plonts.
4To control or obate pollution.
- Nater Resowces Commissian,

W The Governor appaints both a Public Heolth Council and a Commissioner of Health.

protecting shore properties. Typically, where public
property is involved, the State's contributionis higher
than that for the protection of private property. How-
ever, the extent of State aid is gredter than oné might
surmise because of appropriations for specific proj-
ects not covered under blanket formulas,

Enabling Legisiation.—At least 16 of the coastal
States specifically authorize political subdivisions to
undertake. shore erosion prevention works (table 10).
Such. authority is- undoubtedly inciuded in provisions
empowering political subdivisions in other States to
undertake general public improvements, Althoughthe
enabling legislation varies, loeal units of government
arc not infrequently authorized to exercise the power

22

of eminent domain in acquiring land for shore works
and to make agsessments on property benefited,

Impact Upon Recreation.—The erasion of shore-
line is caused by natural forces, commonly in com-
bination, of wind, tides, and currents. The extent of
erosion is further infiuvenced by the geologic and
physiographic features of the shoreline and by the
existence of artificial structures which might impede
or accelerate the rate of erosion. Where beach ero-. .
sion is severe, it has a profound effeet vpon the
economic and social fabric of a community which
depends upon recreation as an industry,

Replies from 23 of the 28 coastal States mdxmle
that erosion constitutes a serious problem in some
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arcas of at'lcast 20 States and a moderate problem in
areas of 12 States (lable 10).

Status of Shoreline Recreation Planning:
Current' Programs

Shoreline recreational planning, to he effective
from a national point of view, needs to be coordinated
for all of the levels of government that are involved
in providing shoreline recreation oppaortunities.

Federal Planning.~The- National Park Service has |

recently completed a series of surveys of our national
shoreline and has issued three reports recommending
the Federal acquisition of several desirable and
availablc shoreline areas. These reports alsoidenti-
fied a large number of sites that should be acquired

by State and local agencies. Thereisnotat the present .

time, bowever, a regularly budgeted portion of the

Park Service program or any other Federal agency -
program designed to set the.pattern for development. .

of shoreline recreation sites.
State Planning.—The plans of State governments

" vary considerably, ranging from comprehensive plan=

ning to budget estimates for recreation facilities.

The short review of State planning agencies and
their activities in recreational planning and develop-
ment hag made it possible to group their respective
activities into four categories.

Fiscal Year Programs.—Of the 28 States, 8of them
(Alahama, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, South Carolina, and Virginia) are identified
with fiscal year programing. Their activities are of
ghort duration and, as such, are more concerned with
maintenance of already-existing areas and facilities
than with future planning,

Uncoordinated Preliminary Planmng ~Nine States -

{Connecticut, Delaware, Indiana, Michigan, North
Carolina, Rbode Island, Texas, Washington, and Wis-
consin) constitute the uncoordinated preliminary plan~
ning group, Their activities range. from fiscal year
programing to some long-range activities for indi-
vidual regions or areas and, as such, have no overall
effect on the entire State.

Coordinated Preliminary Planmng.—Sxx Stateg
(Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, and Pennsylvania) have coordinated pre-
liminary planning, Their activities can best be
summed up as the first steps necessary before a
statewide master plan can be developed. These steps
encompass the preliminary work of zll interested

State sgencies and individuals, in order not only to.
obtain the necessary information and data needed
beflore any planning takes place, but also to develop

a general program for the future acquisition and
development of the shoreline. In a sense these steps
are dual in character,
general data on the present status of the shoreline,
and the coordination of county and community plans
s0 that an overall plan for future acquisition and de~
velopment can be made,

The second slep includes the stages of priorities,
financing, and future readjustments.

Statewide Master Plans.—Five States (California,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Ohio, and Oregon) are

- leaders. in the ficld of outdoor recreation planning,
. These States all bave statewide master plans for rec-

The first step encompasses

23

reation, in which shoreline recreation has recclved
due conslderation. Here the preliminary work has
been accomplished; the acquisition and developmental
prioritics, financing, and possible readjustments have
been worked out, a policy and goals have been es-
tablished, and the plan has begun to be put into effect,

Local Planning.—Planning for development of the
shoreline recreation resource has probably been most
active and realistic in areas of heavy impact. The
New York Mectlropolitan Regional Council has sup-

- ported the ‘“Park, Recreation and Cpen Space Project,”

and other metropoht'm areas have planred in detail
for shorelinc use and development. Examples are the
Detroit Metroplitan Area Regional Planning Com-
mission and the Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority. .

Adequacy of Current Public Policy

According to criteria formulated by the National
Recreation Associationincooperationwith the National
Park Service, responsibility for the provision of public
recreation is distributed among levels of government in
the following manner:

Supplying facilities for the day-to-day recrea-
tional needs of the people is primarily a local
responsibility, whether met by municipalities...
or by county or metroplitan park boards.... Use
by oufside residents of facilities so supphed and
maintained is incidental,

Every State has areas either of such high
scenic value or of such high value for active rec-
reation, or both, or possessing such interests
from the scientific, archeological, or historical
standpoint, that their use tends to be statewide
in character. Acquisition of such-areas and their
development and operation appears tobe primarily
a function of the State, though .this snould not
preclude joint participation...by the State and
such community or communities as mighbt reccive
a high proportion of the benefits flowing fromtheir

- establishment. '

Taking the Nation as a whole, there are, again,
areas of such superlative quality, because of their
primeval character. or scenic excellence, or his-
torical, archeological or scientific importance or
because of some combination of these factors, that
they are objects of national significance. It is the
responsibilily of the Federal Government to acquire
and administer these. 6/

' Emphasw on criteria of this character can only
result in inadequate provisions for coastline recrea-
tion. If the community has primary responsibility and
if use by outside residents is oaly incidental, then
inland residents will be denied-easy access to the
shore. Some towns already have found it desirable
and necessary to restrict usage o{thcu' pubhc beaches
to town residents and taxpayers.

Cities

A more fundamental problem is the pressure for
shore facilities in urban centers. No localities were
PR . _ N
y“‘choﬂ on the Conservation and Development of Qutdoor

Recreation Resources,'’ Federal Inter-Agency Committee on

Reercotion, July 1950, p. 78.
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Agency head V- Location
Stote . . .
. lntegroted Public . Special
Plural Single depor?mem—?/ works Highways agency ¥/ Other

Alobama. . .4y uriivrirersennees cons X X vees veea reen reee
Colifornid ....oovvvinnennnanad X
Conneeticit oovivivevarncnnene | X cees ceas vens v X vees
Dolawaro, vuuviiiviiininennes X vese saes X veen
Florido ....ociiivinnnnans. X cees X
Coorgieiecerierioreriosnnens res X ceos vaes N rees Yx
Winois vovvrviiviiennnenennes eoae X veee X veve vees ceen
Indione . oiiiiiienniieienaa, Ix X cree
Lovisiana ...ovivvvevinarenens X veee | X T e
Maing...oooiiinivirirreninens X FU | X
Maryland .. ...ooveaei li X waes Cees vees eas Iy
Mossochusetts ., ... ......... .. X ves PUDIR £ X veee eea
-Michigan ...oivvivinivnniienns X cees ceen veee N X rera
Minnesota ..., iiiiiiniinans X X vers .ee
Mississippi.......cooinaia.s X eee | eaea veas cees cee
MNew Hompshire . ....cvvivenans X e . oy
New Jersey ., ... iiniiennnen 27y Wy, Wy 1y
New York, cuviiiiiiennnencaes | X ceee X .
North Coroling . ..o..ovvunn.... X vees PO X FOTN
ORio, s iiir i iinntsenasrnans cene X X eee
Oregen....... P N X vess PO v LS ceen Iy
Peansylvonia .............. X ceee L%
Rhode Islond, ... oviivnnnnnnds X vens X cess .-
South Carolina...covvuennnn.n. - X cees vees ) L%
TeXTS. cvuvierevannanersnsenas Tesponsibility for erosion control of local governmental
Yirginio........ccuuue Ceeeeaen ceen X X e
Vashington ... .iveeeicnracenss ‘ ceer X ceve eas . cees Lorx
Wisconsin vuuerernerarnnnnsnos X vens ees ieas o

Total L iivinivieiannnn, 16 12 6 [ 4] 6 ]

YRefers to depariment which houses the erosion control function (o= listed by the Army Corps of Engineers), not the admumsrm*we

subdivision.

~¥An integroted department is one which combines parks and wnld!tfe manogement and the odministration of land ond water resources

generolly.

Yan ogency established specifically for erosion control or re1a(ed functions.
~/To empower political subdivisions to undertake erosion preventive works.

«¥0n o formula basis to political subdivisions.
‘/Deparfmen? of Mines, Mining, and Geology.

-—/Only os o result of severe storms.
—-’Depcrfmenf of Geology, Mines, ond Water.
L/Ferestry ond Recreation Commission.

the political boundaries of a shore municipality was
adequate to meet the needs of the municipal population
alone, even if the shoreline were fully developed.
Obviously, the needs of the whole metropolitan area
population cannot he served by these same shores.
Urban counties whose jurisdiction is likely to take
in a larger portion of the metropolitan area than do
municipal governments have met the problem partially

by undertaking responsibility for providing shoreline

facilities. Enabling legislation in many States has
authorized municipalities to acquire properties outside
municipal limits and has equipped the parks ageacy
with condemnation powers for this purpose. ’

State and Federal provision of beach areas has

. been, in totality, lesser in magnitudc and generally

_found in this study where the extent of shoreline within

24

. -—/Ahhough headed by a Commission, the chernor appoints a Director of the Dcpcrtmenf who serves ot his pleasure.

not directed so immediately to the satisfaction of the
needs and pressures of urban areas. The authors
conclude that the policies at the State and Federal
level are directed loward providing areas of high
gcenic quality ‘and moderate or low intensity rec-
reation use rather than high intensity use, This has
contributed to the inadequacy of melropolitan area
shoreline recreation facilities.

Trends in planning

The general trend of State planningrevealed in this
study points to the conclusion that less than half of
the 28 States have arrived at the stage where they
are In a position to determine the overall recrea-
tional needs and to do something about thermn. The
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s . ) - Hos ot least ono areq in which the
Powers of erotion control agency Statutory provision ofa erosion offect is— .
ol ific Enobling Gronts-in- , .
Rescarch Construction Nop::eec’; legislation ¥/ 0idY Serious Moderote Slight
S—
N ves X vens vess aves X veses
X X s X X X X X
X es veen X X X R vens
X X ves . X X .es
X e vees X . X X X
suns ceas X cins deae X P vere
X vee eee vers X cene
e X X - ‘ Yx
cee X vens eees . n.a.
vers " X X X n.c.
X vees vers X n.o.
vee b4 vens - X . : n.a.
vers X X e ¥x .
. X &y .
. X .. .. &x . X
X Wy . ceee X X X
\x L X X X
. X . . X X cees coas
X Xl cee aees X X vees
X X X X X
FU . X X ceed X X
. . X vene X cees
X e X Wy X X X
cens e b X X cees n.a.
level X . X X
- cess X X . X X
vass X . X X X eees X
cees veas X X . X X X
- 10 9 14 16 7 20 12 10
Wk Department of Pubhc Works and Highways will undertake the construction. of preventive works.
-/Bcnch Erosion Commission.
-—/Deptmment of Conservation.
-/Depcrfment of Highways. -
1¥50it Conservation Committee.
1¥/5101e Park and Harbor Commission of Eric.
-—/Only for the acquisition of land for shore erosion works. .
1%Stete Forestry Commission. ’e
BDepartment of Conservation ond Development, not |lstecl undcr “!ntcgmtc& Department”' because of separate Parks end Recreation -
Commission. ’
2UPublic Service Commission.
{

n.a. Not available,

other half of the States are still in the stage of fiscal
ycar operation and some preliminary and uncoordi-
nated planning activities, mainly Dbecause of the
sbundant supply of shoreline areas, on the one hand,
and the small demand for them, on the other, be-
cause of low density of population. Dut even these
States are experiencing the ever-increasing preasue
of the growing demand for recreation,

All foo frequently there is inadequate recognition
of the fact that plans for shoreline use and develop-
ment must be made to “fit”’ the natural state and
behavior of this dynamic environment. There are too
many beach parks that no longer have beaches, too
many beach arcas that require counstunt and costly

44ms O-62-3
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replenishment, and—worst of all~-planned areaswhich
by the natare of their development have caused untold
damage to adjocent shorelines,

Shoreline Domains. -Alt‘loutrh the shore is con-
stantly changing, there is a good deal of dynamic
consistency wilhin its various ‘‘domains.” Cape
Cod, Cape Hatleras, the Florida coasts, the great
Texas beaches, and most other areas rcmain con-
sistently beach, bluff, or marsh unless man inter-
feres withtheir normalregime. The *‘normalregime’?
can be identificd with considerable reliability within
various shoreline domains: that is to say, the regime
of littoral currents, Within the domain whatever is
done to the shore at one location aifccts lo a greater
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" reation use,

or lcsser extent all other locations in the dynamie
interchange of the forces which have produced that
domain, There are many examples inwhichthe major
accomplishment of shareline planning has been to
fncrease damage to the natural shore,

Another critical problem in planning for shoreline
recreational development is the lack of cooperation

among governments in solving problems which do not

conform to existing jurisdictionallines, Forexample,

only 10 States specifically authorize their recreation -

agencies to cooperate with other States (although
interstate planning contacts are undoubtedly -made
despite this),. Only 11 States specifically authorize
cooperation between State and local parks agencies,
Only 10 States provide enabling iegislation authorizing
cooperation . among local governments in recreation
matters {table 8),

The Future Status of Institutional Arrangements
Public ownership and regulation of shoreline

The demands by recreation users now put a heavy
burden on the available shoreline of all types in public
ownership. Increased recreation demands bythe year
2000 will require substantial increase inthe amountof
public unrestricted shoreline, or much more efficient
use of currently available shorelines, or both, The
authors believe that much of the Nation’s accessible
shoreline will be needed to meet the recreational
demands of the American people in the year 2000
(figure 2). They do rot believe that the public will
have acquired anything like this amount of the shore-
line by that time. Therefore, under present policies
it is highly unhkely that recreatxonal demands will be
satisficd.

As now, accessible beaches near metropolitan
centers will receive the greatest pressure for rec-
To meét this growing need most of this
shoreline should be in public ownership, and it will
have to be managed much more efficiently than it is
today. For not only will recreation demands be
intense—other demands for the shoreline, pre-
eminently those for transportational and industrial
uses, will also be large in these areas. Since
metropolitan areas are facing these problems now,
it is probable that such recredtional shorelines will
either be in public ownership or under some form of

governmental regulation.

State and local recreation crganization and
statutory powers

It seems likely that the pfesent fragmentaﬁon of

administering agencies will gradually give way to .-
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_feature of providing for the public wellare.

integrated departments {n more States, Orpaniza-

tions then will house recreation functions together

with other activities competing for land and water

Tesources generally, and they will prohably be further

intcgrated under exccutive leadership, Departments

of Natural Resources, or of Conscrvation, have been

established in 13 coastal States at present, a form of
organization the authors recommend, because it links

in a single agency the principal claimantg for natural’
Tesources and recogmzss orgamzatxonally the claims

of recreation (table 6),

Althouph it cannot be considered an important -
aspect of the program for meeting recreational
demands by the year 2000, there may well be a wider
use of the foreshore where the uplands continue to
be held in private owncrship. Few legal obstacles
restrict public use of the foreshore, However, the
problem of public access to such areas will need to
be solved to- make. more of this type of resource
available for recreation. Use of these areas may be
further impaired because in the near future property
owners can be expected to protest suchuse vigorously.

Status of shorelind recrection plonning

Under the leadership and encouragement—nottosay
urging—of the Federal Government, it is highly likely
that coordinated master plans for shoreline recrea-
tion development and management will have been
drawn up and partially put into effect by the year
2000, Plans in metropolitan areas, where even now
the attitude toward the problems of ouldoor recreation
is one of panic, cau be expected to be highly sophisti-
cated and to an important extent implemented. The
extent to which Federal and State plans willhave been

- implemented is problematic. The past record in this

respect is not an impressive one,

Adequacy of pubke poley

The demand for outdoor recreation facilities is
increasingly accepted as legitimate, and the provision
of such facilities by public agencies willbe a standard
The
Federal Government can be expected to provide both '
encouragement and leadership in this general trend.
Urban governments willreceive more assistance from
higher government levels, with the Federal Govern-
ment more likely to respond to the needs of cities—
both because of the impact of the urban vote in
presidential elections and negatively, because of the
present pattern of under-representation of metropoli-
tan areas in State legislatures. The Federal Govern-
ment is likely to enlist the aid of State governments
by means of grants-in-aid programs. But Government
programs will probably lag behind demand.
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CHAPIER FOUR

WHA”Ir POLICIES AND PROGRAMS WILL ENJURE THAT PRESENT AND:-
FUTURE RECREATION NEEDS ARE ADEQUATELY AND EFFICIENTLY

MET?

Basic to any policies and programs recommended
for wise and efficient use of the shoreline recreational”
resource is an understanding of the extremely signif-
icant role this resource-activity relationship plays in
American life. Outdoor recreation should be recog-
nized as a necessity in American life, It should be
widely encouraged for all American citizens, without
regard to ecconomic or social levels, In other words,
it should he a public responsibility to recognize,
to encourage, and where necesgsary, to provide the
means for, outdoor recreation, Outdoor recreation
should become a more important part of the pattern
of the lives of all Americans,

A National Policy for the Shoreline

The shoreline is a unique resource in many ways.
For the most part, it forms 2 national boundary.
For a single resource, a shoreline has unusually
high recreational qualities, It is limited in exient.
Improper use, pollution, or erosion can decrease
its extent and value. All of these factors can be
controlled fo preserve recreational values if proper
steps are taken, Shoreline is a dynamic resource
physically, a system of related checks and balances
which do not recognize political boundarjes, It is,
in other words, a national resource.

As a national resource, shoreline merits anational
policy. That policy should serve three purposes:
(1) it should state the public purposein the recognition
and encouragement of, as well as the provision of
the means for, outdoor recreation; (2) it shoulddefine
the roles of the various levels of government by
‘which this purpose is realized; and (3)it should
relate recreation use of the shoreline to other vahd
uges.

. The public purpose

Public agencies should recognize the present
and future sigrificance of outdoor recreation in.
American life; they should encourage broad partic-
ipation; and they should help provide the facilities
for participation.

Recognition of Significance.— All levels of govern-

~ment should have adequate statutory powers and

administrative organizations to assess outdoor rec-
reation wants and needs and to develop and implement
coordinated programs which will effectively meet
those needs,

Encouragement of O_utdoor Recreation.—All levels
of government should encourage an increased public
awareness of the advantages and benefits of partic~
ipation in outdoor recreation as an essential activity.

Provision of Means.—All levels of government
should when necessary to meet recreation needs,
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use public funds to provide outdoor recreation facil-

~ ities that arc in no scnse restrictedtothe use of local

residents,
The roles of the various levels of government

In achieving these purposes, the various levels of
government have different responsibilitiés; theyshare
the necessity, however, of the fullest cooperation in
effectively planned utilization of a national resource.

Federal Responsibilities,—The Federal Govern-
ment should be responsible for the following program.

1. Acquiring, developing, and operating shore-
lines of national significance for recreation,
scenic beauty, wildlife habitat, or biotic
communities,

2, Optimizing shoreline recreation possibil-
ities on Federal lands including defense
1ands,

3. Assisting State and local governments where

: other financial and technical resources are
not adequate {o meet State and local shore-
line recreation needs, especially in areas
of high recreation.impact by:

- {a) providing financial assistance for plan-
ning,  acquisition, and development of
shoreline recreation areas.

(b} providing technical assistance for plan-
ning, acquisition, and development of
shoreline recreation areas,

{c) specifying program standards as acon- ~

dition of Federal assistance, including
review and coordination of State and
plans. -
State Responsihilities.—The State governments
should be responsible for the following program.

1. Acquisition, development, and operation of
shoreline areas as part of State outdcor
recreation plans, including:

(a) shorelines of more than local and less
than national significance.

()] shorclines serving more than local
area

2. Maxxmxzatlon of shoreline recre'xtxon op-
portunities on existing State land,

3. Designing a shoreline plan and arranging
development and operation of shoreline
recreation areas, including:

(a8} coopctation with local governments and
coordination of local plans.
{b) cooperation with Federal planning and
assistance programs,
(c) coopecration with other States inregional
© programs. '
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4, Assistance to local governments to meet
local shoreline recreation needs by:
(8) financial aid.
“(b) technical belp.
{(c) specification of stundards, including re-
view and coordination in State plan.
Local Responsibilities.~The local governments
should be responsihle for the following program,
. Planning, acquisition, development, and op-
- eration of locally important shoreline
_~—-recreation arcas as part of a comprchen-
sive local recreation plan.
2, Cooperation with Stute and Federal pro-
grams of financial and technicalassistance.
3. Coordination of -shoreline plans with State
plans.
local governments particularly must recognize
the need for systems of repulation and control of
competing shoreline uses which fully recognize rec~
reation as a legal claimant to its appropriate portion
of the shoreline, . :

Recreation Use Vis-a-vis Other Usas
of the Shoraline

In terms of total mileage, the chief forms of land
uge on most of the American shoreline are probably
recreation and agriculture, with the third largest use
perhaps being defense, i.e., shoreline areas held by
the Federal Government {n the inferests of the national

defense in some sense. Transportation and industry

use a negligible proportion of the total shoreline:
these are concentrated uses which cannot be expected
to occupy very large shoreline areas even in the year
2000 if present trends continue.

The recreational land is largely in private owner<
ship—for summer homes, to an important extent.
Agriculture exists where there is no real competition
for use of the shoreline, because agriculture simply

- could not compete with most of the other uses,

For the most part, the shoreline is better suited
for outdoor recreation than it is for the most other

uses. It should be recognized, then, thatthe shoreline

constitutes a primary outdoor recreation resource of
this. Nation, and that the greater part of it will even-
tually be needed for recreation; its presentuse should
either be for recreation or for some use which either
complements certain kinds ofrecreation (wildlife pre-
serves, plant or animal community preservation) or
does not destroy its recreational qualities. It is un-
doubtedly the case that in the long runthe major com-
petition for the greater part of the American shoreline
will not be among differing forms of use but between
private versus public ownership for recreation. In
the final analysis public agencies will have toface the
problem of providing more and more recreational
‘shoreline, thereby changing the balance of owner-
ship from private to public, because private use is
restrictive,

Mefropolitan areas

Large urban concentrations present unusual and

“special”’ cases of shoreline use. Inthese areascon-

siderable proportions of the shoreline may be devoted
tp transportation and industry and even to residential

use. Here also there are problems of water pollution
and peneral destruction of natural recreation values
because of unsightly andhazardous structures, smoke,
noise, and the like. Since metropolitan areas are also
the areas in which the demands for shoreline recrea~-
tion are greatest, special policies need to be applied,
rather than the general onesdescribedin the foregoing
paragraphs, The uses which may dominate mctro-
politun areas may not only be destructive of recrea-

© tional -values, but they are highly competitive, Once

Industrial and transportationul shoreline sites have
been established it is inanypractical sense impossible
to displace them for recreational use except with
overwhelming popular support and exceptional funding.
A reasonahle attitude is that these uses areso essen~
tial to the people who live in these great population
concentrations that they cannot and should not be ex-
cluded., On the other hand, they should not be per-
mitted to destroy the recreational value of adjacent
shoreline: the nuisance they tend to generate should

" be subject to public control. Atthe same time, mectro-

politan recreational demand is so great and so funda-
mentally important that new private residential build-
ing projects ought not to be permitted to compete
successfully with public provision of recrcational
shoreline. Where recreational demands for the shore
are great, as is the case in most metropolitan areas,
the public policy should be to provide as much rec-
reational shoreline as possible without putting impos-
sible restrictions on vital competing uses,

Programs Recommended to lmplémenf
Suggestad Polides

t would be possible to recommend anentiregalaxy
of public programs designed to meet the necds of
1360 immediately and to estahlish a timetable of
acquisition and development for the projected needs
of the year 2000, However, such a siatement would
be more idealistic than pragmatic. Some very basic
preliminary programs are needed now to make pos-
sible intelligent planning for the future.

Shoteline use and inventory data *

One of the greatest stumbling blocks in evaluating
recreational use of the American shoreline is a lack
of precise information:; data on both users and the
resource are badly needed. How many people use
the shoreline now, and for what purposes? How much
do they spend on various kinds of recrcation? How
far do they travel? How often do they visit specific
areas of the shore? What are the specific qualities
and traits, mile-by-mile, of the total shoreline, and
what potentials for recreational use do these repre-
sent? It is not possible to plan the intelligent and
balanced use of this precious and Ilimited resource
without knowing a great deal more about the nature of
both demand and supply.

Delineation of basic naturcl planning units

It has been pointed out that the shoreline environ-
ment is a dynamic one that does not respect political
boundariea, Useful planning for recreationatand other
uses of this resource requires knowledge of the extent



to which development {n onc arca will affect some
other .area., What are the basic components of this
system? What areas constitute “domains® within
which planning must toke place ? Clagsifying the shore-
line In these terms will beoneof the first applications
of the information gained through a detaxled shoreline
inventory. .

Experimenls in recrection use

The recreational potential of bluff and marsh shores
has hardly been recognized in the overwhelming pref-
erence shown for beach shoreline, It is necessary to
know the recreational potential of all types of shore-

“line if imaginative and creative development of this
potential is to result in optimum use. One of the best
possible ways to develop anunderstanding of the shore-
line~recreation complex is the operational approach—
to experiment in shoreline recreation development,
to use new ideas and designs, to create new programs
and to see how well these work out, The Newport Bay
and Mission Bay developments in southern California
are examples of the possibilities of this approach,

An gnalysis of adminisirative arrangemeats and
infergevernmental relationships

Most existing administrative organizations are not
capable of planning for or managing the future recrea-
tional shoreline. There is need for administrative
innovation if Nation, State, and community are to be
jointly responsible for the wise use of the shore,
Realistic planning must take into account the dynamic
“‘domains’® of the shoreline which cut across and
encompass many governmental jurisdictions. The
possibilities of cooperative arrangements, interstate
compacts, Federal-State commissions, and regional
authoritics are many and diverse. It is essential that
studies be undertaken to determine how to establish

- effective programs without arousing the jealousies

and animosities that can be associated with mtergov~

ernmental problems,
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" must:

A study of management of the recreation
shoreline in target oreas .

Metropolitan, high-impact beaches represent one
of the knottiest problems of shoreline recreation,
Where public beach can be exterded, it cannot be ex-
tended indefinitely; thereis alimitto hoth the resourct
and the radius of accessibility, This does not mean
that the problem cannot be solved. It may he neces-
sary to introduce totally new concepts into the use of
recreational shoreline in high impact areas, Perhaps
the beach area per person ratio ¢an be ‘changed hy
permititing only alternate day use in some fashion, or
by staggering working hours.or days in thc beach
season, Perhaps some of the shoreline demand can
be diverted by the development of lake beaches or by
increasing the numher of swimming pools. Perhaps
-beaches can be made where they do not now exist,
The present system of managing public city beaches
needs to be investigated with the objective of increas-
ing the number of people who can be served without
destroying the natural qualities which people seek at
beaches, Optimum effective management will be nee- -
essary long before the year 2000.

Conclusions

There is a crisis in shoreline outdoor recreation,"
The shoreline is vanishing in the sepse that private
ownership is inhibiting public use. There is a need
for action now, if the publicis to develop a real under-
standing of its shoreline outdoor recreation needs and
how these czn best be met, But there is need for co~ -
ordinated, planned action~—based on adequate informa-
tion and upon clear statements of public policy—so
that the action is continuing, not sporadic, Thepublic

Know the importance and value of outdoor recrea- )
tion,

Know what this Nation’s outdoor recreation re-
sources are.

Understand that policy formulation must precede
planning.

Know that planning can only be implemented by
coordination,

Understand that coordination depends in largepart
upon administrative structures.
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APPENDIX A

GLOSSARY

Words or terms or phrases that may be susceptible

to a variety of definitions or interpretations are here
" defined by the authors as they intended them to be

used. It would be well to refer to this glossary as
one reads the paper, Thesedefinitions, inthis precise
form, are pot necessarily repeated in the body of
the report,

" Physical Charadteristics of Shoreline

1. Shoreline Resource—The shorelines of the
United States, in this study defined to include those of
the two oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Great Lakes,
constilute a unique, definable feature—where land and
reasonably large bodies of water meet, Thesecoastal
areas constitute a resource in the same way that
mountains constitute a resource, Because they rep-
resent a special combination of physical features that
are definable as being different from other combina~
tions of physical features, there are certain uses of
mankind for which they are suited under present
social and economic conditions, and there are other
uses for which they are not suited,

2, Recreation Shoreline-Recreation shorelineis
defined as all of the shoreline meeting in substantial
part the following criteria:

(a) The existence of a marine climate and
‘environment, In part, this is identified by
such weather phenomena as the occurrence
of wind from off the water, and the tem-
perature influence of the water and waves.
On the shore it may be identified by sea~-

. shells,  driftwood, and other materials
deposited by the water and it may be iden~
tified by the physiographic phenomena of
dunes, cliffs, spits, bars, marshes, etc.
In the water it may be identificd by the
occurrence of rollers, breakers, tide, and
surf in conjunction with various weather
and land conditions,

The existence of an expanse of view of at
least § miles over water to the horizon
from somewhere on the shore, :
Location on some. water boundary of the
United States (water bodies lying entirely
within the U.S, boundaries are not in-
cluded).

3. Beach Shoreline—A wxde expanse of sand or
other beach materinl lying at the waterline and of
sulficicent extent to permit itsdevelopmentas a facility

—

b

(e

—

" without important encroachment on the upiand,

. 4. Bluff Shoreline—A bank, bluff, or cliff, im-
mediately landward of a relatively narrow beuach (if

any) and varying in height from several feet up to

mountainous elevations. Bluffs may be composed of
either loose or solid material—from sand to granite,
.5, Marsh Shoreline—~Tidal or nontidal marsh,
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6. Shoreline Domain—A length of shoreline which
fs dominated by a littoral current. The length of
these currents is usually determined by natural physio=
graphic features ‘such ns recfs, bars, river mouths,
elc, A manmuade strycture can influence a current if
it is of sufficient size, such as long piers or jctties,

7. Shorelines of National Significance—A shore-
line of such superlative qualities (bhecause of scemc
or recreational excellence, or historical, SCLLntlf‘C

- or. archeological lntCI‘thS) that it is a natloml at- .

traction and’ should be ‘dwned and managcd by the
Federal Government.

8. Shorelines of State S1gmﬁc1nce-A shoreline
which possesses such unusual qualities (because of
scenic or recreational excellence, or historical, scien~
tific, or archeological interests) that it is a State
attraction and shouid be owned and managed by the
State government,

9, Foreshore—The fcreshore, so far as its rec-
reational significance is concerned, is that section of
the shore below whatever high tide line is recognized
by a particular State as being the limit of ownership
of private property; it extends as far as the low tide
line, whatever that is on a particular day,

Development Characteristics of Shoreline

10. Accessibility—Any recreation site within 2-
hours! driving time by automobile (approximately 60
to 50 miles, depending upon the highway system)of a
metropolitan area with- a ‘population of 500,000 or
more is highly accessible, It is therefore subject to
heavy recreational use. Sites between 90 and 125
miles from metropolitan areas (the distance people
will drive for overnight or weekend trips)are mod-
erately accessible, They can be expectedtobe subject
{0 heavy use durmn‘ peak periods, such as Labor Day
weekend, Sites more than 125 miles {rom any met-
ropolitan area will be successively less accessible
the more distant they are. Accessibility is a factor
of people, time, and distance; illustrations in this
study are based on metropolitan areas only hacause
1960 census data were not. available, However, the

_significantly accessible areas are in regions of cities

‘of metropolitan size and complexity,

A1, Availability--Any recreation site the use of
which is not restricted in any.sense, but can be used
by anyone who wants to use it, is considered to be
available. Availability depends uponthese whocontrol.
the site. A privately ownedbeach maynotbe available
since only members of the immediate family can use
it. On the other hand, an excellent beach in public .
control may be made unavailable toanyone becauseits
primary use is for some sort of activity (firing range,
for example} that would endanger the lives of those:
using it for recreation,



- 12, Publie Shorellne-—lﬁuh’ic shoreline is defined
as shoreline with associ:nfe\djuplund, owred and op-
erated by a Federal, Statedar local government and
open to all visitors without restriction, The term
includes parks, beaches, forests, and seashores that
include the shoreline as the chief fcature of the area,

13. Restricted Shoreline—A restricted shorcline

18 shoreline to which access is denied to the public
by governmental authority; it is chiclly reserved for
military use; it does not include shoreline held in
private ownership,

14, Development Smtus-—The categories low, me-

-dium, and high development status relate the status
of occupation of the shoreline by manmade structures
and the extent of the recreational uscof the shoreline,

. The categorizations are comparative rather than
" abgolute,

They represent a State agency’s judgment
of status rather than anactual measure, Forexample,
the Atlantic City, N.J. and Santa Monica, Calif,

shorelines are judged to have high development status

because all of the shorelines are cccupied by struc-
tures and ‘intensively used for recreation; whereas
the Padre Island, Tex., shoreline is judged to have
low development status because there are very few
gtructures and there is va little recreational use
of the shoreline,

15, Adequately Developed Shorelme—-An adequa-
tely developed shoreline area is provided withsanita-
tion, police, parking, and similar facilities required
1o make the shorcline usable for recreation with suf-
ficient control to maintain the area in condition at=-
tractive to mass use,

16, Resource Based Recreation Area {Clawson)}—

A site, the recreation values of which are basically -

determined by its natural qualities, for example, a
national seashore area. _

117, User-Oriented Recreation Ared (Clawson}—A
site, the recreation values of which are basically
determined by high degrees of accessibilityandavail-
ability and by the facilities developed on it. TFor
example, city playgrounds andparks, swimmingpools,
etc,

18, Intermediate Recreation Area (Clawson)~A
site, the recreation values of which are basically
determined by the natural quality potentials within
2-hours' driving time of the user; in other words, the
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best unatural qualities available for day use, for
example, a county park, .

Miscellaneous Terms

19. Shoreline Recreational Demand—A measure
of the numbers of pcople who use the shoreline daily
or scasonally, prefcrably translated into some such
figure as persons per square or linear foot of beach,
number of cars per parkway, number of park visitors,
number of boats serviced per marina, and the like,
There is no general information of this sort availahle
except locally,

20, Shoreline Recreation Pressure—(Sec Shore-
line Recreational Demand.)

21, Impaet of Erosion on Recreation—The magni-

" tude of impact of erosion on recreation is the evalua-

tion of State officials as to whether the problem in
their State is a serious one in any area, a moderate
one in any area, or is of little significance, The in-
formation was gathered by questionnaire attempting
to elicit a self~evaluation and did not provide criteria
to distinguish the three catogories of effeet.

22, Impact of Pollution on Recreation—The magni-
tude of impact of pollution on recreationis the evalua-
tion of State officials as to whether the problem in

‘their State is a serious one in any area, a moderate

one in any area, or is of little significance, The in-
formation was gathered by questionnnire attempting
to elicit a self-evaluation and did not provide criteria
to distinguish the three categories of-effect,

23. Metropolitan Center—Metropolitan areas are
generally thought of as multiple cities, the core city
of which has a population of more than 50,000, Pickard
defines a metropolitan area as an urban area in-
cluding one or more adjaocent or nearby citics, having
a total area population of 100,000 or more. For the
purposés of this study only those metropolitan areas
with a population of 500,000 or more were mapped,

. simply because the ratio of urban pepulation to beach

users is not kmown, nor has there been practical
experience on beach use adjacent to metropolitan
areas of a smaller order—for example, the South
Carolina coast adjacent to Charieston, or the Georgia
coast adjacent to Savannzah.
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12, Public Shoreline—Jrubjic shoreline is defined
a8 shoreline with associm‘e\d,}upland, owred and op-
erated by a Federal, State™dr local government and
open to all visitors without restriction, The term
includes parks, beaches, forests, and seashores that
include the shoreline as the chief feature of the area.

13, Restricted Shoreline—A restricted shoreline
is shoreline to which access is denied to the public

by governmental authority; it is chiefly reserved for -
military use; it does not include shorelme held in

private ownership,
14, Development Status—The categor:es low, me-

-dium, and high development status relate the status

of occupation of the shoreline by manmade structures
and the extent of the recreational use of the shoreline,

" The categorizations are comparative rather than

absolute, They represent a State agency’s judgment
of status rather than anactual measure, Forexample,
the Atlantic City, N.J. and Santa Monica, Calif,

shorelines are judged to have high development status

because all of the shorelines are occupied by struc-
tures and intensively used for recreation; whereas
the Padre Island, Tex., shoreline is judged to have
low development status because there are very few
structures and there is very little recreational use
of the shoreline,

15. Adeguately Developed Shorelme—An adequa-
tely developed shoreline area is provided with sanita-
tion, police, parking, and similar facilities required
to make the shoreline usable for recreation with suf-
ficient control to maintain the area in condition at-
tractive to mass use.

16. Resource Based Recreation Area (Clawson)-—

A site, the recreation values of which are basically -

determined by its natural qualities, for example, a
national seashore area,

.17, User-Oriented Recreation Area (Clawson)y=A
gite, the recreation values of which are basically
determined by high degrees of accessibilityand avail-
ability and by the facilities developed on it. For
example, city playgrounds and parks, swimming pools,
etc,

18, Intermediate Recreation Area (Clawson)—A
site, the recreation values of which are basically
determined by the natural quality potentials within

- 2=hours’ driving time of the user; in other words, the
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best natural qualities available for day use, for
example, a county park.

Hiscellancous Terms

19. Shoreline Recreational Demand=-A measure
of the numbers of people who use the shéreline daily
‘or geasonally, preferably translated into some such
figure as persons per square or linear foot of beach,
number of cars per parkway, number of park visitors,
number of boats serviced per marina, and the like,
There is no gepneral information of this sort available
-except locally.

.20. Shoreline Recreation Pressure—(See Shore-
line Recreational Demand.)

21, Impact of Erosion on Recreation—The magni-

" tude of impact of erosion on recreation is the evalua-

tion of State officials as to whether the problem in
their State is a serious one in any area, a moderate
one in any area, or is of little significance, The in-
formation was gathered by questionnaire attempting
to elicit a self-evaluation and did not provide criteria
to distinguish the three categories of effect.

22, Impact of Poliution on Recreation—The magni-
tude of impact of pollution on recreationis the evalua-
tion of State officials as to whether the problem in

‘their State is a serious one in any area, a moderate -

one in any area, or is of little significance. The in-
formation was gathered by questionnaire attempting
to elicit a self-evaluation and did not provide criteria
to distinguish the three categories of effect.

23. Metropolitan Center—Metropolitan areas are
generally thought of as multiple cities, the core city
of which has a population of more than 50,000, Pickard

defines a metropolitan area as an urban area in-.

cluding one or more adjacent or nearby cities, having
a total area population of 100,000 ér more, For the
purposes of this study only those metropolitan areas
with a population of 500,000 or more were mapped,

. simply because the ratio of urban population te beach

users is not known, nor has there been practical
experience on beach use adjacent to metropolitan
areas of a smaller order—for example, the South
Carolina coast adjacent to Charleston or the Georgia
coast ad)acent to Savannah.
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